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Abstract

The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ),
Council of Europe to conduct a study by 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 questionnaire for evaluating judicial systems to be filled by the CEPEJ’s national
correspondents (main contact point within national judicial systems), whose responses are statistically processed
analyzed and validated by the evaluation working group (GT-EVAL) 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 separate sheet per country.

kkkkkkkk

La Commission européenne a demandé a la Commission européenne pour l'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ) du
Conseil de I'Europe de réaliser une étude visant a collecter et a fournir des données relatives au fonctionnement
des systemes judiciaires dans les Etats membres de 'UE. Cette étude, basée sur des faits et chiffres collectés,
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 biennaux, en utilisant un questionnaire d’évaluation des systémes judiciaires. Ce questionnaire est
rempli par les correspondants nationaux de la CEPEJ (qui sont les points de contact au sein de chaque systeme
judiciaire national) et les réponses fournies font I'objet d’un traitement statistique, d’'une analyse et d’'une validation
par le groupe de travail évaluation (GT-EVAL) de la CEPEJ.

Conformément a la note technique de la Commission Européenne, I'étude est divisée en deux parties, la premiere
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.
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Executive summary

English version

The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) of the
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 analysing the situation of the judicial systems in the EU
member States.

This study is based on the processing and analysing data and comments provided by member States through four
evaluation cycles (2010, 2012, 2014 and 2016) and two specific questionnaire (2013, 2015). It will constitute one of
the sources used by the European Commission for the « EU justice Scoreboard ».

Structure of the study

Following the technical specifications provided by the European Commission, the study, based on 2016 data and
also presenting the evolution in relation to 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 data, is structured in two main parts:

- the first part examines the judicial systems in the European Union (EU) member States providing data tables
per indicator for the member States ;
- the second part contains country sheets, with a contextual analysis.

Main elements

The study provides 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.

Budget of judicial systems

To start with, it has to be distinguished the two concepts used by the CEPEJ for the analysis of the resources
allocated to justice in order to obtain an overview of the EU member States budgets.

There are indeed, depending on the State, common or separate financing mechanisms for the courts, the
prosecution services and legal aid. Nevertheless, these three elements have been broken down as far as possible
to allow comparisons, not only of the resources allocated to the prosecutorial or trial functions, despite the
difference in the organisation of systems, but also of the amounts budgeted for access to justice.

Thus, the budget allocated to the « judicial system » consists of the addition of resources allocated:
- to courts;

- to legal aid;
- to the prosecution service.

It must be emphasized that the judicial system budget and the court budget, as precisely defined by the CEPEJ
methodology to provide the most rigorous assessment of the effort of the member States, is not comparable with
other indicators available by other European institutions.

The CEPEJ obtains a wider analysis of justice system with another calculation: the budgets of other services
involved in the functioning of the public service of justice (prison, system of enforcement of court decisions, judicial
protection of juveniles, etc.) are added to the judicial system budget to evaluate the « whole justice system ».

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 remuneration of interpreters or experts), costs for the
rental and running of premises, real estate investments and training.

Specifically between 2010 and 2016, the analysis of the data sent by the member States shows that a wide majority
of the EU States have increased the contribution to their judicial system (in absolute value), even in a persistent
context of control of public expenditure (median of judicial system approved budget has increase around 4%).
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In general, the evolution of the exchange rate in 7 countries outside the euro zone, which is indicated on the table
related to the general data, has been incorporated in a separate table in all the budgetary comparisons between
2010, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2016.

Human resources

Different categories of judges (permanent, occasional, non-professional) can serve the justice system. The 2016
study focused on professional judges sitting permanently, whose number has an European average of 21,2 judges
per 100 000 inhabitants (the median is 23,6 judges per 100 000 inhabitants). Even if these indicators has slightly
increased between 2015 and 2016, the distribution of the evolution (increase / decrease) between all the countries
is quite equal: the number of judges per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased in 11 member States ; conversely this
number has increased in 15 member States.

Especially, it should be keep in mind that Austria has changed their methodology and the increase of number of
judges is not linked to new recruitements as such. These changes explains the increase of median and average of
professional judges between 2015 and 2016.

Moreover, this number varies considerably from country to country according to the organisation of the judicial
system and the existence of occasional judges, non-professional judges or even Rechtspfleger.

In most member States, judges receive initial training given the extent of the necessary knowledge to exercise this
function. Almost all countries then propose through the course of a career ongoing general or specialised training
formations in order to maintain a high level of legal technicality. However, these trainings are mandatory in less
than half of the member States (around 10 countries). The existence alongside judges of competent staff with
defined functions and a recognised status is essential for the quality and efficiency of a judicial system. A difference
is made between the five types of non-judge staff:

- the "Rechtspfleger” function (defined by the European Union of Rechtspfleger (EUR) as an independent
judicial body),

- the non-judge staff whose function is to assist judges directly,

- the staff responsible for administrative matters such as court management,

- the technical staff,

- and other types of non-judge staff that fall outside of all the categories mentioned above.

Two observations can be made following an analysis of data provided by the member States. Firstly, the median
number of non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased between 2012 and 2016 (variation of the median:
-11,6%), thus reflecting the continued decline of non-judge staff human resources to suit more closely to the needs
of the courts. Secondly, 12 countries have staff with "Rechspfleger" functions (or equivalent - no modification
between 2012 and 2016). The median number of staff in this specialised body has increased within the studied
period while the number of more simple assistant decreased: it may reveal an increase of the training level
expected to assist judges nowadays.

Judicial organisation

The study distinguishes three types of courts:

- ordinary courts of first instance with jurisdiction in all matters for which jurisdiction has not been assigned to a
specialised court — their enumeration is made as legal entities

- specialised courts of first instance (also considered as legal entities)

- courts ( at all levels) as geographic locations

The geographical locations per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased in most of the member States (the median is
1,52 courts per 100 000 inhabitants in 2015 and 1,38 in 2016). Since 2015, 4 countries have reduced their number
of geographical locations (and 3 have slightly increased this number). The trend is stronger since 2010: 15 have
decreased the number of geographical locations (up to 50%) and cleary shows the pursuit of the reforms of the
judicial maps.

As regards to the distribution of the disputes between legal entities, almost all the States have specialised courts of
first instance.

The existing specialised courts deal mainly with administrative cases, commercial cases and with disputes related
to the application of labour legislation.
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Methodology

The methodology used for this study is completely following CEPEJ methodology for its biennial evaluation using a
questionnaire for evaluating judicial systems. This Scheme is filled by the CEPEJ's members/national
correspondents (main contact point within national judicial systems), whose responses are statistically processed
and analysed by the Secretariat of the CEPEJ.

With the data collected, the CEPEJ has built a database to compare situations and developments between the
member states (when such comparisons are scientifically consistent).

Such inter-governmental work requires permanent dialogue and full transparency with the member States of the
Council of Europe.

e Data collection, validation and analysis

Numbers indicated between brackets following the letter Q (for example Q12) refer 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 collection is primarily assigned to the CEPEJ’s national correspondents. The national
correspondents are the unique interlocutors of the Secretariat when collecting new data. States providing such data
are liable for the quality of data used in the survey. The data provided has then been validated by the CEPEJ
Secretariat according to CEPEJ methodology.

It should be noted that, in order to constantly improve the data quality, some of the data appear as “Not Available”
(“NA”) for this exercise while, in the same situation, quantified figures were given in previous exercises. For
instance, in certain cases, the total was the sum of the available numeric values even if some answers were
indicated “NA”. In this exercise, when the answer of one (and in some cases more then one) sub-category is “NA”,
the total should be “NA”.

The report is based on data from 2016. In order to be able to follow trends, data from 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 and
2015 have also been provided in certain cases.

e The quality of data

The reader should bear in mind and always interpret statistical figures presented (including in the country fiches) in
the light of their attached narrative comments.

The CEPEJ has chosen to process and present only the data which offered a high level of quality and
accountability: it decided to disregard figures which were too different from one country to another or from one
exercise to another, or when they did not present sufficient guarantees of reliability. For some issues covered by
this study, no data could be provided. This could mean that none were available, that the data could not be
collected as such or that no data meeting these requirements had been provided within the deadline set.

e The following abbreviations have been used in this report:
NA: data not available;

NAP: data non applicable;

CR: Clearance Rate;

DT: Disposition Time.

Methodological disclaimer
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1) The data analysed have been provided by the member states until end of September 2017 and have then been
validated by the CEPEJ members during quality control finalised end of November 2017. Amendments provided by
member states after the delivery of this study may appear in future reports, as CEPEJ’s database is regularly
updated. This also explains why 2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 data included in this study, which are the most
updated as for day of publishing, may not always coincide with the data published in previous CEPEJ reports and
studies.

The validation has been made according to CEPEJ’'s methodology. However,the full reliability of data depens
mostly on the data providers. It should be kept in mind that the accuracy of some entries was confirmed by national

correspondents without specific explanation on potential discrepancies.
Germany provided some data for 2016 on 22 of December, 10 of January and 5 of February. Following CEPEJ

methodology, due to some inconsistency and the lack of time for full quality control some data were replaced by
"NA"

2) Some data cannot be compared with 2010 data since the questionnaire was modified between the different
evaluation cycles.

3) It should be noted that some budgetary data or its variations may be explained by the exchange rates between
different national currencies and the Euro.

4) For better understanding of some variations between budgets over years the inflation rate was included only as a
reference value,

5) It should also be noted that the minimum, maximum, average and median values in certain tables are calculated
with quantified data (excluding answers “NA” or “NAP”).

6) Data and comments in country sheet correspond to 2016. The state of play of reforms was reported at the end of
September 2017 and may therefore not be fully up to date.
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General data: economic and demographic data in 2016, in absolute values and variation of exchange rate between 2010 to 2016 (Q1, Q3, Q5)

Population in W GDP* per capita (in €) Exchange rate** in [Exchange rate** in|Exchange rate** in [Exchange rate** in |Exchange rate** in [Exchange rate** in Variation of Variation of Variation of Variation of Variation of Variation of Inflation™*  Inflation™* Inflation™*  Inflation**
States 2016 in 2016 2010 2012 AON] 2014 2015 2016 exchange rate |exchange rate | exchange rate | exchange rate | exchange rate | exchange rate 2010 2012 2013 2014
(on 1st Jan. 2011) | (on 1st Jan. 2013) | (on 1st Jan. 2014) | (on 1st Jan. 2015) | (on 1st Jan. 2016) | (on 1st Jan. 2017) 2010-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2010-2016

Austria 8 739 806 40 420 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP {0 1,70% {02,60% {02,10% {9 1,50%
Belgium 11 322 088 37 407 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  230% 260% M 120% # 0,50%
Bulgaria 7101 859 6 645 € 1,95583 1,95583 1,95583 1,95583 1,95583 1,95583 | 0,00% | 0,00% | 0,00% { 0,00% { 0,00%  1008,00% 0240% { 040% B -1,60%
Croatia 4154 213 10 965 € 7,38430 7,54659 7,62726 7,65771 7,63500 7,55779 #11,07% | 0,40% §-0,30% E-1,01% W235% M 1,10% 8l40% 2,30% { 0,20%
Cyprus 848 300 21282¢€ NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP ~ NAP NAP  02,60% {0810% 1 o040% F -030%
Czech Republic 10 578 820 16 700 € 25,06000 25,14000 27,42500 27,72500 27,02500 27,02000 | 9,09% 1 1,09% B -2,52% -0,02% 7820 W 120% {8B0% M 1,40% # 0,40%
Denmark 5748 769 48 474 € 7,45310 7,46040 7,45840 7,44360 7,46010 7,43490 {0,10% 1 .0,03% §-0,20% i 0,22% i-0,34% 1-024%  0220% {02,40% § 050% { 0,40%
Estonia 1315 635 16 034 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  270% I420% {I820% # 0,50%
Finland 5503 297 38959 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 00 1,70% {10820% {1012,20% £ 1,20%
France 64 859 599 33337 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  # 1,70% {#220% M 100% # 0,60%
Germany 82 175 684 37997 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP i1 1,10% {#2,10% {7 1,60% { 0,80%
Greece 10 783 748 16 181 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP M 1,00% B -090% B -140%
Hungary 9797 561 11200 € 278,85000 292,96000 296,91000 315,00000 315,68000 309,40000 506% #11,35% 116,09% i 0,22% B -1,99% 110,96% B70% {0 1,70% | 0,00%
Ireland 4673 700 58 961 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP B -160% @ 190% i 050% i 030%
ltaly 60 589 445 27 587 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP {10 1,60% {0830% ¥ 1,20% | 0,20%
Latvia 1 968 957 12762 € 0,70280 0,70280 0,70280 NAP NAP NAP {0,00% i 0,00% NAP NAP NAP NAP B -120% #230% | 0,00% @ 0,70%
Lithuania 2 847 904 13 468 € 3,45280 3,45280 3,45280 3,45280 NAP i 0,00% | 0,00% i 0,00% NAP NAP NAP i 120% {0820% 0 1,20% § 0,20%
Luxembourg 590 700 92900 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  {2,80% {2,90% M 1,70% # 0,70%
Malta 440 433 22664 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  §10200% {17820% ' 1,00% { 0,80%
Netherlands 17 081 507 41258 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP @l 090% 280% {IR260% i 0,30%
Poland 38 433 000 11370 € 3,96030 4,08820 - 4,26230 - - 03,23% - - - NAP NAP  012,60% {08 70% {1 080% { 0,10%
Portugal 10 309 573 17 905 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP i 1,40% #280% I 040% | -020%
Romania 19 638 309 8 600 € 4,28480 4,41530 4,48470 4,48210 4,52450 4,54110 i 3,05% i1,57% i -0,06% i1 0,95% i 0,37% 15980  1116,10% {11840% {10820% i 1,40%
Slovakia 5 435 343 14 910 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP @l 070% 87 0% M 150% [ -0,10%
Slovenia 2 065 895 19 262 € NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  {112,10% {72,80% {1190% { 0,40%
Spain 46 528 966 23985 € NAP NAP : NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP  2,00% 240% M 150% [ -0,20%
Sweden 9 995 153 46 125 € 8,95000 8,56880 8,86130 9,43230 9,19840 9,56100 I -4,26% 113,41% 116,44% W -2,48% 118]94% 1683% 111190% I 090% { 040% { 0,20%
Sum 443 528 264 747 358 €

Average 16 426 973 27 680 €

Median 8 739 806 21282€

Standard deviation 19173 €

Minimum 440 433 6 645 €

Maximum 82 175 684 92900 €

Nb of values 27 27

% of NA
% of NAP

*In current prices

0%
0%

** Local currency needed to obtain 1 €

0%
0%

** Source: EUROSTAT(2016), HICP (Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices) - These figures are only shown for contextualisation and are not used in this study

Latvia: Euro is the national currency since 1st Jan.2014
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General data

Comments provided by the national correspondents

General data: economic and demographic data in 2016, in absolute values and variation of exchange rate between 2010 to
2016 (Q1, Q3, Q5)

Question 1: Number of inhabitants
Question 3: GDP per capita
Question 5: Exchange rate of national currency (non-euro zone)

Belgium
Q001 (2016): population 1/1/2017

Cyprus

Q003 (2016): Per Capita GDP (current prices)

Total GDP (current prices)

The revised figures provided by the statistical service are

Per Capita GDP (current prices) Total GDP (current prices 2015 20.931 euro 17.742,0 million euro
2016 21.282 euro 18.122,5 million euro

France

Q001 (2016): Source: INSEE, estimation of population

Q003 (General Comment): Source: INSEE, national accounts
Q003 (2016): Source: INSEE, national accounts

Germany

Q1 (2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the
year 2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.

Q1 (2012): The information refers to the number of inhabitants on 31 December 2012 determined on the basis of the 2011
census.

Q003 (2016): The circumstances have changed since the last campaign.

Q3 (2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the
year 2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.

Greece
Q003 (2016): Data are available only up to 2015

Hungary

Q005 (2016): Source: Magyar Nemzeti Bank (Hungarian National Bank) exchange rate of 02. January 2017
https://www.mnb.hu/arfolyam-
tablazat?deviza=rbCurrencyActual&devizaSelected=EUR&datefrom=2017.01.01.&datetill=2017.01.02.&order=1

Ireland
Q003 (General Comment): Taken from the National Income and Expenditure Annual Results 2016.

Q3 (2015): The 2015 GDP figure was considerable higher compared to other years and at the time of release attracted a lot of
media attention and continues to do so.

Latvia

Q001 (2016): On 2016 1st January - 1 968 957
On 2017 1st January - 1 950 116

Lithuania
Q005 (2016): Lithuania is in an Euro zone.
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Netherlands

Q001 (2016): 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. Compared to previous questionaires (before 2014) these figures have been adjusted according to new
rules of the european system of national accounts (illegal activities are now included)

Q003 (2016): The per capita GDP is calculated by dividing total GDP by the average population (=[population on jan 1st
current year+ population on jan 1st next year]/2). Note: the explanatory notes say anything on how to calculate per capita GDP.

Romania
Q001 (2016): Provisional data which will be completed when the National Institute of Statistics will finalize population data

Q003 (2016): Provisional data

Q3 (2014): For the 2012 and 2014 evaluations, was used the resident population on 1 July of each year, estimated in terms of
comparability with the final results of the Population and Housing Census — 2011.

Q3 (2012): For the 2012 and 2014 evaluations, was used the resident population on 1 July of each year, estimated in terms of
comparability with the final results of the Population and Housing Census — 2011.

Sweden

Q3 (2010): With regard to the 2010 exercise, it should be mentioned that in 2008 the exchange course for 1 Euro was 10,8405
Swedish crowns and in 2010 it was 8,95 Swedish crowns. This explains the increase of the total annual public expenditure by
24,3%. The calculation of the GDP per capita in Swedish crowns reveals an increase by 2,59 %.
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Table 1.1.1 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2016, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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

Judicial system**

M+@+O)

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
Minimum
Maximum

States (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 19 500 000 € NA
NA 78 826 000 € NA
154 970 220 € 4 202 804 € 103 474 815 €
166 408 056 € 10 810 000 € 45 315977 €
28 107 307 € 2076 200 € 21953972 €
411 012 953 € NA 93 217 029 €
242 289 742 € NA 99 406 787 €
41 340 192 € 3 835000 € 11 533 359 €
285 425 000 € 89 400 000 € 46 243 000 €
3 238 063 225 € 400 832 233 € 809 515 806 €
NA 690 047 549 € NA
NA 10 321 925 € NA
299 893 343 € 804 784 € 128 900 776 €
113 172 000 € 82 390 000 € 38 886 000 €
2971094 830 € NA 1400 480 991 €
53 365 154 € 2514 338 € 22 557 706 €
74 237 182 € 5500 227 € 34 962 778 €
NAP 4 000 000 € NAP
13 879 800 € 100 000 € 2200 000 €
1 046 578 000 € 440 400 000 € 549 596 000 €
1445 686 000 € 65 738 000 € 480 141 000 €
441 024 845 € 31816 000 € 110 412 452 €
392 582 194 € 10 306 534 € 194 760 300 €
187 347 666 € NA 83 121 003 €
162 731 138 € 3200 000 € 19 383 835 €
3 145 396 555 € 260 079 600 € 272 791 497 €
NA 332 168 392 € 156 090 472 €
710 219 305 € 110 820 417 € 214 770 253 €
242 289 742 € 10 810 000 € 96 311 908 €
13 879 800 € 100 000 € 2200 000 €
3238 063 225 € 690 047 549 € 1400 480 991 €
27 27 27

Nb of values
% of NA
% of NAP

19%
4%

15%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

15%
4%

937 499 939 €
897 935 000 €
262 647 839 €
222 534 033 €
52 137 479 €
504 229 982 €
341 696 529 €
56 708 551 €
421 068 000 €
4448 411 264 €
NA

445 529 139 €
429 598 903 €
234 448 000 €
4 544 426 956 €
78437 198 €
114 700 187 €
92895711 €

16 179 800 €

2 036 574 000 €
1991 565 000 €
583 253 297 €
597 649 028 €
270 468 669 €
185314 973 €

3 678 267 652 €
NA

937 767 085 €
421 068 000 €
16 179 800 €

4 544 426 956 €

27
7%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark, Romania and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget

already includes the Legal Aid

19%
4%

Courts* Judicial system**
per capita per capita

NA 107,3 €
NA 79,3 €
21,8 € 37,0 €
40,1 € 53,6 €
33,1€ 61,5 €
38,9 € 47,7 €
42,1 € 59,4 €
314 € 43,1 €
51,9 € 76,5 €
49,9 € 68,6 €
NA NA
NA 41,3 €
30,6 € 43,8 €
242 € 50,2 €
49,0 € 75,0 €
27,1 € 39,8 €
26,1 € 40,3 €
NAP 157,3 €
31,6 € 36,7 €
61,3 € 119,2 €
37,6 € 51,8 €
42,8 € 56,6 €
20,0 € 30,4 €
345€ 49,8 €
78,8 € 89,7 €
67,6 € 79,1 €
NA NA
40,0 € 63,8 €
37,6 € 53,6 €
20,0 € 30,4 €
78,8 € 157,3 €
27 27

7%
0%

Austria, Belgium, Greece and Luxembourg can not separate the budget of courts from budget of prosecution system and calculation of the judicial system budget is based on question 7 on

Italy: The regional administrative courts, regional audit commissions, local tax commissions and military courts are not taken into consideration

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
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Table 1.1.1i Implemented budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and
public prosecution) in 2016, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12-1, Q13)

Total annual implemented budget allocated to Total annual implemented public
budget allocated to

Judicial system**

M+@+O)

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
Minimum
Maximum

States (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 19 700 000 € NA
NA 82 832 590 € NA
150 207 650 € 4 197 520 € 102 876 460 €
165 459 629 € 10 809 907 € 45 263 844 €
24 232 459 € 1907 617 € 36 139 641 €
430 378 322 € 21 135536 € 107 167 590 €
243 066 115 € NA 110 435917 €
40 318 426 € 3 835000 € 11 322 578 €
273 337 188 € 89 400 000 € 46 243 000 €
3228 642 019 € 312 268 327 € 807 160 505 €
NA 663 094 352 € NA
NA 6 120 564 € NA
351 868 612 € 1140272 € 133 882 353 €
112 365 000 € 91 666 000 € 38 626 000 €
2 866 753 985 € 233477724 € 1367 145490 €
52 936 937 € 2035197 € 22 533 408 €
71082 338 € 5494 755 € 34 948 538 €
NAP NA NAP
13 828 990 € 161 662 € 2 340 000 €
1139 346 000 € 468 300 000 € 598 708 000 €
1428 927 000 € 27 427 000 € 478 772 000 €
NA 60 335 899 € 126 441 757 €
389 594 829 € 10 173 620 € 192 213 562 €
212482 178 € NA 95 238 564 €
161 139 870 € 3091043 € 19 351 893 €
NA 262 316 223 € NA
682 093 650 € 361 941 952 € 150 418 994 €
601 903 060 € 114 285 948 € 215582 385 €
227 774 147 € 20417 768 € 102 876 460 €
13 828 990 € 161 662 € 2 340 000 €
3228 642 019 € 663 094 352 € 1367 145 490 €
27 27 27

Nb of values
% of NA
% of NAP

22%
4%

11%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

19%
4%

1033 578 643 €
958 677 420 €
257 281 630 €
221533 380 €

62 279 717 €
558 681 448 €
353 502 032 €

55 476 004 €
408 980 188 €

4 348 070 851 €

NA
450 328 632 €
486 891 237 €
242 657 000 €

4 467 377 199 €

77 505 542 €
111 525 631 €

NA

16 330 652 €

2 206 354 000 €

1935 126 000 €

NA

591 982 011 €
307 720 742 €
183 582 806 €
NA

1194 454 596 €

892 604 233 €
408 980 188 €
16 330 652 €
4467 377 199 €

27
15%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark, Romania and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget

already includes the Legal Aid

22%
4%

Courts* Judicial system**
per capita per capita

NA 118,3 €
NA 84,7 €
21,2 € 36,2 €
39,8 € 53,3 €
28,6 € 73,4 €
40,7 € 52,8 €
42,3 € 61,5 €
30,6 € 42,2 €
49,7 € 74,3 €
49,8 € 67,0 €
NA NA
NA 41,8 €
35,9 € 49,7 €
24,0 € 51,9 €
47,3 € 73,7 €
26,9 € 394 €
25,0 € 39,2 €
NAP NA
314 € 37,1€
66,7 € 129,2 €
37,2 € 50,4 €
NA NA
19,8 € 30,1 €
39,1 € 56,6 €
78,0 € 88,9 €
NA NA
68,2 € 119,5 €
40,1 € 64,0 €
38,1 € 53,3 €
19,8 € 30,1 €
78,0 € 129,2 €
27 27

15%
0%

Austria, Belgium, Greece and Luxembourg can not separate the budget of courts from budget of prosecution system and calculation of the judicial system budget is based on question 7 on

Italy: The regional administrative courts, regional audit commissions, local tax commissions and military courts are not taken into consideration

Sweden: The increase of the legal aid budget this cycle is because of legal aid for cases involving aliens.
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Table 1.1.2 Approved public budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and
public prosecution) in 2015, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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

Judicial system** Courts*

M+@+O)

Judicial system**
per capita

per capita

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
Minimum
Maximum

Nb of values

States (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 19 000 000 € NA
NA 77 891 000 € NA
137 642 507 € 4785010 € 95 590 817 €
164 695 034 € 11 529 667 € 40 018 315 €
26 616 189 € NA 18 562 103 €
366 091 233 € NA 93199 782 €
242 248 763 € NA 99 140 896 €
40 621 755 € 3 838 326 € 11 042 407 €
266 049 000 € 77 700 000 € 43 800 000 €
3097 049 120 € 389200 710 € 774 262 280 €
NA 673 149 670 € NA
NA 12 010 629 € NA
286 826 137 € 788 773 € 126 336 480 €
107 965 000 € 79 971 000 € 37 834 000 €
3084 813712€ NA 1582 477 640 €
53110 804 € 1863 989 € 22 491 558 €
71697 851 € 5925 285 € 28 810734 €
NA 3 500 000 € NA
13 575 554 € 51 000 € 2 116 000 €
1087 375 000 € 417 100 000 € 525 593 000 €
418 190 844 € 35 466 326 € 96 054 391 €
469 843 530 € 8 877 666 € 228 155 155 €
160 877 873 € NA 76 888 494 €
157 386 726 € 3043999 € 18 276 528 €
2 966 652 534 € 254 818 057 € 266 685 555 €
NA 268 378 957 € 151 769 003 €
660 966 458 € 111 851 908 € 206 624 054 €
203 471 899 € 12010 629 € 93 199 782 €
13 575 554 € 51 000 € 2 116 000 €
3097 049 120 € 673 149 670 € 1582 477 640 €
26 26 26
23% 19% 19%

% of NA
% of NAP

0%

0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

0%

829 507 000 €
963 946 000 €
238 018 334 €
216243 016 €
NA

NA

NA

55 502 488 €
387 549 000 €
4260512 110 €
NA

427 689 615 €
413 951 390 €
225770 000 €
NA

77 466 351 €
106 433 870 €
84 178 350 €
15742 554 €

2 030 068 000 €
549 711 561 €
706 876 351 €
NA

178 707 253 €
3488 156 146 €
NA

802 948 915 €
387 549 000 €
15742 554 €
4260 512 110 €

26
27%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.

NA

NA
19,2 €
39,3 €
31,4 €
34,7 €
42,4 €
30,9 €
48,5 €
46,5 €

NA

NA
29,2€
231€
50,8 €
27,0€
248 €

NA
31,3€
64,0 €

40,4 €
23,8€
29,6 €
76,2 €
63,9 €

NA

38,9 €
33,0€
19,2 €
76,2 €

26
23%
0%

95,3 €
85,5 €
33,3 €
51,6 €
NA

NA

NA
42,2 €
70,6 €
63,9 €
NA
39,4 €
42,1 €
48,4 €
NA
39,3 €
36,8 €
149,5 €
36,2 €
119,6 €

53,2 €
35,8 €
NA
86,6 €
75,1 €
NA

63,4 €
516 €
33,3 €
149,5 €

26
27%
0%

Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already

includes the Legal Aid

Germany: No information available for some Lander. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete. All data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal State
structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the fact that for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander
provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity, the information remains most of the time incomplete. Figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table
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Table 1.1.2i Implemented budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2015, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12-1, Q13)

Total annual implemented budget allocated to ueletelE s el
budget allocated to

Judicial system** Courts* Judicial system**

Q)+ )+ (3 per capita per capita

States (3) Public
#F) Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system
NA

Austria 20 800 000 € NA 937 341 686 € NA 107,7 €
Belgium NA 81 734 000 € NA 1 005 882 923 € NA 89,3 €
Bulgaria 136 945 724 € 4660 132 € 94 966 603 € 236 572 459 € 19,1 € 33,1€
Croatia 162 814 137 € 11 529 654 € 39 923 058 € 214 266 849 € 38,9 € 51,1 €
Cyprus 24 546 841 € NA NA NA 28,9 € NA
Czech Republic 432 824 571 € 20 622 005 € 107 147 762 € 560 594 338 € 41,0 € 53,1€
Denmark 241 823 481 € NA 101 749 306 € NA 424 € NA
Estonia 39758 114 € 3 838 326 € 10 761 496 € 54 357 936 € 30,2 € 41,3 €
Finland 273 705 900 € 77 700 000 € 42 200 000 € 393 605 900 € 499 € 71,7 €
France 3114 361 892 € 319 155 587 € 778590473 € 4212 107 952 € 46,7 € 63,2 €
Germany NA 711 636 303 € NA NA NA NA
Greece NA 6 788 015 € NA 452 072 343 € NA 41,6 €
Hungary 295 148 802 € NA NA NA 30,0 € NA
Ireland 107 204 000 € 87 308 145 € 37 622 987 € 232 135132 € 23,0 € 49,8 €
Italy 2 987 748 544 € 172 851 135 € 1 549 305 236 € 4709 904 915 € 49,2 € 77,6 €
Latvia 52 685 854 € 1691382 € 22 478 776 € 76 856 012 € 26,8 € 39,0 €
Lithuania 67 860 535 € 5917 807 € 28 810734 € 102 589 076 € 235€ 355€
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA NA
Malta 13677 789 € 51 000 € 2 350 041 € 16 078 830 € 315€ 37,0€
Netherlands 1 038 694 000 € 403 110 000 € 607 219 000 € 2 049 023 000 € 61,2 € 120,7 €
Poland - - - - -
Portugal NA 59 549 714 € 121 925 994 € NA NA NA
Romania 466 267 785 € 8 824 399 € 225 564 926 € 700 657 110 € 23,6 € 35,5 €
Slovakia 187 420 014 € NA 83902 472 € NA 34,5 € NA
Slovenia 160 883 575 € 3184 217 € 18 134 349 € 182 202 141 € 779€ 88,3 €
Spain NA NA NA NA NA NA
Sweden 686 514 080 € 276 604 518 € 147 410 202 € 1110 528 800 € 69,7 € 112,7 €
Average 552 151 876 € 113 877 817 € 223 336 856 € 958 154 300 € 39,4 € 63,8 €
Median 187 420 014 € 20711 003 € 89 434 538 € 422 839 122 € 34,5 € 52,1 €
Minimum 13677 789 € 51 000 € 2 350 041 € 16 078 830 € 19,1 € 33,1 €
Maximum 3 114 361 892 € 711 636 303 € 1 549 305 236 € 4709 904 915 € 77,9 € 120,7 €
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 27% 23% 31% 31% 27% 31%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already

includes the Legal Aid

Germany: No information available for some Lander. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete. All data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal State
structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the fact that for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander

nravidad a ranhs Nuinn tn thic nacnliarihg tha infarmatinn ramaine mnet af tha tima infcAamnlata Cinirac incliida tha fadaral hiidnat ac wall ac tha hiidnate indiratad hyvy tha racnnandant | andare

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table
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Table 1.1.3 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2014, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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

Judicial system**

M+@+O)

per capita

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
Minimum
Maximum

States (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 19 000 000 € NA
NA 84 628 000 € NA
136 407 333 € 4 306 647 € 93 698 490 €
163 302 114 € 11 464 658 € 40 820 393 €
26 287 423 € NA 15798 704 €
345 730 027 € NA 85213 339 €
240 945 242 € NA 97 116 986 €
38 589 501 € 3 835000 € 10 627 825 €
277 295 000 € 65 276 000 € 46 223 000 €
3 123 051 554 € 345 406 000 € 780 762 888 €
NA 686 978 779 € NA
NA 10 225 994 € NA
283 479 317 € 570 980 € 119 744 000 €
104 565 000 € 80 126 000 € 37 813 000 €
2945513 378 € NA 1 460 367 057 €
51 305 248 € 1650 291 € 21771 366 €
62 969 474 € 5900 767 € 28 563 485 €
NA 3 000 000 € NA
13 115766 € 70 000 € 1 900 000 €
1068 474 000 € 430 000 000 € 568 734 000 €
1 405 850 000 € 25029 000 € 437 424 395 €
414 114 841 € 33403 315 € 88 786 150 €
533 090 063 € 9518 975 € 238 801 232 €
151 291 595 € NA 70 099 751 €
164 850 383 € 3414 646 € 16 730 967 €
3 050 594 663 € 237 581 907 € 270 480 209 €
NA 244 442 713 € 138 456 474 €
695 277 234 € 104 810 440 € 212 269 714 €
240 945 242 € 15232 329 € 86 999 745 €
13115766 € 70 000 € 1 900 000 €
3123 051 554 € 686 978 779 € 1 460 367 057 €
27 27 27

Nb of values
% of NA
% of NAP

22%
0%

19%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

19%
0%

823 053 000 €
958 368 000 €
234412470 €
215587 165 €
NA

NA

NA

53 052 326 €
388 794 000 €
4 249 220 442 €
NA

475976 539 €
403 794 297 €
222 504 000 €
NA

74 726 905 €
97 433 726 €

78 492 650 €

15 085 766 €

2 067 208 000 €
1 868 303 395 €
536 304 306 €
781410 270 €
NA

184 995 996 €

3 558 656 779 €
NA

864 369 002 €
396 294 149 €
15 085 766 €

4 249 220 442 €

27
26%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.

Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system iis a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

22%
0%

Courts* Judicial system**
per capita

NA 95,9 €

NA 85,5 €
18,9 € 32,5 €
38,6 € 51,0 €
30,6 € NA
32,8 € NA
42,6 € NA
29,4 € 40,4 €
50,7 € 71,1 €
471 € 64,1 €

NA NA

NA 43,9 €
28,8 € 41,0 €
22,6 € 48,1 €
48,4 € NA
25,6 € 37,3 €
21,6 € 334 €

NA 139,4 €
30,5 € 35,1 €
63,2 € 122,3 €
36,5 € 48,5 €
39,9 € 51,7 €
239 € 35,1 €
279 € NA
80,0 € 89,8 €
65,7 € 76,6 €

NA NA
38,4 € 62,1 €
32,8 € 49,8 €
18,9 € 325€
80,0 € 139,4 €

27 27

26%
0%

since the court budget already inclt
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Table 1.1.3i Implemented budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2014, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12-1, Q13)

Total annual implemented budget allocated to Total annual implemented public
budget allocated to
States

) Courts* 2) Legal aid pﬁi)sZ(l:J:tlilgn Judicial system** Courts.* Judicial sy§tem**
Syster Q)+ )+ (3 per capita per capita

Austria NA 21070 101 € NA NA

Belgium NA 91 998 158 € NA 965 705 158 € NA 86,2 €
Bulgaria 135443721 € 4796 175 € 93 356 800 € 233 596 696 € 18,8 € 32,4 €
Croatia 162 524 318 € 10 939 335 € 40 782 068 € 214 245721 € 38,5 € 50,7 €
Cyprus 24 843 386 € 895 700 € NA NA 29,0 € NA
Czech Republic 364 825 574 € 20433 489 € 85249 102 € 470 508 165 € 34,7 € 447 €
Denmark 245 688 859 € NA 115 870 009 € NA 43,4 € NA
Estonia 37 893 295 € 3989 764 € 9774 016 € 51657 075 € 28,9 € 39,3 €
Finland 269 771 805 € 65 276 000 € 46 223 000 € 381 270 805 € 493 € 69,7 €
France 3173 252 685 € 364 191 674 € 793 313 171 € 4 330 757 530 € 47,8 € 65,3 €
Germany NA 647 401 631 € NA NA NA NA
Greece NA 7 348 223 € NA 505 518 753 € NA 46,6 €
Hungary 271123 933 € 970 353 € 117 130 667 € 389 224 953 € 275€ 39,5€
Ireland 105 399 000 € 85 346 304 € 37 675 000 € 228 420 304 € 22,8 € 49,4 €
Italy 2 845 480 557 € 143 915 571 € 1428 912 997 € 4418 309 125 € 46,8 € 72,7 €
Latvia 51 050 079 € 1159 625 € 21393412 € 73 603 116 € 25,5 € 36,8 €
Lithuania 61 787 585 € 5 883 027 € 28622 712 € 96 293 324 € 212€ 33,0€
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA NA
Malta NA 70 000 € NA NA NA NA
Netherlands 1053 417 000 € 455 000 000 € 586 562 000 € 2094 979 000 € 62,3 € 123,9 €
Poland 1 397 725 000 € 23 328 000 € 441 872 463 € 1862 925 463 € 36,3 € 48,4 €
Portugal NA 68 342 718 € 114 412 314 € NA NA NA
Romania 530 035 828 € 9511 348 € 236 693 083 € 776 240 259 € 23,8 € 34,8 €
Slovakia 165 291 143 € NA 83 601 297 € NA 30,5 € NA
Slovenia 166 508 710 € 3492 487 € 17 244 379 € 187 245 576 € 80,8 € 90,8 €
Spain NA NA NA NA NA NA
Sweden 609 190 589 € 257 883 019 € 138 875 248 € 1 005 948 856 € 62,5 € 103,2 €
Average 614 276 477 € 99 706 204 € 233 555 986 € 1015913 882 € 38,4 € 59,3 €
Median 245 688 859 € 20433 489 € 93 356 800 € 429 866 559 € 34,7 € 48,9 €
Minimum 24 843 386 € 70 000 € 9774016 € 51 657 075 € 18,8 € 32,4 €
Maximum 3173 252 685 € 647 401 631 € 1428 912 997 € 4418 309 125 € 80,8 € 123,9 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 30% 15% 30% 33% 30% 33%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system iis a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already include

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table
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Table 1.1.4 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2013, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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

Judicial system** Courts*

W+ +O)

Judicial system**
per capita

per capita

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

SIEICS (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 19 000 000 € NA
NA 85241 000 € NA
129 931 055 € 4 588 828 € 83 191 279 €
182 292 546 € 6 694 673 € 40 667 128 €
27 375 949 € 1098 226 € 16 600 696 €
355 754 925 € 20 805 554 € 83 826 142 €
241 147 979 € NA 94 400 000 €
33212717 € 3835000 € 9798 246 €
250 978 604 € 71 208 000 € 45 947 000 €
2970817 971 € 369 270 787 € 742 704 493 €
7943 572 314 € 345 878 597 € 510 067 405 €
NA 7970 370 € NA
299 097 315 € 612 980 € 128 848 473 €
107 959 000 € 84 623 000 € 38 389 000 €
2935413 547 € 160 755 405 € 1 302 805 287 €
48 157 273 € 962 294 € 20 498 625 €
53 120 077 € 4 561 226 € 25428 485 €
NA 3 000 000 € NA
12 278 300 € 49 500 € 1757 000 €
1 039 027 000 € 498 200 000 € 627 057 000 €
442 879 701 € 42 241 300 € 96 640 967 €
377 801 754 € 8739 157 € 169 122 126 €
156 488 854 € 1687 629 € 65 324 149 €
161 730 711 € 4 059 128 € 17 086 402 €
640 850 593 € 255 679 979 € 142 719 691 €
876 661 342 € 83 365 110 € 202 994 266 €
241 147 979 € 8 354 764 € 83 191 279 €
12 278 300 € 49 500 € 1757 000 €

Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

7943 572 314 €

25
16%
0%

498 200 000 €
25
4%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

1302 805 287 €

25
16%
0%

836 500 000 €

1 053 259 000 €
217711 162 €
229 654 347 €
45074 871 €
460 386 621 €
335547 979 €
46 845 963 €
368 133 604 €
4082 793 251 €
8799 518 316 €
NA

428 558 768 €
230971 000 €
4 398 974 239 €
69618 192 €
83 109 788 €
81492 650 €

14 084 800 €

2 164 284 000 €
581 761 968 €
555 663 037 €
223 500 632 €
182 876 241 €

1 039 250 263 €

1105398 779 €
351840 792 €
14 084 800 €
8799 518 316 €

25
4%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system iis a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already in

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
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NA

NA
17,9 €
42,9 €
31,9€
33,8 €
42,9 €
252 €
46,0 €
45,1 €
98,3 €

NA
30,3 €
23,5€
49,2 €
23,8€
18,0 €

NA
289€
61,7 €

42,5 €
18,9 €
289€
78,5 €

66,4 €

40,7 €
33,8 €
17,9 €
98,3 €

25
16%
0%

98,6 €
94,5 €
30,0 €
54,1 €
52,5 €
43,8 €
59,7 €
35,6 €
67,5€
62,0 €
108,9 €
NA
43,4 €
50,2 €
73,7 €
34,4 €
28,2€
148,2 €
33,1€
128,6 €

55,8 €
2719€
41,3 €
88,7 €

107,8 €

65,4 €
54,9 €
279€
148,2 €

25
4%
0%
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Table 1.1.5 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2012, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

g Courts*

NA

NA

124 911 954 €
156 601 458 €
30611480 €
370 751 152 €
243 294 736 €
29728 350 €
249704 356 €
2917700 110 €
8 302 304 846 €
NA

325 687 695 €
107 090 000 €
2986 521 397 €
44 494 921 €
53138612 €
NA

11 527 427 €
1068 773 500 €
1 379 338 000 €
476 924 836 €
324 611 610 €
152 715786 €
160 526 569 €
3258 327 418 €
637 246 965 €

1017 936 225 €
249 704 356 €
11 527 427 €

8 302 304 846 €

27
15%
0%

(2) Legal aid

19 000 000 €
87 024 000 €
3579030 €
8071016 €
1526 738 €
24 142 835 €
83 643 048 €
3835000 €
67 697 000 €
367 180 000 €
344 535 431 €
8 300 000 €
907 974 €

83 159 000 €
153 454 322 €
962 294 €

4 543 826 €

3 500 000 €
49 500 €

495 300 000 €
24 107 000 €
55 184 100 €
7 958 050 €
1771287 €
5514 089 €
253 034 641 €
236 399 146 €

86 828 864 €
19 000 000 €
49 500 €

495 300 000 €

27
0%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

(3) Public
prosecution

system

NA

NA

81248 370 €
42 040 323 €
17 971 759 €
84 706 722 €
94 400 000 €
9256 322 €
45 312 000 €
729 425 027 €
523 346 503 €
NA

125 851 993 €
40 528 000 €
1435025 477 €
20495 958 €
26 101 135 €
NA

1828 559 €
636 924 000 €
424 128 567 €
97 551 326 €
148 321 292 €
60 309 536 €
17 655 253 €
211 352 960 €
144 485 809 €

218 185517 €
84 706 722 €
1828 559 €
1435025477 €

27
15%
0%

Judicial system**

M+ +O)

770 790 000 €
998 125 000 €
209 739 354 €
206 712 797 €
50 109 977 €
479 600 709 €
421337784 €
42819672 €
362 713 356 €
4014 305 137 €
9170 186 780 €
450 970 924 €
452 447 662 €
230 777 000 €
4 575 001 196 €
65953 173 €

83 783 573 €
79964 334 €

13 405 486 €
2200 997 500 €
1827 573 567 €
629 660 262 €
480 890 952 €
214 796 609 €
183 695 911 €
3722715019 €
1018 131 920 €

1220 637 246 €
450 970 924 €
13 405 486 €
9170 186 780 €

27
0%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already inc

Italy: Administrative justice is not taken into account concerning the budget in the above table

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

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

Courts*

per capita

NA
NA
17,1 €
36,7 €
354 €
353 €
43,4 €
23,1 €
46,0 €
44,5 €
103,5 €
NA
329¢€
23,3 €
50,0 €
21,8 €
17,7 €
NA
274 €
63,7 €
35,8 €
45,5 €
152 €
28,2€
78,0 €
70,8 €
66,7 €

41,8 €
35,8 €
15,2 €
103,5 €

27
15%
0%

Judicial system**
per capita

91,2 €
89,4 €
28,8 €
48,5 €
57,9 €
45,6 €
75,2 €
33,3 €
66,8 €
61,2€
114,3 €
40,8 €
45,7 €
50,3 €
76,7 €
32,3€
279€
152,3 €
31,8€
131,2 €
47,4 €
60,0 €
22,6 €
39,7 €
89,2 €
80,9 €
106,5 €

64,7 €
57,9 €
22,6 €
152,3 €

27
0%
0%
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Table 1.1.6 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public
prosecution) in 2010, in € (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

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

Judicial system** Courts*

M+ +O)

Judicial system**
per capita

per capita

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

SIEICS (3) Public
g Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

NA 18 400 000 € NA
NA 75 326 000 € NA
112 211 184 € 3867 730 € 79 203 203 €
211 304 301 € 11 160 557 € 41 296 176 €
33 546 827 € NA 15964 412 €
346 497 809 € 28 361 213 € 83 446 289 €
216 795 693 € 87 896 311 € NAP
26 797 340 € 2982213 € 9135614 €
243 066 350 € 58 100 000 € 42 937 000 €
2859480770 € 361 197 138 € 714 870 193 €
7789 169 914 € NA 479 916 106 €
NA 2500 000 € NA
259 501 133 € 304 823 € 102 321 320 €
148 722 000 € 87 435 000 € 43 854 000 €
3 051 375987 € 127 055 510 € 1249 053 619 €
36 919 820 € 842 985 € 15913 545 €
50 567 945 € 3906 105 € 29 555 000 €
NA 3 000 000 € NA
8 355400 € 85 000 € 2 569 000 €
993 086 000 € 481 655 000 € 615 642 000 €
1 365 085 000 € 23 244 000 € 312514 570 €
528 943 165 € 51 641 260 € 119 901 622 €
355 246 737 € 7915238 € 162 428 333 €
139 851 564 € 1357 776 € 63 702 886 €
178 158 919 € 5834 338 € 19 263 376 €
NA 237 898 199 € NA
557 260 358 € 195 683 782 € 127 316 425 €
886 906 555 € 75106 007 € 206 228 795 €
229 931 022 € 18 400 000 € 79 203 203 €
8 355400 € 85 000 € 2 569 000 €

Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

7789 169 914 €

27
19%
0%

481 655 000 €
27
7%
0%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

1249053619 €

27
19%
4%

709 980 000 €
934 837 000 €
195282 117 €
263 761 034 €
NA

458 305 311 €
NA

38 915 167 €
344 103 350 €
3935548 101 €
NA

623 500 911 €
362 127 276 €
280 011 000 €
4 427 485 116 €
53 676 350 €
84 029 050 €
73 458 676 €

11 009 400 €
2090 383 000 €
1700 843 570 €
700 486 047 €
525 590 308 €
204 912 226 €
203 256 633 €
3654 891 484 €
880 260 565 €

948 193 904 €
410 216 294 €
11 009 400 €
4427 485116 €

27
11%
0%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.

NA

NA
15,2 €
47,9 €
41,7 €
329¢€
39,0 €
20,0 €
452 €
44,0 €
953 €

NA
26,0 €
32,5€
50,3 €
16,6 €
15,6 €

NA
20,0€
59,6 €
35,7 €
49,7 €
16,6 €
25,7 €
86,9 €

NA
59,2 €

39,8 €
37,4 €
15,2 €
95,3 €

27
19%
0%

84,6 €
86,2 €
26,5€
59,8 €
NA
43,6 €
NA
29,0 €
64,0 €
60,5 €
NA
55,1 €
36,3 €
61,1€
73,0 €
241 €
259€
143,5 €
26,4 €
125,5 €
44,5 €
65,9 €
245 €
37,7 €
99,1 €
79,5 €
93,5 €

61,2 €
60,2 €
241 €
143,5 €

27
11%
0%

Czech Republic, Denmark and Slovakia: The calculation of the budget of the judicial system is a sum of budget of courts and budget of prosecution system since the court budget already inc

Italy: Administrative justice is not taking into account concerning the budget in the above table
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Table 1.2.1 Variation of the approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution) between 2015 and 2016, in % (Q1, Q5, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

Variation of total annual approved budget

Variation of total annual approved budget (in €) (in local currency for countries which are not in Euro zone)

(3) Public
(2) Legal aid prosecution
system

(3) Public
gE) Courts* (2) Legal aid prosecution
system

Judicial system** Courts** Judicial system**
Q)+ (@2 + @3 per capita per capita

Judicial system** Courts* Judicial system**
Q) +(@2)+ @3 per capita per capita

Austria NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria i126% i8,2% 126 E -122% 8,2%

Croatia i 1,0% NAs2% o -13% e 4% N0,6% i 0,5% [ -0,4% 1 1,4%
Cyprus i 5,6% £118,3% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic 2, 3% {0,0% NA NA W 41% NA B 2% NA W 3,9% NA
Denmark P 0,0% P 0,3% NA NA P 0,3% NA P 0,5% NA I -05% NA
Estonia i 18% W 4,4% 0 2.2% 0 2.2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Finland i 7,3% i 5,6% 008,6% 8,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
France W 4,6% W 4,6% W 4,4% W 7,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Germany NA i 2,5% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Greece NA R -14.1% NA W 4,2% W 4,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Hungary i 46% N 2,0% N 2,0% i 3,8% N 41% B 53% B s0% B 0% B 65% B 55% B 2%
Ireland W 4,8% W 3,0% W 2.8% W 3.8% W 3.6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy B 3% NA I 115% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia i 05% P 34,9% P 0,3% 1 1,3% 1 1,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Lithuania 0 3,5% 2% P 21,4% R 7,8% H0009,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Luxembourg NA A% NA 0,4% W 5.2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta 0 2,2% i 96,1% i 4,0% N 2,8% i 1,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands B 38% W 5.6% W 4,6% f0,3% I -0,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Poland NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Portugal W 55% B -10,3% NAAI9% 2 6,1% W 6,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Romania B -16.4% 0161 HE -1246% HE 55 HE 50 HE 1290 HE -212% 059 INE -105% S 202 S 207 S -107%
Slovakia 61506 NA N 8,1% NA 1613% NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovenia i 3,4% i 5,1% 2 6,1% 0 3,7% i 33% i 3,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain I 6,0% # 2,1% 3 2,3% 2 55% W 5.8% W 5.2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Sweden NA i 23,8% 0 2,8% NA NA NA NA £1115,9% B 3% NA NA NA
Average 3,4% 8,4% 4,7% 3,6% 3,6% 3,6% -1,9% -0,6% -2,7% -3,9% -1,6% -3,3%
Median 4,0% 2,6% 4,4% 3,8% 4,8% 4,1% -0,5% -8,0% -3,7% -3,0% -0,4% -2,4%
Minimum -16,4% -14,1% -14,6% -15,5% -15,9% -14,9% -21,2% -12,2% -19,5% -20,2% -20,7% -19,7%
Maximum 16,5% 96,1% 21,4% 13,0% 16,3% 12,5% 12,6% 15,9% 10,6% 10,3% 13,4% 11,2%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 22% 22% 30% 26% 30% 4% 7% 0% 11% 4% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 74% 74% 74% 74% 74% 74%

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services

Malta: till 2015, there was not a specific budget intended to legal aid.

Sweden: The increase of the legal aid budget this cycle is because of legal aid for cases involving aliens.
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Table 1.2.2 Approved budget of the judicial system (budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution)
in 2010 to 2016 (01, 05, 06, 07, 012, Q13)

2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
States

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Budget
allocated to
the judicial
system* per

capita

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Total annual
approved budget
allocated to
judicial system*

Austria 709 980 000 € 84,6 € 770 790 000 € 91,2 € 836 500 000 € 98,6 € 823 053 000 € 959 € 829 507 000 € 95,3€ 937499 939,0 € 107,3 €
Belgium 934 837 000 € 86,2€ 998 125 000,0 € 89,4€ 1053259000¢€ 94,5 € 958 368 000 € 85,5 € 963 946 000 € 855€ 897 935000,0 € 79,3 €
Bulgaria 195 282 117 € 26,5€ 209739354,0€ 28,8 € 217711162 € 30,0 € 234412470 € 32,5€ 238 018 334 € 33,3€ 262647 839,0 € 37,0 €
Croatia 263 761 034 € 59,8€ 206712797,0€ 48,5 € 229 654 347 € 54,1 € 215587 165 € 51,0 € 216 243 016 € 51,6 € 222534 033,0€ 53,6 €
Cyprus NA NA 50 109 977,0 € 57,9 € 45074 871 € 52,5 € NA NA NA NA 52 137 479,0 € 61,5€
Czech Republic 458 305 311 € 43,6 € 479600709,0 € 45,6 € 460 386 621 € 43,8 € NA NA NA NA 504 229 982,0 € 47,7 €
Denmark NA NA 421337 784,0 € 75,2 € 335547 979 € 59,7 € NA NA NA NA 341696 529,0 € 59,4 €
Estonia 38915 167 € 29,0 € 42 819672,0 € 33,3€ 46 845 963 € 35,6 € 53 052 326 € 40,4 € 55 502 488 € 42,2 € 56 708 551,0 € 43,1 €
Finland 344 103 350 € 64,0€ 362713 356,0 € 66,8 € 368 133 604 € 67,5 € 388 794 000 € 711€ 387 549 000 € 70,6 € 421068 000,0 € 76,5 €
France 3935548 101 € 60,5€ 4014305137,0€ 61,2€ 4082793 251€ 62,0€ 4249220442¢€ 64,1€ 4260512110€ 63,9€ 4448411264,0 € 68,6 €
Germany NA NA 9170 186 780,0 € 1143€ 8799518 316 € 108,9 € NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece 623 500 911 € 55,1€ 450970 924,0 € 40,8 € NA NA 475976 539 € 43,9 € 427 689 615 € 394€ 445529 139,0 € 41,3 €
Hungary 362 127 276 € 36,3€ 452447 662,0 € 45,7 € 428 558 768 € 434 € 403 794 297 € 41,0€ 413 951 390 € 42,1€ 429598 903,0 € 43,8 €
Ireland 280 011 000 € 61,1€ 230777 000,0€ 50,3 € 230 971 000 € 50,2 € 222 504 000 € 48,1 € 225770 000 € 484€ 234448 000,0 € 50,2 €
Italy 4427 485116 € 73,0€ 4575001 196,0 € 76,7€ 4398974239 € 73,7 € NA NA NA NA 4544 426 956,0 € 75,0 €
Latvia 53 676 350 € 241 € 65953 172,9 € 32,3€ 69618 192 € 34,4 € 74 726 905 € 37,3€ 77 466 351 € 39,3 € 78437 198,0 € 39,8 €
Lithuania 84 029 050 € 259¢€ 83783 573,0€ 279€ 83 109 788 € 28,2 € 97 433 726 € 33,4 € 106 433 870 € 36,8€ 114700 187,0 € 40,3 €
Luxembourg 73 458 676 € 143,5 € 79964 334,0 € 152,3 € 81492 650 € 148,2 € 78 492 650 € 1394 € 84 178 350 € 149,5 € 92 895 711,0 € 157,3 €
Malta 11 009 400 € 26,4 € 13 405 486,0 € 31,8€ 14 084 800 € 33,1€ 15085 766 € 35,1€ 15742 554 € 36,2 € 16 179 800,0 € 36,7 €
Netherlands 2090 383 000 € 125,5€ 2200997 500,0 € 1312€ 2164 284 000 € 128,6 € 2067 208 000 € 122,3€ 2030068 000 € 119,6 € 2036 574 000,0 € 119,2 €
Poland 1700 843 570 € 445€ 1827573567,0€ 47,4 € - - 1868303395 € 48,5 € = - 1991565 000,0 € 51,8 €
Portugal 700 486 047 € 659€ 629660 262,0 € 60,0 € 581 761 968 € 55,8 € 536 304 306 € 51,7 € 549 711 561 € 53,2€ 583253297,0€ 56,6 €
Romania 525 590 308 € 245€ 480890 952,0 € 226 € 555 663 037 € 279¢€ 781410 270 € 35,1€ 706 876 351 € 35,8€ 597649 028,0 € 30,4 €
Slovakia 204 912 226 € 37,7€ 214796 609,0 € 39,7 € 223 500 632 € 41,3 € NA NA NA NA 270468 669,0 € 49,8 €
Slovenia 203 256 633 € 99,1€ 183695911,0€ 89,2 € 182 876 241 € 88,7 € 184 995 996 € 89,8 € 178 707 253 € 86,6€ 185314973,0€ 89,7 €
Spain 3654 891 484 € 796€ 3722715019,0€ 80,9 € = - 3558656 779¢€ 76,6 € 3488 156 146 € 75,1€ 3678267 652,0€ 79,1 €
Sweden 880 260 565 € 93,5€ 1018 131920,0 € 106,5€ 1039250263 € 107,8 € NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 948 193 904 € 61,2€ 1220637 246 € 64,7€ 1105398779 € 65,4 € 864 369 002 € 62,1€ 802948915,2€ 63,4€ 937767 0852€ 63,8 €
Median 410 216 294 € 60,2 € 450 970 924 € 57,9 € 351840 792 € 54,9 € 396 294 149 € 49,8€ 387 549 000,0 € 51,6 € 421068 000,0 € 53,6 €
Minimum 11 009 400 € 241 € 13 405 486 € 22,6 € 14 084 800 € 279€ 15 085 766 € 32,5€ 15742 554,0 € 33,3€ 16 179 800,0 € 30,4 €
Maximum 4427 485116 € 14356€ 9170186780 € 152,3€ 8799518316 € 148,2€ 4249220442 € 139,4 € 4260512 110,0 € 149,56 € 4 544 426 956,0 € 157,3 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 25 25 27 27 26 26 27 27
% of NA 11% 11% 0% 0% 4% 4% 26% 26% 27% 27% 7% 7%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

For some countries, the variation of the exchange rate (cf. General data table) between years may be also taken into account for comparison.

Malta: till 2015, there was not a specific budget intended to legal aid.

Sweden: The increase of the legal aid budget this cycle is because of legal aid for cases involving aliens.
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Table 1.2.3 Approved public budget allocated to courts® (in €) by components in 2016 (Q6)

*Budget allocated to the courts does not include legal aid and public prosecution services

Components of the total annual approved public budget allocated to all courts

Annual public
budget allocated Annual public

A | publi
nnual public budget allocated

budget allocated

Annual public Annual public
budget allocated | budget allocated

States Annual public to

budget allocated [ computerisation C to buildings . : .
to (gross) salaries (equipment, to justice (maintenance,oper t0 |nvestrne_nts i to trammg and
v EsiE TS e expenses ation cost) new buildings education
Austria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 124 012 010 € 2251935€ 1810 000 € 11 834 293 € NAP 35231 € 15026 751 €
Croatia 133 850 561 € 10 003 698 € 4149 123 € 6 709 077 € 1567 420 € 441 551 € 9 686 626 €
Cyprus 22 908 424 € 25944 € 98 901 € 2570318 € 2420000 € 83720€ NAP
Czech Republic 330379494 € 3 351381€ NA 3331408 € 2 837 963 € 139 504 € 70 973 203 €
Denmark 147 844 992 € 20 416 666 € 12 266 473 € 47 804 968 € NA 2152013 € 11 804 630 €
Estonia 32 387 989 € 122 425 € 1715 388 € 5713780 € NAP 303 662 € 1096 948 €
Finland NA NA NA NA NAP NA NA
France 2044 038 579 € NA 414 531 231 € 293 590 205 € 98 299 284 € NA 295 174 280 €
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 148 579 949 € 55612977 € 31675598 € 6 555 265 € 26 142 534 € NAP 81427 020 €
Ireland 49 726 000 € 8 320 000 € 4 278 000 € 14 986 000 € 4723 000 € 310 000 € 30 829 000 €
Italy 2211784 141 € 95 386 242 € 292 973 603 € 233 207 302 € 0€ 256 310 € 137 487 232 €
Latvia 38 010 043 € 1387 988 € 2802714 € 9982438 € 0€ 288 054 € 893 917 €
Lithuania 59 529 302 € 5729 000 € 539495 € 1801 881 € 1217 000 € 755 369 € 4665 135 €
Luxembourg NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta 10 650 000 € 32700 € 1112 000 € 1661 000 € NAP 1000 € 423 100 €
Netherlands 779 287 000 € 86 115 000 € 3 736 000 € 100 692 000 € NAP 20 229 000 € 56 520 000 €
Poland 1001 598 000 € 45 499 000 € 143 525 000 € 96 375 000 € 39 151 000 € 5718 000 € 113 818 000 €
Portugal 379868 175 € 9499 613 € 1 006 000 € 43 560 800 € NAP 7 090 257 € NAP
Romania 249 022 263 € 2627777 € 1100 614 € 30 122 878 € 11 352 536 € 140 935 € 98 215190 €
Slovakia 98 883 930 € 346 390 € 10 736 946 € 16 148 549 € 0€ 771455 € 60 456 382 €
Slovenia 116 782 957 € 2171864 € 30 280 892 € 12721 710 € 131 000 € 642 715 € NAP
Spain 2 324 558 841 € NA NA 210071 494 € 55 984 925 € 17 345 639 € NA
Sweden NA NA NA NA NAP NA NA
Average 515185 133 € 16 600 033 € 53 240 999 € 57 472 018 € 17 416 190 € 3150245 € 61781088 €
Median 140 847 777 € 4432179 € 3942 562 € 13 853 855 € 2628982 € 375776 € 43 674 500 €
Minimum 10 650 000 € 25944 € 98 901 € 1661 000 € 0€ 1000 € 423 100 €
Maximum 2 324 558 841 € 95 386 242 € 414 531 231 € 293 590 205 € 98 299 284 € 20 229 000 € 295 174 280 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 30% 30% 22% 19% 26% 26%
% of NAP 4% 4% 4% 4% 30% 7% 15%

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Denmark: The approved and implemented budget for “Investments in new court buildings” is included under “Court buildings”.

Italy: The regional administrative courts, regional audit commissions, local tax commissions and military courts are not taken into consideration.
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Table 1.3.1 Annual approved and implemented budgets allocated to the whole justice system and
the judicial system in 2016, in € (Q6, Q12, Q12-1, Q13, Q15.1, Q15.2)

Total annual
implemented budget

Number of other
elements** in the
whole justice
system budget

% of the judicial
system* budget in the
whole justice system

% of the other
elements in the whole
justice system budget

Total annual approved | Total annual approved

States budget allocated to the | budget allocated to the allocated to the whole

justice system

whole justice system judicial system*

Austria

1462 689 939 €

937 499 939 €

1606 971 615 €

Belgium 1740631000 € 897 935 000 € 7 1 821 808 000 €
Bulgaria 377 099 680 € 262 647 839 € 11 367 019 677 €
Croatia 323 169 516 € 222 534 033 € 9 320 891 780 €
Cyprus 279 943 425 € 52 137 479 € 13 267 527 698 €
Czech Republic 547 388 294 € 504 229 982 € 7 590 474 176 €
Denmark 1932211597 € 341 696 529 € 11 1871349 985 €
Estonia 151 571 987 € 56 708 551 € 11 143 028 913 €
Finland 925 500 000 € 421 068 000 € 9 NA
France 8 887 412 229 € 4 448 411 264 € 9 8721899 705 €
Germany 15 446 079 387 € NA 8 15219 037 565 €
Greece 619 318 531 € 445 529 139 € 11 614 012 525 €
Hungary 1341 550 100 € 429 598 903 € 11 1481702 163 €
Ireland 2418 240 000 € 234 448 000 € 12 2436 408 000 €
Italy 8 039 945 941 € 4 544 426 956 € 10 7 895 556 203 €
Latvia 194 261 318 € 78 437 198 € 10 191 611 390 €
Lithuania 214 590 000 € 114 700 187 € 6 205 678 600 €
Luxembourg 149 652 235 € 92895711 € 12 NA
Malta 107 865 200 € 16 179 800 € 15 NA
Netherlands 11 700 989 000 € 2036 574 000 € 14 13 192 070 000 €
Poland 2 639 249 000 € 1991 565 000 € 9 2575272 000 €
Portugal 1624 770 130 € 583 253 297 € 11 1672 253 585 €
Romania 908 247 781 € 597 649 028 € 8 896 566 276 €
Slovakia 443 323 127 € 270 468 669 € 8 493 301 707 €
Slovenia 250 570 939 € 185314 973 € 8 245 460 527 €
Spain 5302 201 029 € 3 678 267 652 € 13 NA
Sweden 4591 423 491 € NA 8 4 562 181 466 €
Average 2 689 625 736 € 937 767 085 € 50,2% 49,8% 10 2 930 090 589 €
Median 925 500 000 € 421 068 000 € 53,5% 46,5% 10 1481 702 163 €
Minimum 107 865 200 € 16 179 800 € 9,7% 7,9% 6 143 028 913 €
Maximum 15 446 079 387 € 4 544 426 956 € 92,1% 90,3% 15 15219 037 565 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 0% 7% 7% 7% 0% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

*The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services

Italy: Administrative justice is not taking into account concerning the budget in the above table
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Table 1.3.2 Budgetary elements of the budget allocated to the whole justice system in 2016 (Q15.2)

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

Whole justice system

Judicial system*
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* The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services
Data is non available (NA)
Element not included in the whole justice system (No or NAP)
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Figure 1.4 Correlation between the GDP per capita and the total approved budget of judicial
system (courts, legal aid and public prosecution) in 2015 (Q1, Q3, Q6, Q12, Q13)
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Table 1.5 ICT: Computerisation budget as part of the total approved budget allocated to the courts* in 2010 to 2016 (Q6, Q7)

2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
States

Budget allocated [ Computerisation Budget allocated | Computerisation Budget allocated | Computerisation Budget allocated | Computerisation Budget allocated | Computerisation Budget allocated |Computerisatio

to the courts Partin % to the courts budget Partin % to the courts budget Partin % to the courts budget Partin % to the courts Partin % to the courts n budget Partin %
Austria NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 112211 184 € 322 123 €| 0,3% 124 911 954 € 375878 €| 0,3% 129 931 055 € 391660 €| 0,3% 136 407 333 € 848 593 € [ 0,6% 137 642 507 € 881 125€ 1 0,6% 154 970 220 € 2251935€ 0 1,5%
Croatia 211 304 301 € 11684416 € I 3,9% 156 601 458 € 6 134 132 € 0 3,9% 182 292 546 € 9034210€ I 50% 163 302 114 € 5 880 600 € I 3,6% 164 695 034 € 6 490 963 € N 3,9% 166 408 056 € 10 003 698 € [N 6,0%
Cyprus 33 546 827 € 116 180 € | 0,4% 30611480 € 124 970 € || 0,4% 27 375949 € 71080€ 0,3% 26 287 423 € 70028 € 0,3% 26 616 189 € 53310 €| 0,2% 28 107 307 € 25944 € | 0,1%
Czech Republic 346 497 809 € 7412689 € 1,7% 370751 152 € 6332 315€ I 1,7% 355 754 925 € 4167 430€ 1,2% 345 730 027 € 1345503 € | 0,4% 366091233 € 3412359€ 0,9% 411012 953 € 3351381€M 0,8%
Denmark 216 795 693 € 17 053 306 € [T6,6% 243294 736 € 16 162 826 € I 6,6% 241 147 979 € 16 311 393 € T 6,8% 240 945 242 € 19770571 €000 182% 242248763 € 18 333 464 € T 6% 242289742€ 20416666 €184 %
Estonia 26 797 340 € 271414 € I 2,7% 29728 350 € 812 487 € I 2,7% 33212717 € 739 520 € I 2,2% 38 589 501 € 93140 €| 0,2% 40 621 755 € 133188 € | 0,3% 41340192 € 122 425 €| 0,3%
Finland 243 066 350 € NAT 51% 249 704 356 € 12726529€ 0 51% 250 978 604 € 11690733€ 4,7% 277 295 000 € 15748982€ | 57% 266049000 € NA NA 285 425 000 € NA NA
France 2859480770 € 38 468 900 € M 1,4% 2917700 110 € 40 365 745 € 1,4% 2970817 971 € 42 272 000 € 1,4% 3123051554 € 40 911 690 € [0 1,3% 3097 049 120 € 41505353 € M 1,3%  3238063225€ NA NA
Germany 7789169 914€ 161650 654 € [ 2,1% 8302304 846 € 173 261 525 € [ 21% 7943572314 € 143 596 561 € [ 1,8% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 259501 133 € 7532956 €| 0,4% 325687 695 € 1195000 € | 0,4% 299 097 315 € 5232074 €0 1,7% 283479 317 € 5556 563 € I 2,0% 286826137 € 4758 418 € 1 1,7% 299 893 343 € 5512977 € 1 1,8%
Ireland 148 722 000 € 5457 000 € I 52% 107 090 000 € 5581 000€ I 52% 107 959 000 € 4 381 000 € [ 4,1% 104 565 000 € 3820 000 € 3,7% 107 965 000 € 4 820 000 € [ 4,5% 113 172 000 € 8 320 000 € Y 4%
Italy 3051375987 € 58 083 534 € 2,2% 2986521397 € 64 830009 € 2,2% 2935413547 € 62643101 €0 21% 2945513378 € 60 047 075€ 0 2,0% 3084813712€ 105230573€ 1 34% 2971094830€ 95386242€ 3,2%
Latvia 36 919820 € 1807 390 € I 2,4% 44 494 921 € 1049 170 € I 2,4% 48 157 273 € 1 405 669 € [N 2,9% 51 305 248 € 2 167 737 € W 4,2% 53 110 804 € 1307 698 € I 2,5% 53 365 154 € 1387 988 € I 2,6%
Lithuania 50 567 945 € 779367 € 0,7% 53138612 € 397 069 € [ 0,7% 53 120 077 € 362894 €[ 0,7% 62 969 474 € 806 013 € [ 1,3% 71697 851 € 5966882€ 1111183 % 74 237 182 € 5729000€ [T T%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP
Malta 8 355400 € NAP NAP 11 527 427 € NA NA 12 278 300 € 38300€/ 0,3% 13115 766 € 33600 € 0,3% 13 575 554 € 35454 €| 0,3% 13 879 800 € 32700€| 0,2%
Netherlands 993 086 000 € 87 769 000 € W 70% 1068 773 500 € 84 448 000 € T 9% 1039 027 000 € 66 569 000 € Y 64% 1068474000 € 75462 000 € I 7.1% 1087 375000 € 91734000 € I81% 1046578 000€ 86 115000 € N8 2%
Poland 1 365 085 000 € 10512000€ " 41%  1379338000€ 56 686 000€ 4,1% - - - 1405850000€ 53535000€ 3,8% - - - 1445686000€ 45499000€ 3,1%
Portugal 528 943 165 € 10 565 978 € I 5,0% 476 924 836 € 23857353 € N 50% 442 879701 € 20 056 577 € [N 4,5% 414 114 841 € 13177 591 € [ 32% 418190844 € 6 362 184 € I 1,5% 441 024 845 € 9499613 € Il 2,2%
Romania 355 246 737 € 774 286 €| 0,2% 324611610 € 682 766 € | 0,2% 377 801 754 € 450 197 €| 0,1% 533 090 063 € 809 219 €| 0,2% 469843530 € 2330879¢€ 0,5% 392 582194 € 2627777 € 0,7%
Slovakia 139 851 564 € 2152994 € I 2,3% 152 715 786 € 3555096 € I 2,3% 156 488 854 € 2834 628€ 0 1,8% 151 291 595 € 2754 090 € I 1,8% 160 877 873 € 1796 935 € [ 1,1% 187 347 666 € 346 390 € | 0,2%
Slovenia 178 158 919 € 4074203 €0 2,4% 160 526 569 € 3841867 €1 2,4% 161730 711 € 2614 064 € 1 1,6% 164 850 383 € 1763 606 € [ 1,1% 157 386 726 € 2252090 € [0 1,4% 162 731 138 € 2171864 €[ 1,3%
Spain NA 158 163 660 € NA 3258327 418€ NA NA - 0€ - 3050594663 € NA NA 2966 652534 € NA NA 3145396 555 € NA NA
Sweden 557 260 358 € 13108 158 € [ 2,4% 637 246 965 € 15 379 625 € [0 2,4% 640 850 593 € 15 006 256 € [0 2,3% NA 8137 313 € NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 886 906 555 € 28464 772 € 0€ 1017936225€ 24 657 112 € 2,8% 876 661 342 € 18 630 379,4 € 2,5% 695 277 234 € 14 892 329 € 25% 660 966 458 € 16 522 493 € 2,7% 710219305€ 16600 033 € 3,1%
Median 229931022 € 7532956 € 0€ 249 704 356 € 6134 132 € 2,4% 241147 979 € 42742150€ 1,8% 240 945 242 € 3820000 € 1,9%  203471899€ 4085 389 € 1,5% 242289 742 € 4432179 € 2,0%
Minimum 8 355400 € 116 180 € 0€ 11 527 427 € 124 970 € 0,2% 12 278 300 € 0,0€ 0,1% 13115 766 € 33600 € 0,2% 13 575 554 € 35454 € 0,2% 13 879 800 € 25944 € 0,1%
Maximum 7789169 914€ 161650 654 € 0€ 8302304846 € 173 261 525 € 7.9%  7943572314€ 143596 561,0 € 6,8% 3123051554 € 75462 000 € 8,2% 3097 049 120 € 105 230 573 € 8,4%  3238063225€ 95386242 € 8,4%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 25 26 25 27 27 27 26 26 26 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 19% 19% 15% 22% 22% 16% 15% 16% 22% 22% 26% 23% 31% 31% 19% 30% 30%
% of NAP 0% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4%

For concerned countries, the variation of the exchange rate (cf. General data table) between years may be also taken into account for comparison.
* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Germany: No information available for some Lander. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete. All data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal State structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the fact that for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity,
the information remains most of the time incomplete. Figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.

Italy: Administrative justice is not taking into account concerning the budget in the above table

Slovakia: the legal aid expenses paid in the criminal procedure cannot be separated from the budget of courts
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Table 1.6 (EC) Budget for courts and judicial system* in €, per inhabitant in 2010, to 2016 (Q1, Q6, Q7, Q12, Q13)

2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Budget for
courts, per
capita

States EC Code

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

* The budget of courts excludes legal aid and public prosecution services.

** The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services.
Within the meaning of the CEPEJ's methodology:

NA

NA
15,2 €
47,9 €
41,7 €
329€
39,0 €
20,0 €
45,2 €
44,0 €
95,3 €

NA
26,0 €
32,5€
50,3 €
16,6 €
15,6 €

NA
20,0 €
59,6 €
35,7 €
49,7 €
16,6 €
25,7 €
86,9 €

NA
59,2 €

Budget for
judicial
system, per
capita

84,6 €
86,2 €
26,5 €
59,8 €
NA
43,6 €
NA
29,0 €
64,0 €
60,5 €
NA
55,1 €
36,3 €
61,1 €
73,0 €
241 €
259 €
143,5 €
26,4 €
125,5 €
44,5 €
65,9 €
245 €
37,7 €
99,1 €
79,5 €
93,5 €

Budget for
courts, per
capita

NA
NA
17,1 €
36,7 €
354 €
35,3 €
43,4 €
231€
46,0 €
44,5 €
103,5 €
NA
329¢€
23,3 €
50,0 €
218 €
17,7 €
NA
274 €
63,7 €
35,8 €
455 €
15,2 €
28,2 €
78,0 €
70,8 €
66,7 €

Budget for
judicial
system, per
capita

91,2€
89,4 €
28,8 €
48,5 €
57,9 €
45,6 €
752 €
33,3 €
66,8 €
61,2 €
114,3 €
40,8 €
45,7 €
50,3 €
76,7 €
32,3€
279 €
152,3 €
31,8€
131,2 €
47,4 €
60,0 €
22,6 €
39,7 €
89,2 €
80,9 €
106,5 €

Budget for
courts, per
capita

NA

NA
17,9 €
42,9 €
31,9€
33,8 €
42,9 €
252 €
46,0 €
45,1 €
98,3 €

NA
30,3 €
235€
49,2 €
23,8 €
18,0 €

NA
289€
61,7 €

42,5€
18,9 €
289¢€
78,5 €

66,4 €

Budget for
judicial
system, per
capita

98,6 €
94,5 €
30,0 €
54,1 €
52,5 €
43,8 €
59,7 €
35,6 €
67,5 €
62,0 €
108,9 €
NA
43,4 €
50,2 €
73,7 €
34,4 €
28,2 €
148,2 €
33,1€
128,6 €

55,8 €
279¢€
41,3 €
88,7 €

107,8 €

Budget for
courts, per
capita

NA

NA
18,9 €
38,6 €
30,6 €
32,8 €
42,6 €
294 €
50,7 €
47,1 €

NA

NA
28,8 €
226 €
48,4 €
25,6 €
216 €

NA
30,5 €
63,2 €
36,5 €
39,9 €
239€
279 €
80,0 €
65,7 €

NA

Budget for
judicial
system, per
capita

95,9 €
85,5 €
32,5€
51,0 €
NA
NA
NA
40,4 €
711 €
64,1 €
NA
43,9 €
41,0 €
48,1 €
NA
37,3€
334 €
139,4 €
35,1€
122,3 €
48,5 €
51,7 €
35,1€
NA
89,8 €
76,6 €
NA

- As the budget for courts is a subset of the judicial system budget, data cannot be mixed together. Hence, NA values of "Budget for courts, per capita” cannot be replaced by values of "Budget for judicial system, per capita”

and are not comparable.
- For concerned countries, the variation of the exchange rate (cf. General data table) between yearsmay be also taken into account for comparison.

Italy: The regional administrative courts, regional audit commissions, local tax commissions and military courts are not taken into consideration
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Budget for
courts, per
capita

NA

NA
19,2 €
39,3 €
314 €
34,7 €
42,4 €
30,9 €
48,5 €
46,5 €

NA

NA
29,2 €
23,1 €
50,8 €
270€
248 €

NA
31,3€
64,0 €

40,4 €
23,8 €
29,6 €
76,2 €
63,9 €
69,7 €

Budget for
judicial
system, per
capita

95,3 €
85,5 €
33,3€
51,6 €
NA
53,1 €
NA
42,2 €
70,6 €
63,9 €
NA
39,4 €
42,1 €
48,4 €
77,6 €
39,3 €
36,8 €
149,5 €
36,2 €
119,6 €

53,2 €
35,8 €
NA
86,6 €
75,1 €
112,7 €

Budget for
courts, per

capita

NA
NA
218€
40,1 €
33,1€
38,9 €
42,1 €
314 €
51,9€
49,9 €
NA
NA
30,6 €
242 €
49,0 €
271 €
26,1 €
NAP
31,5€
61,3 €
37,6 €
42,8 €
20,0 €
34,5 €
78,8 €
67,6 €
68,2 €

Budget for
judicial system,
per capita

107,3 €
79,3 €
37,0 €
53,6 €
61,5€
47,7 €
59,4 €
43,1 €
76,5 €
68,6 €

NA
41,3 €
43,8 €
50,2 €
75,0 €
39,8 €
40,3 €

157,3 €
36,7 €

119,2 €
51,8 €
56,6 €
30,4 €
49,8 €
89,7 €
79,1 €

119,56 €
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Table 1.7 Evolution of annual income from court taxes and fees in 2010 to 2016 in € (Q1, Q9)

Annual income of court taxes

Annual income of court taxes per inhabitant

States
2010 2015
Austria 779 840 000 € 834 870 000 € 915 619 924 € 1 036 336 100 € 1099 812 161 € 92,97 € 98,78 € 106,65 € 119,11 € 125,84 €
Belgium 34 408 250 € 34 917 000 € 35781147 € 40 931 536,0 € 46 522 120,0 € 3,17 € 3,13 € 3,19 € 3,63 € 4,11 €
Bulgaria 58 354 136 € 61 595 758 € 53 967 580 € 51 616 390,0 € 49 902 118,0 € 7,92 € 8,46 € 7,49 € 7,22 € 7,03 €
Croatia 25168 311 € 28 759 251 € 26 359 795 € 19 468 903,0 € 17 300 109,0 € 570 € 6,75 € 6,24 € 4,65 € 4,16 €
Cyprus 9 802 960 € 11 377 030 € 7 851 964 € 9166 370,0 € 8 221 486,0 € 12,18 € 13,14 € 9,15 € 10,81 € 9,69 €
Czech Republic 37 452 793 € 59014 432 € 47 868 874 € 47 312 657,0 € 45 005 572,0 € 3,56 € 5,62 € 4,55 € 4,48 € 4,25 €
Denmark 95 933 236 € 98 520 187 € 57 764 476 € 55924 183,0 € 56 367 754,0 € 17,25 € 17,58 € 10,21 € 9,80 € 9,81 €
Estonia 12 909 414 € 7 219 348 € 13 801 463 € 14 161 498,0 € 10 014 384,0 € 9,63 € 5,61 € 10,51 € 10,76 € 7,61€
Finland 31 284 003 € 33 833 367 € 33455 279 € 32 416 004,0 € 35 596 248,0 € 5,82€ 6,23 € 6,11 € 5,91 € 6,47 €
France NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Germany 3515 706 357 € 3 567 436 506 € 3600787 657 € 3442704519,0€ 4 336 886 963,0€ 43,00 € 44,46 € 44,57 € 42,10 € 52,78 €
Greece 88 340 000 € 99 050 000 € 145 783 667 € 78 521 382,0 € 106 539 586,0 € 7,81€ 8,95 € 13,44 € 7,23 € 9,88 €
Hungary 17 274 015 € 6 159 824 € 6 691 245 € 7 396 653,0 € 8 625 404,0 € 1,73 € 0,62 € 0,68 € 0,75 € 0,88 €
Ireland 47 325 000 € 43 720 000 € 44 302 000 € 44 136 000,0 € 47 780 000,0 € 10,33 € 9,52 € 9,58 € 9,46 € 10,22 €
Italy 326 163 179 € 465 147 222 € 463 052 628 € 453 626 000,0 € 513 761 705,0 € 5,38 € 7,79 € 7,62 € 7,48 € 8,48 €
Latvia 17 650 016 € 16 573 777 € 16 697 327 € 14 460 678,0 € 14 460 678,0 € 7,92 € 8,11 € 8,34 € 7,34 € 7,34 €
Lithuania 6 950 880 € 7 600 585 € 7 695 204 € 7 399 000,0 € 10 119 000,0 € 2,14 € 2,53 € 2,63 € 2,56 € 3,55 €
Luxembourg NA NA NAP NAP NA NA NA NAP NAP NA
Malta 6 702 000 € 6 399 974 € 6 583 082 € 6 665 908,0 € 6 904 081,0 € 16,05 € 15,19 € 15,33 € 15,34 € 15,68 €
Netherlands 190 743 000 € 237 570 000 € 217 194 000 € 198 293 000,0 € 194 428 000,0 € 11,45 € 14,16 € 12,85 € 11,68 € 11,38 €
Poland 530 161 000 € 408 787 000 € 407 715 000 € - 415 418 000,0 € 13,88 € 10,61 € 10,59 € - 10,81 €
Portugal 217 961 874 € 207 899 840 € 171 890 423 € 137 412 266,0 € 148 596 268,0 € 20,49 € 19,82 € 16,57 € 13,29 € 14,41 €
Romania 46 177 039 € 54 301 587 € 60 935 285 € 56 498 813,0 € 59 499 517,0 € 2,15 € 2,55 € 2,74 € 2,86 € 3,03 €
Slovakia 57 661 794 € 53 448 064 € 49 053 890 € NA NA 10,61 € 9,88 € 9,05 € NA NA
Slovenia 50 858 000 € 40 461 043 € 41 131 998 € 36 992 780,0 € 33 239 643,0 € 24,81 € 19,65 € 19,96 € 17,92 € 16,09 €
Spain 173 486 000 € 172 950 000 € 304 416 000 € 214 613 000,0 € 117 458 000,0 € 3,77 € 3,76 € 6,56 € 4,62 € 2,52 €
Sweden 4 469 274 € 5134 908 € 9011 588 € 13 480 605,0 € 12 802 008,0 € 0,47 € 0,54 € 0,92 € 1,37 € 1,28 €
Average 255 311 301 € 262 509 868 € 269 816 460 € 261718 880,2 € 308 135 866,9 € 13,6 € 13,7 € 13,8 € 13,9 € 14,5 €
Median 47 325 000 € 53 448 064 € 47 868 874 € 44 136 000,0 € 47 151 060,0 € 7,9 € 8,5 € 9,0 € 7,3€ 8,0 €
Minimum 4 469 274 € 5134 908 € 6 583 082 € 6 665 908,0 € 6 904 081,0 € 0,5€ 0,5€ 0,7 € 0,8 € 0,9€
Maximum 3515 706 357 € 3 567 436 506 € 3600787 657 € 3442704519,0€ 4 336886 963,0€ 93,0 € 98,8 € 106,7 € 119,1 € 125,8 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 26 27 27 27 27 26 27
% of NA 4% 4% 0% 4% 7% 4% 4% 0% 4% 7%
% of NAP 4% 4% 7% 8% 4% 4% 4% 7% 8% 4%
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Table 1.8 Participation of the annual income of court taxes and fees in the
budget of the judicial system for 2010 to 2016 in € (Q1, Q6, Q9)

Annual income of court taxes

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
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP
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109,8%
3,7%
29,9%
9,5%
NA
8,2%
NA
33,2%
9,1%
NA
NA
14,2%
4,8%
16,9%
7,4%
32,9%
8,3%
NA
60,9%
9,1%
31,2%
31,1%
8,8%
28,1%
25,0%
4,7%
0,5%

22%
12%
1%
110%
27

19%
0%

108,3%
3,5%
29,4%
13,9%
22,7%
12,3%
23,4%
16,9%
9,3%
NA
38,9%
22,0%
1,4%
18,9%
10,2%
25,1%
9,1%
NA
47,7%
10,8%
22,4%
33,0%
11,3%
24,9%
22,0%
4,6%
0,5%

22%
19%
1%
108%
27
7%
0%

111,2%
3,7%
23,0%
12,2%
NA
NA
NA
26,0%
8,6%
NA
NA
30,6%
1,7%
19,9%
NA
22,3%
7,9%
NA
43,6%
10,5%
21,8%
32,1%
7,8%
NA
22,2%
8,6%
NA

23%
21%
2%
111%
27

33%
0%

124,9%
4,2%
21,7%
9,0%
NA
NA
NA
25,5%
8,4%
NA
NA
18,4%
1,8%
19,5%
NA
18,7%
7,0%
NA
42,3%
9,8%
25,0%
8,0%
NA
20,7%
6,2%
NA

22%
18%
2%
125%
26

35%
0%

117,3%
5,2%
19,0%
7,8%
15,8%
8,9%
16,5%
17,7%
8,5%
NA
NA
23,9%
2,0%
20,4%
11,3%
18,4%
8,8%
NA
42,7%
9,5%
20,9%
25,5%
10,0%
NA
17,9%
3,2%
NA

20%
16%
2%
117%

27
19%
0%
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Table 1.9 Taxes or fees to start a court procedure in 2016 (Q8, Q8-
2)

Are litigants in general required to pay a
court tax or fee to start a proceeding at a
court of general jurisdiction

Amount of fees
needed to start an
action for 3000

for other than recovery
for criminal cases criminal cases

Austria 163 €
Belgium NAP
Bulgaria 120 €
Croatia 76 €
Cyprus 48 €
Czech Republic 150 €
Denmark 54 €
Estonia 275 €
Finland 500 €
France 0€
Germany 324 €
Greece NA
Hungary 180 €
Ireland 25€
Italy 98 €
Latvia 355 €
Lithuania 90 €
Luxembourg NAP
Malta 54 €
Netherlands 471 €
Poland 150 €
Portugal 204 €
Romania 173 €
Slovakia 180 €
Slovenia 125 €
Spain 150 €
Sweden 203 €
Average 177,4
Median 150,0
Minimum -
Maximum 500,0
Nb of Yes 4 24
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Indicator 1: The budget and
resources of courts and the
justice system

Comments provided by the national correspondents

organised by country

Question 1: Population

Question 5 Exchange rate

Question 6: Budget of all courts

Question 9: Revenues from court taxes

Question 12: Budget for Legal Aid

Question 13: Budget of the Public Prosecution

Question 14: Authoritis responsible for the budget of the courts
Question 15-1: Budget oif the whole justice system

Question 15-2: Elements of the budget oif the whole justice system

Austria

Q7 (2014): Category “other”, it covers in 2014 — postal services (€ 35,57 Mio approved/€ 34,64 Mio implemented), Trustee-
Attorney (€ 32,28 Mio approved/€ 33,98 Mio implemented), victims assistance (€ 5,59 Mio approved/€ 7,30 Mio implemented).

Q7 (2013): Category “other”, it covers in 2013 — postal services (€ 42,25 Mio), Trustee-Attorney (€ 32,28 Mio), victims
assistance (€ 5,59 Mio);

Q7 (2012): Category “other”, it covers in 2012 — 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;

Q7 (2010): Category “other”, it covers in 2010 — postal services (€ 35,6 Mio), traineeship (€ 15,06 Mio), office equipment, lump-
sum payment for legal representation (€ 18,4 Mio), travel expenses, other small expenses;
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Q009 (2016): As far as civil cases are concerned, according to § 64 of the Austrian Civil Procedure Order
(Zivilprozessordnung, ZPO) legal aid may cover a provisional exemption from court fees, fees for witnesses, experts,
interpreters and guardians, costs of the necessary announcements and the cash expenditure of guardians or lawyers,
representation by a court official or — if necessary — a lawyer.

In criminal cases:

According to sec 391 par 1 CCP the enforcement of the court’s decision on costs has to take into account the ability of the
convicted person to bear the costs for the daily life for him/herself and the family as well as the obligation of compensation in
regard of the offence. The court may, if the costs cannot be enforced because of an impecunious defendant, declare the costs
unrecoverable. If the court assumes that in the future the costs will be recoverable but for the time being they are not, the
economic capacity of the person concerned has to be re-examined after a certain period. The statute for limitation to recover
the costs is five years after the final decision in the proceeding. If the court decides that the convicted person has to bear the
costs of the proceeding and further on he or she is not able to pay the costs the authorities, responsible to recover costs, may
prolong the payment deadline, allow to pay instalments, or to abate the costs.

In principle every person who retains a defence lawyer or another representative has to bear the costs him or herself even if
the lawyer was appointed ex officio (sec 393 par 1 of CCP). According to sec 61 para 2 CCP the court has to decide on total or
partial legal aid on the request of the defendant if the defendant cannot bear the total costs for the defence lawyer without
impairment of his/her own or his/her family’s maintenance which enables him/her to a simple lifestyle and if it is necessary in
the interest of justice in particular in the interest of an adequate defence. In any case legal aid has to be granted during the
whole procedure if and as long as the defendant is held in pre trail detention; « during the entire procedure on the confinemer
in an institution for mentally abnormal offenders; « during the trail on the confinement in an institution for addicted offenders i
need of curing and on the confinement in an institution for dangerous subsequent offender;

+during the trail in front of a jury or of a court of lay assessors;

» during the trail in front of a single judge if the sentence which may be imposed is more than three years of deprivation ¢
liberty;

» during the appeal procedure against a verdict of a court of jury or a court of lay assessors, in case the European Court fc
Human Rights has determined a violation of the European Convention on Human Rights or an additional Protocol to it for
conducting the request for the reopening of the procedure and for the trail in public;

+ if the defendant is blind, deaf, mute or otherwise handicapped or is not able to conduct the defense by him/herself becaus
he/she can do not understand the language at court,

«for the appeal procedure,

«if the factual and legal position is difficult.

Where in any case the defendant needs a defense lawyer, the court has to decide on legal aid ex officio even if the defendant
does not request for it but further requirements to provide legal aid are given.

With regard to the decision on legal aid the court has to examine the defendant’s economic capacity to bear the costs for a
defense lawyer. The economic capacity is determined by the maintenance which enables the defendant and his/her family to a
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Q012 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q12-1 (General Comment): The indicated 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. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q12-1 (2015): A lump sum of € 19.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
20.800.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q12-1 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, a lump sum of € 19 Mio represents the approved public budget for payment to
the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties. The implemented public budget in this respect is € 21 070 101. The difference
between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono” representation in overlong cases.
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Q13 (2015): The total sum in Question 6 includes the Public Prosecution services and legal aid. The presidents of the higher
regional court administrate the budget of the public prosecution services.”

“Other: e.g. postal services (35.571.000 € approved / 35.790.326 € implemented), ,Sachwalter- und Patientenanwaltschaft*
(32.284.000 € approved / 34.756.627 € implemented), ,Opferhilfe” (5.589.000 € approved / 5.998.449 € implemented).

Q013 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q14 (General Comment): The category “other” refers to the Ministry of Finance which is involved in the preparation of the total
court budget. The Minister of Justice splits the budget allocated by the Federal Financial Law — among others — to the
Supreme Court and the Higher Regional courts. The president of the Supreme Court and the presidents of the four Higher
Regional courts manage and evaluate the allocated court budget.[]

The so-called Federal Financial Framework Law including the limit for federal spending for the following four financial years is
the basis for the annually drawn up Federal Financial Law including the federal budget for a financial year. Usually the Minister
of Finance draws up the draft of the Federal Financial Law after negotiations with every minister. The draft of the Federal
Financial Law is submitted to the Federal Government and to the National Council of the Austrian Parliament. The Council of
Ministers and the National Council of the Austrian Parliament approve the budget.

Q14 (2015): Description of the competences of the different authorities responsible for the budget process:

The so-called Federal Financial Framework Law including the limit for federal spendings for the following four financial years is
the basis for the annually drawn up Federal Financial Law including the federal budget for a financial year. Usually the Minister
of Finance draws up the draft of the Federal Financial Law after negotiations with every minister. The draft of the Federal
Financial Law is submitted to the Federal Government and to the National Council of the Austrian Parliament. The Council of
Ministers and the National Council of the Austrian Parliament approve the budget.

QO015-1 (2016): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an
increase in costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison system, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or
therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation.

Q15-1 (2015): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase
in costs for interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation. In 2015
there was also a non-budgeted increase in salaries.

QO015-3 (2016): This cycle the budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR
35.853.000 approved/EUR 36.143.000 implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 5.589.000 approved/EUR
6.850.674 implemented).

Q15-2 (2015): Q15.1

The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase in costs for
health care and hospitalization in the prison system, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-up care for
former prisoners on probation. In 2015 there was also a non-budgeted increase in salaries.

Source 15-1 and 15-2: “Bundesrechnungsabschluss 2015,” dated June 29th 2015

Belgium

Q001 (2016): population 1/1/2017

Q6 (2015): The budget of courts includes public prosecution services, but it does not include legal aid.

Q6 (2010): Several increases are to be noticed between 2008 and 2010: in the budget allocated to computerization due to an
overall increase concerning investments and costs; in the budget allocated to new court buildings on account of delays in real

estate programs and cutbacks on investment plans; in the budget for training following the establishment of the Institute of
Judicial Training; in other expenses as a result of new legislation.

Q007 (2016): The indicated figures encompass both budget allocated to courts and budget allocated to public prosecution
services. To date, it is not possible to distinguish one from the other. The difference between 2016 data and 2015 data
(namely, as concerns the item “justice expenses”) is due to an ad hoc correction of the arrears that were paid in 2015.
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Q7 (2014): 2014: The annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts includes the budget allocated to the public
prosecution services.

2012, 2013, 2014: the category 'other' includes attendance fees, mediation, legal aid, the financial information processing unit
and the National technical support unit (which handles the payment of telephone tapping set up by the police).

Q7 (2013): 2010, 2012, 2013: The annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts includes the budgets allocated
to the public prosecution services and to legal aid.

2012, 2013, 2014: the category 'other' includes attendance fees, mediation, legal aid, the financial information processing unit
and the National technical support unit (which handles the payment of telephone tapping set up by the police).

Q7 (2012): 2010, 2012, 2013: The annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts includes the budgets allocated
to the public prosecution services and to legal aid.

2012, 2013, 2014: the category 'other' includes attendance fees, mediation, legal aid, the financial information processing unit
and the National technical support unit (which handles the payment of telephone tapping set up by the police).

Q7 (2010): 2010, 2012, 2013: The annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts includes the budgets allocated
to the public prosecution services and to legal aid.

Q009 (2016): The observed increase (about 30%) between 2014 and 2016 is due to the new methodology of calculation
established by the legislation of June 2015 and providing for a calculation based on the level of the court receiving the
application and the value of the latter (declared void by the Constitutional Court in 2017).

Q12 (2012): 2010: The 25% increase of the approved budget allocated to legal aid between 2008 and 2010 can be explained
by an increase in costs and expenses.

Q13 (2015): In 2015, the judicial budget has been allocated several million euros following the transfer of competence, for
example from the houses of justice (75 million euro in 2014) from the national level to the federated states (Flemish, French
and German-speaking)

Q013 (2016): Currently, it is not possible to distinguish the budget allocated to the functioning of all courts from the budget
allocated to public prosecution services.

Q14 (General Comment): The other Ministry is the Ministry of budget.

QO015-1 (2016): The communicated data corresponds to the total of budgetary credits foreseen and adjusted for 2016.
Expenditures foreseen for investments and/or rent of buildings are part of the budget of the Building Authority (Régie des
batiments) entrusted with the responsibility of the real estate portfolio at federal level.

QO015-3 (2016): Specialized commissions: e.g. Information Center on Harmful Sectarian Organizations, Bioethics Commission
and Euthanasia Commission, Victims Assistance Commission, Hazard Games Commission, Arbitration — Construction and
Rental Litigation

National Commission on Children Rights, Federal Mediation Commission

State security

Cults and Secularism

The budget for staff responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners’ security in courts is included within the budget of
the prison system.

Probation services (“maisons de justice”) have been entrusted to the regional authorities.

Q15-2 (2015): budget for personnel responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners security in the court is included in
the budget of the prison system

en 2015, le budget de la justice a été impute de au moins 75 million d'euro suite au transfert de la compétence des maison de
la justice du niveau national vers les états fédérés (communautés flamande, francaise et germanophones)

two judicial management bodies are created in 2014.

Q15-2 (2014): 2014: Two services of management system have been created by a law in 2014, but the two colleges, on one
hand for courts and tribunals and on another hand for the public prosecution service, are formally made up only at the end of
2014 and do not function yet as autonomous managers.

Q15-2 (2012): The National Institute of Criminalistics and Criminology is partly financed by the budget of Justice.

Bulgaria
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Q006 (2016): In Category 2 Annual public budget allocated to computerisation (approved and implemented) the amount of
631830 euro has been included, which is used for purchase of computers for the courts from the budget of the Supreme
Judicial Council. The significant difference between approved and implemented budget allocated to computerisation comes
from the impossibility of spending the ensured funds for purchase of computers, because of pending procedures under the
Public Procurement Act.

The difference between the approved budget for computerisation between 2015 and 2016 is a result of the additional funds of
631830 euro that have been included for purchase of computers for the courts from the budget of the Supreme Judicial
Council, as well as other investments in IT. However due to the delays in procurement procedures, these funds were not spent
and this is reflected also in the difference with implemented budget for computerisation for 2016.

In Category 7 Other, the amounts for compensations under the Employment Code and Judiciary System Act, costs for apparel,
social and cultural services and payments paid for sickness absence has been paid at the expense of the employer. For 2016
this category also includes the amounts for major renovations of court buildings - respectively 119690 euro in implemented
budget column and 142954 in approved budget column. The last is due to the amendments in the Judiciary System Act
according to which the budget for investments in new (court) buildings and for major renovations of court buildings is allocated
to the Judiciary, not to the Ministry of Justice.

Regarding the approved annual public budget to “court buildings” the increase between 2015 and 2016 is due to the necessary
amounts for the maintenance and running costs for the newly acquired building for Sofia regional court (Sofia first instance
court) on “Tsar Boris” boulevard, which is used for first time for a full year .

Q6 (2015): Under item 3 - The difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle appears due to the entry
into force in July 2015 of a new Ordinance on Registration, Qualification and Remuneration of Court Experts, pursuant to
which is increased the hourly rate of remuneration of court experts.

Under item 6 - The difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle appears due to the approved funds for
the courts by the Act for the State Budged of the Republic of Bulgaria for 2015 which allows spending more money for training
in comparison to 2014.

Under item “other” are included the amounts for benefits/compensations due under the Labour Code and the Judiciary System
Act, expenses for clothing, SWCS (social, welfare and cultural services) and benefits for temporary disability of workers on the
expense of the employer.
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Q6 (2014): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, several explanations have been provided.

With regard to the budget allocated to “new court buildings”, the sum of 7402177 € (which is not encompassed in the table)
was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice.

It has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common value (114
102 964 € for 2013) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be carried out.
The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken from the
cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Besides, for 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including this allocated to courts, has been increased pursuant to
Decrees of the Council of Ministers.

It is noteworthy that for the 2012 cycle, the amount allocated to the social insurance contributions is included in the item 'other’,
while for the 2013 exercise it is encompassed in the “gross salaries”. As a result of this new distribution, in 2013, the annual
public budget allocated to the category “other” has considerably decreased, while the budget of the category “gross salaries”
has increased.

Finally, it should be noticed that for 2010, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” subsumes amounts for expertise and
ongoing maintenance of buildings, while the budget allocated to “court buildings” encompasses only the cost of current repair
of buildings. On the contrary, for 2012 and 2013, the former includes only amounts for expertise, while ongoing maintenance of
buildings and the cost of current repair of buildings are included in the latter. Consequently, the important decrease of the
budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2010 and 2013 and the meaningful increase of the budget allocated to “court
buildings” for the same period are only the consequence of the transfer of the costs of current repair and on-going
maintenance of buildings from one category to another.

In the frame of the 2014 exercise, several clarifications have been provided.

As for the budget allocated to gross salaries, the variation observed for the period 2013-2014 has two justifications. On the one
hand, the Public Social Insurance Budget Act has been modified in 2014. Accordingly, the maximum amount of social security
income has been raised. On the other hand, the Military Courts of Varna and Pleven were closed.

With regard to the category “computerization”, the difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle is
justified by the renewal of the obsolete computer equipment and the replacement of the one that is not beyond repair.

As for the category “investments in new court buildings”, the sum was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice
under Investments of Judiciary Bodies Programme.

Finally, in respect of the category “other”, the variation between 2013 and 2014 is justified by the amount of benefits due under
the Labour Code and the Law on the Judiciary, paid at a higher rate. Over the years, this amount varies depending on the
number of persons leaving the system and the time they have worked in it. The amount of benefits paid during the previous
evaluation cycle is € 1 667 350, and in this evaluation cycle - € 3 368 650. The benefits paid in connection with the closing of
the two military courts also have an impact.

Q6 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, several explanations have been provided.

With regard to the budget allocated to “new court buildings”, the sum of 7402177 € (which is not encompassed in the table)
was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice.

It has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common value (114
102 964 € for 2013) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be carried out.
The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken from the
cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Besides, for 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including this allocated to courts, has been increased pursuant to
Decrees of the Council of Ministers.

It is noteworthy that for the 2012 cycle, the amount allocated to the social insurance contributions is included in the item 'other’,
while for the 2013 exercise it is encompassed in the “gross salaries”. As a result of this new distribution, in 2013, the annual
public budget allocated to the category “other” has considerably decreased, while the budget of the category “gross salaries”
has increased.

Finally, it should be noticed that for 2010, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” subsumes amounts for expertise and
ongoing maintenance of buildings, while the budget allocated to “court buildings” encompasses only the cost of current repair
of buildings. On the contrary, for 2012 and 2013, the former includes only amounts for expertise, while ongoing maintenance of
buildings and the cost of current repair of buildings are included in the latter. Consequently, the important decrease of the
budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2010 and 2013 and the meaningful increase of the budget allocated to “court
buildings” for the same period are only the consequence of the transfer of the costs of current repair and on-going
maintenance of buildings from one category to another.
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Q6 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, the attention was drawn on three points.

Firstly, with regard to the budget allocated to new court buildings, the sum of 5828727 € (which is not encompassed in the
table) was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice under Investments of Judiciary Bodies Programme. The
latter includes activities on improving the material basis of Judiciary Bodies (court and prosecution), namely: acquisition of
buildings; rehabilitation, reconstruction and major repairs of buildings; design and construction of new buildings.

Secondly, it has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common
value (114 000 706 € for 2012) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be
carried out. The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken
from the cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Finally, during the 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including the courts, has been increased pursuant to Decrees of
the Council of Ministers.

Q12 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the implemented budget of legal aid exceeds the
approved one because of a large number of criminal cases of serious crimes and a large number of civil cases with high
material interest justifying higher legal fees.

Q12 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been explained that the increase of the budget allocated to legal aid
between 2010 and 2012 was due to the increase of the number of poor citizens.

Q13 (2014): It is noteworthy that in 2014, to the Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria from the Ministry of Justice
moved a new structure — Protection Bureau. Accordingly, the budget of the Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria for
2014 was increased by funds in connection with this structural change.

Q14 (2014): For 2014, the category “other” refers to the Ministry of Finance.

Q14 (2010): For 2010, the category “other” referred to the Ministry of Finance and the National Audit Office, which adopt and
certify the accounts for the cash budget implementation of the judiciary.

Q15-1 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the difference between the implemented and
approved budget was financed with part of the additional resources from the State budget for judiciary.

Q15-2 (2015): The budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (budgets of the courts,
Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Supreme Judicial Council, The Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council
and the National Institute of Justice. The budget of courts includes the costs for forensic services, state enforcement services),
Legal Aid, Registry agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations
between Spouses), General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services), General Directorate
Security (security of the judicial system bodies), Central administration of the Ministry of Justice, Constitutional court.

Q15-2 (2014): For 2014, the budget (approved/implemented) allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the
Judiciary (courts (including forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Bulgaria,
Supreme Judicial Council, Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) — 237 789 709
€/235 421 896 €, Legal Aid — 4 306 647 €/4 796 175 €, Registry agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD
register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) — 8 534 524 €/8 274 378 €, General Directorate Execution of
Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 60 670 876 €/60 229 567 €, General Directorate Security (security of
the judicial system bodies) — 15 508 519 €/15 508 059 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice — 9 313 711 €/9 010
504 €, Constitutional court — 1 656 600 €/1 656 600 €.

Q15-2 (2013): For 2013, the budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (Courts
(including forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office, Supreme Judicial Council, the Inspectorate
at the Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) - 225 753 988 €, Legal Aid - 5 292 135 €, Registry
agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) —
9 448 009 €, General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 52 982 312 €, General
Directorate Security (security of the judicial system bodies)— 15 528 857 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice —
13 999 008 €, Constitutional court — 1 056 000 €.

Croatia

Q006 (2016): The total budget has not changed much but there are differences within categories. The gross salaries increase
is due to the regresses and Christmas bonuses, which did not exist in 2015.

Larger budget have been approved for computerisation.

The amount for justice expenses is smaller because bigger amount had been alocated to state attorney's offices so less
remained for the courts.

6.4.&6.6. - The implemented and approved budget in these two categories differ because during the year a need for a larger
amount had arisen in budget allocated for training and was compensated by the another.
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Q6 (2015): No. 1: In the said amount gross salaries, benefits, transportation costs and other expenses for employees (jubilee
awards, severance pay, help) are included.

No. 4: The above mentioned amount refers to the costs of current maintenance and investments of buildings, utilities, phone,
inventory, energy.

No. 5 the declared amount also includes investments and renovations of the existing buildings.

No. 5 includes investments in buildings. Considering that there were no investments in new buildings in 2015, the amount of
investments for adaptation and restructuring of existing buildings was included into item no 4.

No. 7 includes postal services, office materials, insurance premiums, banking and health services.
Budget of courts and budget of the public prosecution services are presented separately.

Q6 (2014): - In the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the category “gross salaries” includes benefits, transportation
costs and other expenses for employees (jubilee awards, severance pay, help).

» The category “justice expenses” encompasses as in 2013 expenses related to intellectual services, postal and telephone
services, office equipment, witness and interpreters, as well as smaller amounts for other justice expenses.

» The budget allocated to “court buildings” refers to the costs of current maintenance of buildings and investments, utilities,
phone, inventory, energy etc. The stated amount is significantly different from this indicated for 2012 because of a different
presentation of data. By contrast to the 2012 evaluation, the category is construed in a wider way and subsumes also the
operating expenses. Out of that figure, the total amount of investments is 709.245,75 Euro.

» Concerning the item “new court buildings”, provided that there were no investments in new buildings in 2014, the amount of
investments for adaptation and restructuring of existing buildings was added to item n° 4.

Q6 (2013): « In the 2013 exercise, the category “justice expenses” subsumes expenses related to intellectual services, postal
and telephone services, office equipment, witness and interpreters, as well as smaller amounts for other justice expenses.

* As to the budget allocated to “court buildings”, in 2013, in contrast with the 2012 exercise, it also encompasses investments
and renovations of the existing buildings.

* As to the category “new court buildings”, in 2012 it was interpreted narrowly, while for the 2013 evaluation, it encompasses all
investments related to the court buildings.

* Besides, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” and “new buildings”, has significantly decreased between 2010 and 2013
as a result of the economic situation and public expenditure rationalization, as well as the effects of the reorganization and
reduction of the number of courts.

» Variations noticed in respect of the budget allocated to “computerization” for the period 2010-2012-2013 are the
consequence of reduced investments but also of the implementation of measures intended to rationalize costs and savings
related to computerization (e.g., maintenance of IT equipment is carried out under more favourable financial conditions than in
2010).

« As for the budget allocated to “training” and its decrease between 2010 and 2013, it should be noticed that in 2013, there was
no recruitment of judicial and state attorney’s trainees, unlike in 2010. Therefore, the budget for 2013 did not allocate funds for
the educational activities of judicial and state attorney’s trainees. In addition, due to the smaller number of students, the budget
for educational activities for the purposes of the National School for the Judicial Officials was reduced.

» oo«

Q6 (2012): Concerning the categories “new court buildings”, “justice expenses” and “other”, in 2012 they have been construed
in a restrictive way which explains the reply NA.

Q6 (2010): The apparent decrease of the budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2008 and 2010 was due to the fact
that in 2008 the sums paid for compensation and cost in action were considered as justice expenses whereas in 2010 these
were included in the heading “other”. [

As to the meaningful increase of the budget intended to “new court buildings” for the same period, the figures indicated for
2010 include the sum for the final settlement for the new building of the Supreme Court.

Q7 (2014): For 2013 and 2014, the category “other” encompasses the execution of final court judgments reimbursement of
expenses incurred by allocation of a case to another court of competent jurisdiction, violation of the right to a fair trial within
reasonable time, costs of transport to work and from work as well as other employees expenses (severance payments, grants),
promotional, medical and other services, membership fees, representation, banking services and other unmentioned financial
expenditure.

Q7 (2013): For 2013 and 2014, the category “other” encompasses the execution of final court judgments reimbursement of
expenses incurred by allocation of a case to another court of competent jurisdiction, violation of the right to a fair trial within
reasonable time, costs of transport to work and from work as well as other employees expenses (severance payments, grants),
promotional, medical and other services, membership fees, representation, banking services and other unmentioned financial
expenditure.
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Q7 (2010): For 2010, the category “other” subsumes transportation to and from work (6386421 €); other expenditures for
employees such as compensations based on collective agreement for civil servants (3615791 €), advertising services (122088
€), other services (508004 €), health services (152324 €); banking services, default interests and membership subscriptions
(110692 €); insurance premiums (69353 €), entertainment allowance (73078¢€).

Q012 (2016): The annual approved public budget allocated in other than criminal cases to primary legal aid (for non-litigious
cases or cases not brought to court) in 2016 was significantly reduced, which results in great differences in total amount
approved in other than criminal cases to legal aid in 2014/2015 and 2016.

Q12 (2014): In the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the amount of legal aid approved and also allocated to the cases
brought before the court (primary legal aid) was 1.450.000,00 kuna, and legal aid for non-litigious cases or cases not brought
to court (secondary legal aid) was 2.570.000,00 kuna. The figures provided in the table are calculated according to the
currency for 31st December 2014 which was 1 €=7,6577 kuna.

Q12 (2013): In the 2013 exercise, it is explained that the budget for legal aid was increased as a response to the observed
trend of increased number of requests for granting legal aid. Besides, it is specified that 253 750 euro represent the funds
allocated to legal aid in the budget of Croatia intended for free legal aid under the Free Legal Aid Act (civil and administrative
proceedings). There also exist funds paid as per submitted requests for granting legal aid - 236 000 euro which could be
registered in the following categories: “other than criminal law cases” — 210000; “annual public budget allocated to legal aid for
non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court” — 26000.

Q12 (2012): In 2012, due to the decreased budget planned for the Ministry of Justice, the amount allocated to legal aid is lower
than in 2010. More precisely, the reduction of the budget for legal aid in administrative and civil proceedings was due to the
economic situation.

Q012-1 (2016): In the Ministry of Justice of the RoC there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases and it
keeps records on the total annual and implemented buget for legal aid in other than criminal cases in detail. The costs for the
legal aid in other than criminal cases are paid after the end of the dispute before the first instance court.

The amount in 2016 for "other than criminal cases brought to court" is higher because more bills had to be paid in 2016.
Namely, court proceedings last for several years, and probably in 2016 more bills for paying the costs of court experts and
interpreters had been received since the Free Legal Aid Act (OG 143/13), which grants the exemption from paying the costs of
court experts and interpreters, came into force on 1 January 2014.

Different methodologies were used in 2014 and 2016 for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. According to the
methodology used in 2016, the total amount for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court in 2014 would be 346779,
while the amount for criminal cases would be 255 830.

Q12-1 (2015): The Ministry of Justice of the RoC keeps statistical records on the total annual approved and implemented
budget for legal aid (separate for the other than criminal cases and separate for courts and public prosecution services). Since
in the Ministry of Justice there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases, it is possible to keep a track record on
these cases in detail. However, it is not possible to present in detail all the other data for approved and implemented budget
(total - cases brought to court and

cases not brought to court; criminal cases - cases brought to court and cases not brought to court).

Q14 (General Comment): 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.

Q15-1 (2010): The increase of the annual approved public budget allocated to the whole justice system between 2008 and
2010 was justified by the more needs of the judiciary as well as by the payment for the building of the Supreme Court.

Q15-2 (2014): In 2014, the difference between allocated and implemented public budget is not significant.

Q15-2 (2013): For 2012 the Ministry of Justice envisaged special costs related to the establishment of the Public Bailiff
Service. However, following the amendments to the Enforcement Act, the introduction of the Public Bailiff Service was
abandoned, pursuant to which this category is not included in the budget of the judiciary for 2013.

Q15-2 (2010): For 2010, the total annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system includes also the budget of the
Judicial Academy.

Cyprus

Q006 (2016): The annual public budget (approved and implemented) allocated to computerization decreased between 2015
and 2016 because no new computers were purchased.

Concerning the annual public budget (approved and implemented) allocated to justice expenses, the discrepancy with previous
data is due to the fact that in the last cycles (2014 and 2015) legal aid could not be isolated.

The annual public approved budget allocated to training increased between 2015 and 2016 because more training activities
were organised. in 2016 the budge allocated to new buildings included a budget for the erection of a new district court of
Pafos. However this was not achieved in 2016 therefore there is a big difference between the approved and the implemented
budget.
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Q6 (2015): Regarding the approved budget:

Before 2015, new computers were installed explaining the variations regarding the category "computerisation" between 2015
and the previous years.

Starting in 2014 there was a difference in methodology calculating different categories and for that the category justice
expenses increased enormously. From 2014 the amount for cost in action as well as for publishing were included in “justice
expenses” while in the previous cycle this was included in the category “other”.

In 2015, there was no new building built.

The budget allocated to training decreased over the years due to austerity measures. From 2015, this budget has been
increased again.

Q6 (2014): 2014: - The supreme Court is also the constitutional court and the High council of the judiciary, therefore the
budget is the same.[]

Variations:[

In 2014 there was a difference in methodology calculating different categories and for that the category justice expenses
increased enormously. In 2014 the amount for cost in action as well as for publishing were included in “justice expenses” while
in the previous cycle this was included in the “other” and mentioned in the comments. Now it is corrected and included in
justice expenses.[

The numbers for new buildings decreased because in 2012 new district court was built and there are no new buildings in 2013
or 2014.0

The budget allocated to training is decreasing over the years due to austerity measures. However that amount was the
approved amount and not the implemented. The implemented budget is substantially bigger than approved.

Q6 (2013): 2013 The numbers for new buildings decreased because in 2012 new district court was built and there are no new
buildings in 2013.

2010, 2012, 2013 The amount for cost in action as well as for publishing were included category “other”.

Q6 (2012): 2010, 2012, 2013 The amounts for cost in legal action as well as for publishing were included within the category
“other”.

Q6 (2010): 2010, 2012, 2013 The amount for cost in legal action as well as for publishing were included within the category
“other”.

Q12 (2013): 2013: The decrease in the Legal Aid budget is as a result of the austerity measures and in relation to the budget
there were less applications for legal aid.

QO012-1 (2016): In 2016 there was an increase in the number of legal aid cases.

Q013 (2016): The difference between the approved budge in 2014 and 2016 was the fact that following the bail in 2013 the
cases that were tried in 2016 had increased enormously. The reason for the difference between the approved budget and the
implemented budget for 2016 was the increase in the services rendered to the prosecution service as well as the
compensation and cost. In 2014 the amount for services rendered was 954,000 whereas in 2016 13,036,139. The amount for
compensation in 2014 was 6431646 and in 2016 it was 14623187.

Q13 (2012): This amount includes only the budget of the Law Office of the Republic headed by the Attorney General.

Q14 (2014): According to 2014 data, the Accountant general and the Chief registrar are responsible for the management of the
budget, while the auditor General evaluates the use of the budget.
Q15-2 (2015): STATE BUDGET

Q15-2 (2014): In 2014 there is substantial increase of the budget of the judicial system due to inclusion of budgets of the
attorney general’s office, the police, the prison, Ministry of justice, enforcement and forensic services.

Czech Republic

Q006 (2016): The data on approved budget allocated to justice expenses cannot be separated from category “Other” in the
approved budget.

The approved Legal Aid budget is included in the court budget and cannot be separated at this stage.

Q6 (2015): The data on approved budget allocated to justice expenses do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this
level. The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

Please note that budget allocated to training and education does not include education realized by the Judicial Academy.

Q6 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it was specified that the implemented budget covers also means which were not
spent in the previous period. Data related to the approved budget allocated to justice expenses do not exist because the
approval budget is not divided to this level. Owing to the impossibility to identify the approved public budget with regard to
justice expenses, the reply in respect of this category is NA. Data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts
from their respective economic systems.
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Q6 (2013): Within the ambit of the 2013 exercise, it was explained that the justification of the observed discrepancies for the
period 2012-2013 lies in the course of the exchange rate. [

Moreover, according to the Economic department of the Ministry of Justice there were some investments to new buildings in
2013 contrary to the previous year. 0

As for the category “training and education”, although the difference is quite significant, the data are correct.

Q6 (2010): Several clarifications have been provided in the frame of the 2010 exercise. [

Firstly, in 2009 and 2010, considerable investments were granted to computerization relating to the implementation of
electronic data boxes (for all courts), to the new interactive forms of registration to the business register, to the development of
the electronic payment order, etc. O

Secondly, cuts in the justice expenses have been done due to the economic crisis. [

As to the budget allocated to court buildings, the variation noticed between 2008 and 2010 is a result of the escalation of
prices of energy, VAT, water and gas on the one hand, and of the variation of the exchange rate between national currency
and EURO, on the other hand. Besides, the repairing works are more expensive due to smaller volume of investments.

Q012 (2016): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approved budget is not divided to this level.

Q12 (2014): Specifically, as concerns the 2014 exercise, it is indicated that data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do
not exist because the approval budget is not divided to this level. Owing to the impossibility to identify the approved public
budget for legal aid, the reply in respect of this question is NA.

Q12-1 (General Comment): The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to
court. Besides, legal aid is also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the
individual lawyers) and it could cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2016): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q12-1 (2015): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this level.
The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q12-1 (2012): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that data on implemented budget are obtained from
individual courts from their respective economic systems.

Q14 (2012): On the occasion of the 2014 exercise, it has been pointed out that the Ministry of Justice secures funding and
money management of individual courts, controls economic activities of the courts and determines the means of public
expenditure for regional courts. The Presidents of the latter itemize the means of the State budget for the management of the
regional court and district courts in their respective region.

Q15-2 (2015): Ministry of Justice

Denmark

Q006 (2016): The approved and implemented budget for 5) Investments in new court buildings are included under 4) Court
buildings. The category "other" includes the courts expenses in connection to case handling, including postage costs,
purchases of goods and services and any extraordinary expenses not directly attributable to other items. The category “Other”
shows a decrease of 30% between 2014 and 2016, primarily due to exceptional circumstances in 2014, which necessitated
large financial provisions.

Q6 (2015): Building-related expenses, including rent, increased greatly during the years 2013-2014, when 4 district courts and
1 High Court moved into new courthouses.

The budget for new court buildings are included in the budget "court buildings".

Regarding the category "other", the variation between 2010 and 2015 result to the fact that in 2010 there were extraordinary
high costs to consultants in connection to several tenderings' proceedings.

Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it has been explained that the increase observed in respect of the annual public
budget allocated to computerization between 2008 and 2010 was mainly due to increased investments with regard to new
technology and the introduction of a new legal case management system. [

Besides, the considerable increase of the budget allocated to the category “other” was justified by the increased expenditures
in connection to courts moving into new buildings.

Q9 (2015): The decrease between 2010 and 2015 in the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is due to
the fact that from mid-2013 there were no longer taxes in connection with access to the land register.
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Q9 (2014): In 2013, the revenue from advertisements and queries in the land registration system was reorganized. It is now
free to make advertisements in the digital land registration system, while other revenues related to land registration are
collected directly by the Treasury. Fees from land register amounted to approximately 32 percent of total revenue in 2012.
Revenue from court fees makes up the rest corresponding to approximately 65,000,000 €. From 2012 to 2014 the revenues
from court fees dropped to 57,000,000 € representing a decrease of approximately 11 percent.

Q12 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that the budget foreseen for legal aid in 2012 and 2013
proved to be far less than the actual costs these years. Accordingly, the 2014 budget was increased considerably. Thus, there
is not a significant increase in expenditure rather that budget is adapted to the actual consumption. This applies to the cost of
both criminal and other cases.

Q12 (2013): In the ambit of the 2013 exercise, it has been noticed that the 2012 budget was well below the actual result for this
year and that accordingly, the 2013 budget has been increased.

Q14 (General Comment): The category “other” refers to the Danish Court Administration.

QO015-1 (2016): Expenditures on the Refugees and asylum seekers and the Immigration Service are from 2016 no longer a
part of the justice system. The total expenditure in 2016 allocated to the whole justice system is therefore significantly lower
compared to the corresponding data for 2015.

Q015-3 (2016): Concerning the Refugees and asylum services, due to an reorganisation the area, in 2016 it is no longer part
of the whole justice system.

Q15-2 (2012): The category “other” encompasses the budget of the Danish Court Administration.

Estonia

Q006 (2016): The approved annual public budget allocated to training was bigger than the year before because the
implemented budget was taken into account.

Investment in court buildings is done by Public Real Estate Company and does not appear in courts' budget. Only Supreme
Court's investment budget has been shown in previous years. In 2016 they did not invest in court buildings.

Q6 (2015): For the 2015 exercise (as for 2014), the total annual public budget allocated to courts includes the Supreme
Court’s budget which resulted in variations compared to the previous evaluations.

Regarding the budget allocated to computerisation, the main expenses of first and second instance courts are not part of the
court's budget but are included in the budget of the Center of Registers and Information Systems. The budget allocated to
computerisation mentioned refers mainly to the budget of the Supreme Court. In 2015, the Supreme Court developed its own
system in the Court Information System.

The budget allocated to justice expenses is very difficult to predict. In recent years, the trend is that expenses are increasing
(partly due to the influx of cases which need translators). If the budget allocated to justice expenses is not sufficient, it is
possible to apply for more budgets from the reserves.

Most investments in court buildings are done by State Real Estate Ltd and is not included in the courts' budget.

If by the end of the year, there are funds left from one category of the courts' budget, these funds are transferred to the budget
allocated to training.

As for the sub-category “other”, the meaningful increase of the budget between 2010 and 2015 is due to the difference of
content. From 2012, more components were included in the category "other".
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Q6 (2014): For the 2014 exercise, the annual public budget allocated to all courts does not include the budget of legal aid,
neither the budget of public prosecution services. Moreover, the indicated total does not subsume the following budgets: prison
and probation systems; Ministry of Justice (and/or any other institution which deals with the administration of justice); other
institutions (other than courts) attached to the Ministry of Justice; judicial protection of youth (social workers, etc.); High Council
for the Judiciary; annual income of court fees or taxes received by the State. O

Besides, some of the expenses for the installation, use and maintenance of computers in first and second instance courts are
not included since the Center of Registers and Information systems has a separate budged. O

On the contrary, in the frame of the 2014 exercise, the total annual public budget allocated to courts includes the Supreme
Court’s budget which resulted in variations compared to the previous evaluations. Namely, the figures indicated for
investments in new court buildings concern only the Supreme Court’s budget, while 1st and 2nd instance courts don’t have any
investments. Likewise, training costs of 1st and 2nd instance judges are encompassed within the budget of the Supreme
Court.O

In 2014, there was a slight increase of the salaries in general. Moreover, the methodology of calculation of judges’ salaries has
changed resulting in an increase. Additionally, in 2013 a project related to the position of assistant to judge (per each judge of
first and second instance) was launched. The salary of a judge’s assistant is at least half of the first instance judge’s salary. [J
The significant decrease of the budget allocated to “computerization” since 2013 has a double explanation. On the one hand,
in 2013 there were costs of developing the 2nd generation Court Information system. On the other hand, in 2014, the main
costs are in the budget of the Center of Registers and Information Systems which is a separate one. [

As for the budget allocated to “justice expenses”, the observed increase between 2012 and 2014 results mainly from the
significant increase of the translation costs (asylum seekers cases) and other costs related to court proceedings.[]

As for the category “other”, the observed increase for the period 2012-2014 is due to the increase of judges’ pensions.

Q6 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, several variations are noticed with regard to different budgetary sub-categories.
Relevant explanations are provided in this respect. [

As for the budget allocated to “justice expenses”, the observed increase between 2012 and 2013 stems mainly from the
significant increase of interpretation and translation costs. On the one hand, the number of cross-border cases has increased
within the years, which requires more interpretation and translation services to be provided in court proceedings. On the other
hand, in the Supreme Court the way of payment of translation costs has changed (before, the translation service was ordered
and paid on the basis of labour contracts and was a part of the personnel costs; after the change, the translation service is
ordered as a service and it is paid on the basis of the invoice and it is considered to make part of the justice expenses). In
addition, costs of expertise and costs related to bankruptcy proceedings have been increased during the last years. O

As for the budget allocated to training (only judges and not court staff), its increase between 2012 and 2013 is a result of the
increased need of training of judges. The latter is justified by the new or changed legislation and the new IT systems
implemented lately in the judicial field (new court information system, State claims payment information system).

Q6 (2012): For 2012, the budget allocated to “computerization” has significantly increased due to the large IT development
projects like the 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 other projects. O

As to the budget allocated to “justice expenses”, it has considerably decreased due to the fact that before the expenses of
expertise were included in the budget allocated to the functioning of courts, while now they are a part of the Estonian Forensic
Science Institute’s budget.[]

As for the sub-category “other”, the meaningful increase of the budget between 2010 and 2012 is due to the difference of
content. If for 2010 this item includes only unpredictable expenses, for 2012 it encompasses numerous components. With
regard to the latter, the main increase is caused by including the pensions of former Supreme Court justices. Basically, before
2012 all the pensions of public officials were in the budget of the Ministry of Social Affairs. From 2012, the pension has to be
included in the budget of the institution where the pension receiver has worked. Therefore the funds for the pensions of the
former justices of the Supreme Court are now included in the budget of the Supreme Court.

Q009 (2016): The biggest income of court taxes is due to big tax cases where it depends on the case and weather the case is
won or not.

Q9 (2014): The variations over the years 2010, 2012 and 2014 are probably due to the fact that in 2012 only the income of
court fees was submitted, excluding the registries. By comparison, for 2014, the annual income of court fees without the
registries was 4 227 968.

Q9 (2012): The decrease in the income of court taxes can be explained by the fact that in 2012 State fees regarding court
procedures have been reduced significantly (from 1-2% to almost 500%).
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Q12 (2013): For 2013, according to the executed budget, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 980 235 euros from the total (3
835 000). From these 2 980 235 euros, 2 226 315 euros were allocated to legal aid for criminal cases and 718 922 euros were
allocated to legal aid for civil and administrative cases, the rest was allocated to legal aid for misdemeanor, enforcement
procedure, administrative procedure and review procedure cases and legal consultation.

Q12 (2012): The variation observed between 2010 and 2012 should be explained in the light of the above-mentioned
clarifications. For 2012, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 857 850 euros from the total (3 835 000). In this respect, the
difference with the amount provided for 2010 is not such important (2 307 334 euros). On the contrary, the IT costs included in
the budget of legal aid for both of the exercises are especially high in 2012 due to the implementation of a new IT system.
Basically, the increase of this specific part of the legal aid budget affects the total.

Q13 (2013): The approved public budget allocated to the public prosecution services has increased in 2013 compared to the
budget of 2012 due to the increased costs of rent of buildings on the one hand, and the increased budget of salaries, on the
other hand.

Q14 (General Comment): The Ministry of Justice prepares the budget for courts of first and second instance. 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. Concretely, the Supreme Court prepares its budget and presents it to the Ministry of Finance, which
prepares the budgets of the constitutional institutions (Supreme Court, Chancellor of Justice, National Audit Office, Office of
the President). 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. O

The budgets are evaluated by the Ministry of Finance and the National Audit Office. O

In the column “Preparation of the total court budget” the answer is positive for the “High judicial council” as the Council for
Administration of Courts has to give its opinion on the principles of the formation of annual budgets of courts of first and
second instance and on the conformity of the funds allocated to these courts in the budget of the Ministry of Justice with the
principles of the formation of annual budgets of courts.

Q15-1 (2014): In 2014, the implemented budget is higher than the approved budget because of larger amounts carried over for
execution of the previous year expenditures which were higher than the planned grants.

Finland

Q6 (2015): For 2015, the costs of computerisation have increased. Also, the budget allocated to justice expenses includes
expenses for the interpretation which have increased.

Q6 (2014): The increase of the budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2013 and 2014 is mainly due to the increase of
translation and interpreting costs as well as the increase of the compensation paid from State funds to witnesses for their
necessary travel and maintenance expenses as well as for loss of earnings.[

As to the significant increase of the budget allocated to the category “other” between 2013 and 2014, it is not possible to
identify the specific reason because there is no available detailed information on each of the components of this category.

Q6 (2010): Clarifications have been provided in respect of the 2010 exercise. On the one hand, the increase observed
between 2008 and 2010 with regard to the category “computerization”, results mainly from the planning and the preparation of
the implementation of the new criminal case management system. On the other hand, all the expenses subsumed in the
category “justice expenses” (interpretation and translation expenses, court mediator expenses, expert expenses, withesses
fees borne by State, damages borne by State) have increased considerably which explains the observed variation with regard
to this category between 2008 and 2010. Finally, for the 2010 evaluation cycle, there are fewer expenses which cannot be
distributed between the items 1 to 6 and are encompassed in the item 7.

Q7 (2013): For the 2013 exercise, besides industrial health services, postage, office supplies, telephone and
telecommunications services, the category “other” includes also the budget intended to training and education.

Q012 (2016): The legal aid expenses has been increasing. This is due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. Also the
number of refugees getting legal aid has been risen.

Q12 (2014): Legal aid expenses have been increasing. In 2014 this was due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. In
2015 this is due to the increase in the number of refugees to whom legal aid was granted.

Q012-1 (2016): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total amount
includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (het EUR 23 million) and the expenses paid to the private lawyers. Private
lawyers were paid EUR 66.4 million as fees and compensations in legal aid matters, which is 24 per cent more than in the
previous year. Expenses have grown as the number of clients has grown. In 74 per cent of the 15,600 legal aid decisions
made concerning asylum seekers applying for international protection, the applicant was assisted by a private lawyer.

Q12-1 (2015): Q12: A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total
amount includes te expenses of the legal aid offices (24,2 milj. €) and the expenses paid to the Private lawyers (53,5 milj. €).
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Q14 (General Comment): The other Ministry is the Ministry of Finance, while the inspection body is the National Audit Office
of Finland

QO015-3 (2016): 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, Offices of

several different Ombudsmen, Council for Crime Prevention and Safety Investigation Authority.

Q15-2 (2010): For 2010, the item “other” includes also the enforcement agents (included, since 2012, in the specific item of the
table).

France
Q001 (2016): Source: INSEE, estimation of population

Q006 (2016): The budget allocated to the functioning of all courts cannot be distinguished from the one allocated to public
prosecution services. The distribution key that has been used results in the following proportion: 80% for courts and 20% for
public prosecution services. Besides the budget allocated to the civil and criminal justice, the indicated amount encompasses
also:

- an evaluation of expenditures pertaining to transfer of individuals under escort, security of courtrooms, and public prosecution
officials supported by the Ministry of the Interior (160 million of euros);

- an evaluation of the rental value of court buildings made available to the justice by the regional authorities (55 million of
euros);

- an evaluation of the credits related to the staff working in specialized courts in labour matters: Social Security courts (TASS)
and Incapacity Dispute courts (TCI) (19,5 million of euros); this estimation is an addition compared to the estimation for
previous years of the annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts;

- 68 million of euros corresponding to the contribution of the central administration to the functioning of courts (hamely,
legislative directorates).

Q6 (2015): Data shown correspond to the expenditure of judicial and administrative courts carried by separate programs.

Data entered for the approved budget allocated are those voted in the initial budget act for 2015. For the data mentioned for
the implemented budget, they correspond to those indicated in the annual performance report for 2015.

Although the budget of the public prosecution services merges with that of the courts, an allocation key has been applied so as
to distinguish between the budget allocated to the activity of the courts and that allocated to the public prosecution services.
The implemented budget is different from the approved and allocated annual public budget.

Personnel costs :
As in previous years, there are margins on personnel costs. An under-consumption of full-time equivalents worked as well as a
different distribution of jobs by category explain this discrepancy.

Justice expenses :
In 2015, expenditures regarding justice expenses rose slightly, by 1.2% compared with 2014.

Real estate :

Real estate credits of judicial courts have grown by 13% compared to the 2014 implemented. Nevertheless they have incurred
a significant portion of the arbitrations rendered in management which explains the discrepancy between the budget act and
the 2015 implemented.

The "other expenses" refer to:

- an estimate of the cost for the transfer of an accused under escort, the costs of on-call for courtrooms, cost of officers of the
public prosecution service incurred by the Ministry of Interior;

- an estimate of the rental value of judicial buildings made available to the courts by local and regional authorities;

- an estimate of the costs related to the staff of specialised judicial courts in the social field: social security courts (TASS) and
incapacity dispute courts (TCI). This estimate is an addition to the estimate of previous years of the annual public budget
allocated to all courts.

- the contribution of the central administration to the functioning of the courts
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Q6 (2014): The data indicated for the approved and allocated budget are those passed in the initial Finance Law for 2014.
Regarding the data reported for the executed budget, they correspond to those indicated in the annual performance report for
2014. The executed budget is different from the annual approved and allocated public budget.

Regarding staff costs, as in previous years, there are margins. Underconsumption of full-time equivalent of working and a
different distribution of jobs by category between the Finance Law and the Annual Performance Report 2014 explain this
discrepancy.

The budget allocated to computerisation decreased by 23% between 2013 and 2014. The distribution key applied this year
explains this fall, since part of the budget is in the public prosecution services budget. Also, if the allocated budget fell slightly,
the executed budget is below the allocated one.

The increase of the budget allocated to training is explained by the massive increase in recruitment (from 105 in 2010 to 212 in
2012 and 273 in 2014).

Recruitment without competition has also increased. The measures to train these future judges and public prosecutors has
been adapted with the recruitment of staff for the School. This is to compensate retirements that have been more important
than recruitment in the recent years, as illustrated by the number of judges and public prosecutors. It is noteworthy that the
National School intervention field of the judiciary is also expanding to non-professional judges: judges of commercial courts,
delegates of the public prosecutor.

Q6 (2010): The strong and continuous increase observed in the 2010 budget allocated to investment in new buildings can be
explained by the implementation of the reform of the judicial system. This reform is accompanied by significant real estate
investments in order to welcome assembled and created courts to provide better working conditions for employees, and to
improve the reception of court users.

As for training costs, it should be noted that part of the variation observed between the 2008 and 2010 data can be explained,
apart from further fiscal efforts made by France to the training of judges, by the transfer of the remuneration of justice auditors
from the operating grant for the public service allocated to the National School of Magistrates, to pay credits, amounting up to
25 million euros (the public budget allocated to salaries being mentioned in point 1 of the question 6).

Q7 (2014): For 2014, the "other expenses" correspond to:

- an assessment of the cost of transfer of individuals under escort, the cost of guards in courtrooms, the cost of prosecuting
officers supported by the Ministry of Interior;

- an assessment of the rental value of court buildings made available to justice by local authorities;

- an assessment of personal credits of judicial specialised jurisdictions in the social field: courts of incapability litigations
(Tribunal du contentieux de l'incapacité). This estimate is an addition to the estimate of the previous years in the contribution of
central administration functionning of the jurisdiction (in particular legislative directions).

Q7 (2013): For 2013, the "other expenses" correspond to:

- an assessment of the cost of transfer of individuals under escort, the cost of guards in courtrooms, and the cost of
prosecuting officers supported by the Ministry of Interior (203 million euros);

- an evaluation of the rental value of court buildings made available to justice by local authorities (69 million euros);

- 77.8 million euros corresponding to the contribution of the central administration to the functionning of jurisdictions (in
particular legislative directions).

Q7 (2012): For 2012, the "other expenses" correspond to:

- an assessment of the cost of transfer of individuals under escort, the cost of guards in courtrooms, and the cost of
prosecuting officers supported by the Ministry of Interior (203 million euros)

- an assessment of the rental value of court buildings made available to justice by local authorities (69 million euros)

- 69.5 million euros corresponding to the contribution of the central administration to the functionning of the jurisdictions (in
particular legislative directorates).

Q7 (2010): For 2010, the "other expenses" encompass: the cost of transfer of individuals under escort, the cost of guards in
courtrooms, and the cost of prosecuting officers supported by the Ministry of the Interior; the rental value of court buildings
made available to justice by local authorities; a part of the costs incurred by the central administration of the Ministry of Justice.
More broadly, this catgeory covers expenses pertaining to interventions (helping lawyers whose bar is abolished as part of the
reform of the judicial map, grant to the National Council of the Bars, financing the public institution managing the automated
land register, transfers to local authorities, grant to the Public institution of the courthouse in Paris).
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Q12 (2015): Thus the implemented budget for legal aid allocated to criminal cases increased significantly between 2014 and
2015 (by 141%).

The 90% decrease between 2014 and 2015 regarding the annual implemented public budget relating to legal aid for non-
litigious cases or cases not brought to court results from the different presentation. The related legal aid costs, including those
attributed to custody, have been included in the annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid for cases brought to
courts.

This also explains the decrease in other than criminal cases (by 53%). In the basis of calculation have been included the
expenses relating to criminal field, the costs for custody (garde a vue), mediation and penal composition, assistance to
prisoners, protocols art. 91 and the custodial agreements. The portion of other than criminal expenses is reduced by the same
amount.

Q12 (2012): The methodology of presentation of data is different for 2010 and 2012. For 2012, legal aid for non-litigious
proceedings amounts to 49,732,000 euros. Therefore, for all criminal cases (brought to court and out of court) 49,732,000
euros should be added to the 88,730,000 euros, bringing the figure to 138,462,000 euros. The increase stems from increased
cuctody costs as a result of the 2011 reform.

Q12 (2010): The 2010 budget of legal aid takes into account budgetary credit derived from the recovery of credits (11.5 million
euros) and fiscal expenses linked with the implementation of a 5.5% reduced VAT rate for services provided by lawyers as part
of legal aid. Indeed, legal aid expenditure is reduced by the amount recovered by the Treasury services on the loosing party
when the latter is not granted legal aid. In addition, lawyers are paid by the Lawyers' Pecuniary Payment Fund whose evolution
constitutes an adjustment variable (+ 10.8 million euros in 2010).

QO012-1 (2016): The discrepancy between the approved and the implemented annual public budget allocated to legal aid is due
to the annulment of credits because of an overvaluation of the allocated budget.

Q15-2 (2015): The annual public budget above includes the data of the entire justice system, attached to the Ministry of
Justice and the Presidency of the Republic.

Other: Access to law and assistance to victims

Germany

Q1 (2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the
year 2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.

Q1 (2012): The information refers to the number of inhabitants on 31 December 2012 determined on the basis of the 2011
census.

Q006 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Rhineland-Palatinate:

A separation between courts and prosecutors is after the local System not possible. The expenses therefore include those of
the public prosecutor's offices.

Other expenses are e.g. Expenses for business needs, motor vehicles, investments

into moving objects. The additions to the pension fund are no longer included in comparison to the year 2015.

Expenditure on the supply of former judges is not included in the expenditure and officials and for sickness benefits.

Q6 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Inasmuch as sub-questions 6.2, 6.4,
6.5, 6.6, and 6.7 were answered by “NA,” this is due to the fact that most of the Lander were unable to provide information,
meaning that any amount cited would not be meaningful in substantive terms. Re. 6.1 and 6.3: Some of the Lander were
unable to provide data in this regard. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the
previous data.

Re. 6.1: The background for the difference made by the Federation between the approved budget and the implemented budget
is that the departments have been granted funds for augmenting their staff in the context of their budget management in 2014.
It is not possible to separate the budget of the public prosecution offices for a number of Federal Lander.
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Q6 (2014): On the occasion of the 2014 exercise, several clarifications have been provided.

Firstly, the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one stems from the fact that the departments have
been granted funds for augmenting their staff in the context of their budget management in 2014.

Secondly, in 2014, the Federal Landers of Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia did not provide any answers to Question 6.
Accordingly, the information is incomplete.

As to the other categories, namely “computerization”, “court buildings”, “new court buildings”, “training” and “other”, a
considerable number of Landers were not able to provide figures for 2014. The reply NA was preferred in order to avoid
inconsistent figures.

Q6 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, it has been recalled, as in 2012, that since individual Landers were unable to
provide specific data with regard to all of the sub-categories, the information remained incomplete.

Moreover, some Lander indicated total amounts that were higher than the sum of all data provided under items 6.1 to 6.7.
Accordingly, a total of € 102,320,057 could not be attributed to individual items. Therefore, this amount was not included in the
amount indicated as total budget allocated to the functioning of all courts.

For 2013, the federal Landers of Hamburg and Saarland did not provide any reply to question 6. Accordingly, the information
was incomplete.

On the other hand, Berlin, Schleswig-Holstein, North-Rhine/Westphalia, Brandenburg and Saxony provided general comments
on the content of some of the sub-categories.

The Lander of Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania pointed out the difficulty to provide detailed data in respect of the different
items, due to the peculiarity of its budgetary system.

The decrease of the budget allocated to “computerization” between 2012 and 2013 was due to the different number of Landers
that had replied respectively for both evaluations.

As to the considerable variation noticed in respect of the category “training”, it was the result of variations in this specific
budget in four individual Landers (Bade-Wurttemberg, Berlin, Rhineland-Palatinate and Saarland). Only Bade-Wurttemberg
and Berlin provided explanations. The latter mentioned that the budget related to training of candidates to a judicial position
was encompassed in the category “other”. The former referred to a change of the consideration of remuneration of trainees
and candidates to a judicial position.

On the occasion of the 2013 evaluation, the North Rhine-Westphalia mentioned in respect of the reform of the budget system
implying the gradual introduction of an integrated combined accounting) described in 2010 that the first courts will begin to
operate under the new accounting system in April 2015.

Q6 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been explained that since individual Lander were unable to provide specific
data with regard to all of the sub-categories, the information remained incomplete.

Moreover, some Lander indicated total amounts that were higher than the sum of all data provided under items 6.1 to 6.7.
Accordingly, a total of € 123,382,583 could not be attributed to individual items. Therefore, this amount was not included in the
amount indicated as total budget allocated to the functioning of all courts.

Additionally, it has been confirmed that the variation observed in respect of the category “other” between 2010 and 2012 was
due to the different number of Landers that had replied respectively for both evaluations. A speculative comparison between
comparable data for this period revealed an increase of only 14%. Besides, considerable variations characterized the budgets
allocated to the category “other” in Berlin and Hesse over the period 2010-2012. However, both Landers could not provide in
time explanations in this respect.

The Lander of Saxony highlighted the difficulty to provide detailed data in respect of all the items, due to the peculiarity of its
budgetary system.

Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, only several Landers provided additional general comments on the specificity of
their respective systems or the content of some of the subcategories. For example, the North Rhine-Westphalia indicated that
a reform of the budget system was being introduced implying the gradual introduction of an integrated combined accounting.
The latter was intended to modernize the budget and accounting system in the Land administration with the components
“statement of government income and expenditure”, “statement of results”, “cost and performance accounting”, as well as
“financial accounting” forming the basis for product-orientated budget management. The blanket expansion in the Land

administration was planned to be carried out by 2016.

Q007 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Q7 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been stressed that it was impossible to separate the budget of public
prosecution services for a number of Federal Landers.
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Q7 (2013): In 2013, 11 Landers provided detailed information in respect of the category “other”. More specifically, Mecklenburg-
Western Pomerania encompassed expenditures based on contracts of work and services or other types of contracts in the
field of victim-offender mediation and compensation to accused persons in criminal matters; Brandenburg subsumed
compensation to victims of unconstitutional prosecution, etc.

For a considerable number of the respondent Landers, it was impossible to separate the budget of legal aid and especially the
budget of public prosecution services. Brandenburg indicated that the budget of legal aid and the budget of public prosecution
were not encompassed in the total. In Schleswig-Holstein, the budget of legal aid was subsumed in the total, while the budget
of public prosecution services could be separated.

Q7 (2012): In 2012, 13 Landers provided detailed information on the content of the category “other”. More specifically, Berlin
and Hamburg included some training costs. Berlin subsumed also compensation to civil servants on probation; Saxony
indicated also compensation to honorary judges and staff; Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania encompassed expenditures
based on contracts of work and services or other types of contracts in the field of victim-offender mediation and compensation
to accused persons in criminal matters akin to Saxony, etc.

For a considerable number of the respondent Landers, it was impossible to separate the budget of legal aid and especially the
budget of public prosecution services from the total. In Saarland, the budget of legal aid could be identified, while only
estimates for the staffing and materials expenditure budget could be shown separately for the office of the public prosecutor
general and the public prosecution office (not including statutory expenditure). In Hesse and Brandenburg the budget of legal
aid and the budget of public prosecution services were not encompassed in the total. In Schleswig-Holstein, the budget of
legal aid was subsumed in the total, while the budget of public prosecution services could be separated.

Q7 (2010): In 2010, 3 Landers did not communicate any information. 11 Landers provided detailed data on the content of the
category “other”. More specifically, Hamburg included in the category “other” training costs, while Saxony referred also to
compensation to honorary judges and lay-judges as well as to remuneration for over time and additional work. Likewise,
Saxony and Schleswig-Holstein subsumed enforcement agents’ fees.

For a considerable number of the respondent Landers, the budget of legal aid and especially the budget of public prosecution
services could not be separated from the total of the budget allocated to courts.

Q009 (2016): Comments on question 9:

Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Bremen:

No information

North Rhine-Westphalia

It is not possible to provide separate statistics on court fees alone. This is because income from court fees in
criminal/regulatory proceedings is captured as part of a consolidated estimation and accounting system, which also includes
income from criminal/regulatory fines as well as monetary payments by accused persons in return for the provisional non-
preferment of public charges in the case of misdemeanours.

Lower Saxony

No information can be provided since court fees are accounted for as one item together with criminal and regulatory fines
(11210).

Thuringia

These are legal fees, including repayments of legal aid (installment payments).

Q9 (2015):

Some of the Lander were unable to provide data in this regard. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is
not comparable with the 2013 data.

Q012 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Q12 (2015): Re. Question 12:

The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to provide
data regarding question 12. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013
data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a number
of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible
to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.
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Q12 (2014): In 2014, there was no information available from Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia.

In as much as the other Federal Landers have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. In contrast to the
previous cycles, figures indicated by individual Landers only in respect of the total are encompassed in the total which explains
the considerable variation between 2013 and 2014 (which is not real and disappears when comparing comparable data (in
2012 the sum of € 304,584,278 was not included in the total and in 2013 - € 316,707,568). Since a number of Landers have
provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible to form a sum
total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

Q12 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, 10 Landers provided data accompanied by comments.

As in 2012, only figures concerning Landers which provided complete data for the total and the sub-categories were
represented in the total (Berlin, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, North Rhine/Westphalia, Rhineland-Palatinate, Saxony-
Anhalt, and Thuringia). As to individual Landers that communicated only totals (Baden-Wurttemberg, Bavaria, Brandenburg,
Bremen, Hesse, Lower Saxony, Saxony, and Schleswig-Holstein), these amounts were not taken into account (a sum of €
316,707,568). Therefore, the information remained incomplete.

Q12 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been specified that according to the Legal Advice and Assistance Act, the
so-called legal advice and assistance is a social benefit provided by the State to persons seeking justice who cannot afford the
assistance of or representation by a lawyer and who have no other reasonable possibility of obtaining assistance. Legal advice
and assistance is granted for asserting one’s rights outside of court proceedings as well as for obligatory conciliation
proceedings pursuant to section 15a of the Act on the Introduction of the Code of Civil Procedure.

In 2012, Bremen, Saarland and Schleswig-Holstein did not provide any information. Only figures concerning Landers which
provided complete data for the total and the sub-categories were represented in the total. As to individual Landers that
communicated only totals, these amounts were not taken into account (a sum of € 304,584,278). Therefore, the information
remained incomplete.

Q12 (2010): In 2010, the sum of 285 625 euros corresponded to the part of the federal budget allocated to legal aid (47 885 for
criminal matters and 237 740 for other than criminal matters).

Two Landers did not provide information. Data were not available for a considerable number of Landers in respect of the total
or the sub-categories. Accordingly, the information is not complete.

QO012-1 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Q12-1 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the L&ander were unable
to provide data regarding question 12.1. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with
the 2013 data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since
a number of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is
not possible to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

Q13 (2015): Most of the Lander were unable to provide information in this regard, meaning that it is not possible to provide an
answer to the question that is meaningful in substantive terms
Q013 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Q13 (2014): In 2014, the reply NA is justified by the fact that most of the Landers were unable to provide information in this
regard, meaning that it is not possible to provide an answer to the question that is meaningful in substantive terms.

Q13 (2013): In 2013, data was not available or not provided by 8 Landers. The indicated total subsumed figures
communicated by 8 Landers and the operating budget of the Office of the Federal Public Prosecutor General. The information
was incomplete.

Q13 (2012): In 2012, data was not available for 6 Landers. The total subsumed figures communicated by nine other Landers
and the operating budget of the Office of the Federal Public Prosecutor General. The information was incomplete.

Q13 (2010): In 2010, two Landers did not provide a reply, while six other Landers had not available data. Accordingly, the
information remained incomplete reflecting data from only 8 Landers. Besides, the sum of € 15,374,219 corresponding to the
part of the federal budget allocated to public prosecution services was encompassed in the total.

Q14 (General Comment): The category “other ministry” refers to the Federal Ministry of Finance and the Federal Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs. The other authority auditing the use of funds is the Bundesrechnungshof (German supreme audit
institution).
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Q015-1 (2016): Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-Holstein.

Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative jurisdiction

Fiscal, labour and social jurisdictions: NA

Administrative jurisdiction: Question 15-1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative jurisdiction incl. further-training
costs

Berlin

Consumer-protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

Budget plan for 2015/2016 assumed greater expenditure. Total budget calculation for EPL 04 did not include chapter for
Europe and consumer-protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety, Consumer Protection and
Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. Budget indicated includes Land and federal funds only.

Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Lower Saxony

No information

Rhineland-Palatinate

Rhineland-Palatinate Constitutional Court

Saarland

NO INFORMATION

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System, and (up until
31 December 2016) the Land Commissioner for the Records of the State Security Service of the Former GDR.

Section 06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices
en bloc. However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those
actually spent over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure
earmarked for each branch is estimated in a central chapter and parts of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning
for these funds is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate,
is estimated in section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the
Saxony State Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony
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Q15-1 (2014) For 2014, no information was available from Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia. Six Landers communicated
detailed information on the content of their individual budgetary plans. Inasmuch as the other Federal Landers have provided
data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete.

Q15-1 (2012): In 2012, six Landers communicated detailed information on the content of their individual budgetary plans.
Berlin did not provide any information. Data provided by Bavaria did not include the public annual budget approved and
granted for labor, social and finance jurisdiction.

Q15-1 (2010): Data provided for 2010 do not include information from Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania and Thuringia. Three
Landers developed the content of the budget foreseen within their respective individual plans (Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt and
Brandenburg).

Q015-3 (2016): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational / further training centres.
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Q15-2 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available.

Hesse:
Essentially, higher payroll costs.

Schleswig-Holstein:

Explanatory remarks on the significant deviations of the actual figures for 2014 as opposed to the target figures for 2014:
Additional receipts in particular by court fees;

Reduced expenditures in particular for payroll costs, the expenses in court cases and miscellaneous expenditures (the
explanations provided for Questions 6 and 13 are included herein by reference).

Saxony:

The expenditures depend on the number and scope of the court proceedings and criminal proceedings, as well as on the
number of inmates of correctional institutions, none of which the Land department of justice is able to control. Furthermore,
the staff numbers will fluctuate in the context of the ongoing personnel management (new hires, parental leave, long-term
illness, etc.), while it is only possible to estimate wage increases as collectively bargained, and projects pursued in the fields of
IT or construction are constantly subject to changes. Accordingly, the target figure is based on a forecast and, as a general
rule, will deviate from the actual figure.

Re Question 15.2: Other:

Brandenburg: Deutsche Richterakademie (German Judicial Academy) Wustrau

Hesse: IT department of the judiciary of Hesse

Lower Saxony: Norddeutsche Hochschule fir Rechtspflege (Northern German University for the Adminstration of Justice)
Rhineland-Palatinate: Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate

Saxony: Besides the items set out above, the area of responsibility of the Ministry of Justice and for European Affairs of the
Free State of Saxony includes the following budget elements that are to be allocated to the justice system: information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic.

Saxony-Anhalt: The area of responsibility of the Land Ministry of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic.

Thuringia: Emoluments of the legal students pursuing their practical legal training after having passed the First State’s
Examination, expenditures of the Judicial Examiniations Office.

Q15-2 (2014): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

Q15-2 (2013): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

Q15-2 (2010): In 2010, 8 Landers provided information in respect of the category “other”. For example: Bavaria (legal aid for
finance courts); Bremen (Judicial examination office); Hamburg (the Hamburg Data Protection Commissioner and the Equality
Office); Lower Saxony (Northern German College for the Administration of Justice); North Rhine-Westphalia (basic and further
training facilities for the judiciary, expenditure on pensions for the judicial civil servants of the Land and their surviving
dependents, general approvals (e.g. medical expenses payments, pension payments and the like); Saarland (Saarland Clinic
for Forensic Psychiatry (SKFP)); Saxony-Anhalt (the Land Commissioner for the Documents of the State Security Service of
the Former GDR).

Greece
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Q6 (2014): The approved budget allocated to “gross salaries” for 2014 was not sufficient. It is within the Ministry of Finance
competence to adjust the amount, which it did towards the end of the year 2014. [

The increase of the approved budget allocated to “computerization” was the result of the undertaking of new (larger) projects in
this specific field. O

No specific reason explains the decrease of the approved budget allocated to “court buildings”. Generally, it depends each
time on the needs. It should be noted though, that the last years there is a general demand (from the Ministry of Finance) for
cutting on public expenses.[]

As to the meaningful decrease of the budget allocated to “new court buildings” between 2012 and 2014, it is noteworthy that
this budget refers completely to the budget of the Courts Building Fund. Thus, the variation does not reflect any public policies,
but is merely the outcome of the Fund’s programming of expenses.

Q6 (2012): The decrease in all categories in 2012 was justified by the budgetary adjustment that Greece has been going
through during the last years. O

It has been specified that the annual budget allocated to training and education was mostly the budget of the National School
of Judges, responsible for the prefatory training of judges to be appointed and the conduct of seminars attended by the already
appointed judges (lifelong training). The budget of this State body 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.

Q6 (2010): The budget allocated to the functioning of all courts in 2010 was drawn within the context of program budgeting. O
In contrast to the previous exercise, the budget allocated to “gross salaries” in 2010 included also the budget approved for the
Court of Auditors. Besides, the new law 3691/08 which entered into force in August 2008 set an increase in judges’ gross
salaries. O

As for the category “justice expenses”, in 2008 it subsumed payments of lawyers, experts and interpreters (4.500.000 euro, of
which 2.000.000 for payments of lawyers or other legal aid and 2.500.000 euro for experts and interpreters). The reply
provided for 2010, according to the stricter formulation of the question “justice expenses without legal aid” included only
payments of experts and interpreters (5.900.000 euro in total, of which 2.500.000 for payments of lawyers or other legal aid
and 2.500.000 euro for experts and interpreters). The increase of the budget for both lawyers and experts/interpreters derived
from the increased need and relative requests of payment.(

As to the annual budget allocated to “court buildings”, in 2008 it had not include the budget approved for the Court of Auditors
(Courts: 8.245.000 euro and Court of Auditors: 1.276.000 euro) which was the case in 2010 (Courts: 8.747.000 euro and Court
of Auditors: 1.669.000 euro). Moreover, the slight increase noted was due to increases of rents, heating fuel etc.O

As to the budget intended to “new court buildings”, in 2008 it had not included the budget related to a supervised (by the
Ministry) entity of public law (Courts Buildings Fund-CBF). In 2008, it encompassed: Public Investments Program (862.000
euro) and CBF (15.380.004 euro). In 2010, it included: Public Investments Program (0 euro) and CBF (9.379.911 euro). The
noticed decrease was not due to a specific cause. The budget simply depends on the investment programming of the political
hierarchy.O

The increase of the budget allocated to “training” between 2008 and 2010 was decided in order to support the potential
demand.

Q009 (2016): There is no specific reason explaining the increase for the period 2015-2016.

Q9 (2012): The increase of 47% between 2012 and 2014 of the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is
mostly due to an increase in revenues from judicial stamp fees. Even though the prices of the fees were increased in the
beginning of the year 2011 (some of them doubled or tripled), the increase of the revenues was at its peak in 2013. In 2012 the
revenues for these particular fees were estimated at 30.000.000 euros, whereas 41.000.000 euros were actually collected. In
2013, a total of about 81.000.000 euros was collected from these fees, and as a consequence the estimation for 2014 was
81.650.000 euros.

Q012 (2016): A reassessment of the annual budgetary needs in legal aid was made by the Courts Building Fund. The annual
cost is not a stable amount and depends on the number of cases where the legal aid is used.

Q12 (2014): The increase of the budget allocated to legal aid between 2013 and 2014 resulted to some extent from time
limitations. In 31 December 2014 there were unpaid expenses. Generally, legal aid is entirely paid from the budget of the
Courts Building Fund, a legal entity of public law, which draws its budget according to its expected annual revenues and its
expected annual needs.

Q12 (2012): The observed increase of the budget allocated to legal aid in 2012 was due to accumulated debts from previous
years.

Q12 (2010): The increase of the budget for lawyers in 2010 derived from the increased need and relative requests of payment.

Q14 (2012): The other Ministry is the Ministry of Finance, while he category “other” refers to the Court of Audit.
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Q15-1 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, details were provided in respect of the components of the budget allocated to
the whole justice system for 2008 and 2010. Namely, in 2008, it encompassed the sum of the budgets allocated respectively to
the functioning of courts, legal aid and the Council of the Judiciary (overall 409.266.004 euro), as well as the budget of the
prison system (101.304.000 euro) and the budget of the Head Division (16.452.000). In 2010, it included the sum of the
budgets allocated respectively to the functioning of courts, legal aid and the Council of the Judiciary (overall 584.010.911
euro), as well as the budget of the prison system (113.565.000 euro) and the budget of the Head Division (17.146.000).

Hungary

Q005 (2016): Source: Magyar Nemzeti Bank (Hungarian National Bank) exchange rate of 02. January 2017
https://www.mnb.hu/arfolyam-
tablazat?deviza=rbCurrencyActual&devizaSelected=EUR&datefrom=2017.01.01.&datetill=2017.01.02.&order=1

Q006 (2016): The main difference derives from the following:

1. Some positions are not filled (at least for a while) during the year and some people are on a leave for a longer time (e.g.
serious iliness, maternity leave) and get benefits from other sources.

2. The approved budget was modified during the year.

4. The approved budget was modified during the year. The reason of the increase in the implemented annual public budget
allocated to court buildings is that many small and some large building reconstruction and modernization projects have been
implemented during the year.

5. Some new court building projects take more years to finish, so although the budget has been provided specially for these it
takes more years to finish these projects.

7. "Other" includes taxes, unpredicted personal (salary) expenditures, trainings, other maintenance costs. The implemented
public budget allocated to the category “other” increased between 2015 and 2016 because there has been an increase in the
basis of the salary of judicial employees in 2016 and it was included in this category.

Q6 (2015): Budget allocated to training (Nr.6) is included in Nr.1. and Nr. 7.

Other: Among other elements are miscellaneous maintenance expenses, unexpected personal (salary) expenses, training's
budget, etc.

Before 2013, in the budget allocated to "gross salaries” were included non regular allowances, employers’ contributions due to
employees and trustees fees. From 2013, these amounts were included in the category "other".

The decrease between 2010 and 2015 in the approved budget allocated to "'computerisation™, is due to the fact previously
some developments were carried out through project financing (such as EU funding, which are not part of the court budget).
The decrease in the approved budget allocated to "court buildings" between 2010 and 2014, is due to the inclusion of the
category "new court buildings" from 2014. "

The increase between 2014 and 2015 in the implemented public budget allocated to "computerisation” is the result of an
increase in the number of implemented projects (not part of the budget of the court system).

The increase between 2014 and 2015 of the implemented public budget allocated to "court buildings" is due to the fact that
some developments were carried out from funds approved during the previous years, but implemented in later years.

Q6 (2014): The decrease in the approved budget allocated to "court buildings” between 2010 and 2014, is due to the inclusion
of the category "new court buildings" in 2014.
For the 2014 evaluation cycle, the budget allocated to "training" could not be identified as a separate value and constitutes a
part of the items "gross salaries" and "other".0]
Due to changes in the methodology of presentation of data, some items that were included in 2013 in the category "other" are
subsumed in 2014 in the category "justice expenses" which explains the variations observed in respect of both categories
between 2013 and 2014. O
The difference between the approved budget and the implemented one derives mainly from the following:[O

some positions are not filled (at least for a while) during the year and some staff are on leave for a longer time (e.g. serious
illness, maternity leave) and get benefits from other sources;

justice expenses are not exactly foreseeable as they mainly depend on the number and the nature of incoming cases;

some new court building projects take more years to be finalized.
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Q6 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, the attention was drawn on the endeavors of the Hungarian Government in
recent years to improve the infrastructural conditions and develop appropriate standards in respect of the IT working
environment. [J

In contrast with the 2012 evaluation, in 2013, the budget allocated to "gross salaries" did not encompass non regular
allowances, employers’ contributions due to employees and trustees fees. These amounts were included in 2013 in the
category "other". More specifically, it was highlighted that according to the Act (CLXII) 2011 on the Status and Remuneration of
Judges, the salaries of the latter should be determined in the Act on the Central Budget in such a way that the amount should
not be lower than it had been in the previous year. O

As to the category "computerisation" and the considerable increase of the budget allocated in its respect in 2013, it was
indicated that the Swiss Contribution covered some IT and security developments between August 2012 and January 2015,
within a total amount of 1,98 billion HUF. Likewise, ongoing projects (co-) founded by the EU also covered a part of the IT
development. O

As for the budget allocated to "training”, it increased between 2010 and 2012, and especially between 2012 and 2013. The
main reason is that training courses for magistrates are more and more numerous and diversified. Besides, the number of
participants increased radically in 2013 (2010 - 5 153; 2012 - 5 671; 2013 - 14 241). O

The closing of the preparatory phase of the return of the Supreme Court to its original building and the preparation of the
placement of the Budapest Environs Regional Court in a property complex were indicated as major successes in 2013. A
number of important projects and refurbishments also took place throughout the country (e.g. refurbishment of the Salgotarjan
District Court and the Salgétarjan Administrative and Labour Court, start of construction of the building of the Debrecen District
Court).

Q6 (2012): In 2012, the budget allocated to “computerization” continued to decrease in comparison with 2010 and especially
with 2008 when a specific project had been financed in this area As to the budget intended to “court buildings”, for long time
there were not sufficient investments in this respect. In 2012, this budget was increased.

Q6 (2010): The budget allocated to “computerization” decreased in 2010 due to the termination of a project financed in 2008. []
As to the significant increase of the budget allocated to “justice expenses” in 2010, it was a result of the increase of experts’
fees due to legislative amendments entered into force in 2009.0

As for the category “court buildings” the budget was increased due to the significant number of court buildings needing to be
refurbished.

Q7 (2014): For 2014, the category "other" included among other elements miscellaneous maintenance expenses, unexpected
personal (salary) expenses etc. Besides, it subsumed a part of the budget allocated to "training".

Q7 (2013): For 2013, the category "other" included among other elements miscellaneous maintenance expenses, unexpected
personal (salary) expenses etc.

Q9 (2015): The decrease between 2010-2015 in the approved budget allocated to legal aid is the result of a 2012 law
amendment which led to the fact the fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

Q9 (2012): The reason for the decrease in the figures between 2010 and 2012 is the amendment of the law in 2012.
Accordingly, the fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

Q12 (2013): The annual public budget allocated to legal aid decreased with 33% between 2012 and 2013 as a consequence of
the strengthening of the legal aid service.

Q12-1 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Q13 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Q13 (2012): In 2012, 84% of the budget were spent on salaries, income taxes, health insurance and social insurance for the
staff, 13.5% were spent on functional costs including maintenance of office buildings and 2.5 % constituted a reserve.

Q14 (2014): According to 2012 and 2014 data, the President of the National Office for the Judiciary, in the scope of his/her
general duties of central administration, elaborates a proposal on the courts budget and a report on its implementation, 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. He/she is bound by duties in connection with the financial management of the heading of courts
and directs the internal control of the courts. Besides, the National Council of Justice (NCJ) provides an opinion on the
proposal and the report and more generally controls the financial management of the courts. As to the President of the Curia,
he/she forms an opinion to the extent the Curia is concerned. O

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. [

Finally, the Parliament decides upon the budget of the courts as part of the national budget, with the restriction, that the budget
of the courts cannot be lowered as it was possible before 2012.
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Q14 (2012): According to 2012 and 2014 data, the President of the National Office for the Judiciary, in the scope of his/her
general duties of central administration, elaborates a proposal on the courts budget and a report on its implementation, 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. He/she is bound by duties in connection with the financial management of the heading of courts
and directs the internal control of the courts. Besides, the National Council of Justice (NCJ) provides an opinion on the
proposal and the report and more generally controls the financial management of the courts. As to the President of the Curia,
he/she forms an opinion to the extent the Curia is concerned. O

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. [

Finally, the Parliament decides upon the budget of the courts as part of the national budget, with the restriction, that the budget
of the courts cannot be lowered as it was possible before 2012.

Q14 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it has been specified that the inspection body in question was the Court of
Auditors.
Q15-1 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Q15-1 (2010): In the ambit of the 2010 exercise, it has been specified that in 2008, the important amount of budget of the
Ministry of Justice was due to the fact that it included the budget allocated to police services. O

Among the components of the budget allocated to the whole justice system in 2010, were mentioned the budget allocated to
all courts, the budget of prison services, the budget dedicated to the judicial protection of juveniles, the budget of the Ministry
of Justice etc.

Q15-2 (2015): Act C of 2014 on the budget of Hungary in 2015,

Act CLXI of 2011 on the organisation and administration of courts

Act CLXII of 2011 on the legal status and remuneration of judges,

Act CXCV of 2011 on the state finance,

Act LXVI of 2011 on the State Audit Office

Q15-1 Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Q15-2 (2012): In 2012, as in 2010, the budget allocated to the whole justice system included also the total budget of the
Ministry of Justice.

Q15-2 (2010): In 2010, the category “other” includes the sum corresponding to the compensation to crime victims (473
373EUR).

Ireland

Q006 (2016): The full budget allocated for training was not spent during the year.

The budget originally approved differs from that implemented due to additional provision made during the year for ICT
expenditure. Additional funding of €2.5m was provided to the Courts Service in 2016 by way of Supplementary Estimate. The
additional €2.5m spent in 2016 was across the following headings: New video conferencing installations; replacement of
equipment - €1.1m; Fines Act - €0.630m; DAR refresh - €0.350m and Prepayment of the ICT managed services charge for Q1
2017 - €0.500m

Q6 (2015): On agreement with the Department of Justice and Equality, the Courts Service allocation for training was adjusted
to bring it in line with requirements for 2015

Q6 (2014): 2014: Variations:O

The approved budgets allocated to computerisation and the investments in new court buildings remained areas where
austerity measures continued to be applied. It should also be noted that since 1999 there had been significant capital
investment in the courts. O

In addition, it has been decided that the provision of new courthouse buildings and also major refurbishment and extension of
certain existing courthouses will be progressed by way of Public Private Partnership Programmes and this also has
implications for the annual capital budget. O

There have been 7 Public Private Partnership Projects commenced, however the majority of this work has been done in 2015
rather than 2014.00

Regarding the increase in the approved public budget allocated to justice expenses between 2013 and 2014 is due to the fact
that in 2014, this category includes the significant amount for travel and subsistence expenses which was not included in the
2013 figure.O

The increase of the approved budget allocated to the category 'other' can be explained by the fact that in 2014 it includes the
allocation provided for the Public Private Partnership Unitary Payment which did not exist in 2013.

Q6 (2013): 2013 Variation: The budget for computerisation was still significantly decreased as a result of economic climate and
in line with the Government commitment to on-going strong expenditure control to enable the exit of the bailout programme at
the end of 2013.
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Q6 (2012): 2012: Variation: The total approved budget of the court decreased as a result of the economic climate and in line
with the Government commitment to on-going strong expenditure control, budget allocations across the public sector generally
decreased compared with previous cycle. Measures needed to be put in place to ensure that Ireland was in a position to
stabilise the economy, meet its international commitments and ensure a timely exit from the bailout programme which was
achieved at the end of 2013. This is also visible in different categories of the budget except in justice expenses where the
increase is due to the change in how the Courts Service is categorising the expenses. For example, in 2010 the costs for
interpretation were included under “other” since 2012 they are included under justice expenses. As to the considerable
increase in the budget allocated to justice expenses, it should be noted that in 2010, the only budget subhead included in this
category related to medical reports. From 2012 onwards the following budget subheads were included under Justice expenses
- jury minding, interpreting, medical reports, digital audio recording, judges’ attire, law books and meals for jurors. It is believed
that these subheads are more appropriate to be included under Justice expenses as they all relate directly to court business.

Q007 (2016): NAP

Q12-1 (2015): In the answer to Question 12 - the category 'other than criminal cases' is the amount as per the Grant in Aid
which the Legal Aid Board received for the Government

In the answer to Question 12.1 - under the category 'Total annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid - other
criminal cases' this amount includes the Grant in Aid, Client Contributions, Costs Recovered and Other Incomes

"The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state funding received by the
Legal Aid Board in 2015. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total expenditure of the Legal Aid
Board. Please note that:

(1) the Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.’

Q13 (2012): The values reported are the gross figures as voted and it is comparable between years.
Q14 (2012): The item inspection body refers to the Comptroller and Auditor General and the Public Accounts Committee.

QO015-3 (2016): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q15.
Legislation to provide for a Judicial Council is under preparation.
Q15-2 (2015): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however, the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q 15.

'‘Other' includes Administration costs, various Commissions, Equality, Disability, various Public Agencies.

Italy

Q006 (2016): As far as the annual public budget allocated to training (point 6) both approved budget and implemented budget
are considerably higher compared to 2015. In 2016 extra funds were destined to the training of around one thousand
employees who joined the justice system from other administrations.

Q6 (2015): 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 itself. The figures provided in this chapter are the result of a re-classification of the budget
statements which takes into consideration several criteria.

As far as point 6 in Italy there are two different public schools that deal with the training of both judges/prosecutors on one
hand and civil servants on the other.

Both the School for the Judiciary (http://www.scuolamagistratura.it/) and the National School of Administration
(http://sna.gov.it/nc/en/) have their own budget. The above figure (point 6) is just the budget of the Ministry of Justice in terms
of training and it doesn't include the budget of these schools.

In 2015 extra funds were allocated to IT compared to 2014 in order to further modernize the IT systems.

In 2015 the Ministry of Justice has experienced a significant increment of costs related to the maintenance of buildings that
were previously borne by the local administrations.

‘Other’ includes for instance compensation, reimbursement, document issuing, etc. Luncheon vouchers are included in “gross
salaries”.
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Q6 (2014): For 2014, it has been specified that generally speaking the difference between “approved budget” and
“implemented budget” is mainly due to the salary of personnel as the retirement age is not exactly foreseeable. For all the
other areas (such as IT, training, etc.) there are other elements which may affect the gap but they are not easy to identify
precisely. Currently the Government is investing in new IT solutions that require appropriate training. One hypothesis might be
that such training process is running slightly behind its schedule because the modernization of the IT infrastructure is still
undergone.

Besides, it has been specified that in Italy, there are two different public schools that deal with the training of both
judges/prosecutors on one hand and civil servants on the other. Both the School for the Judiciary (which became fully
operational in 2013) and the National School of Administration have their own budgets which are not included in the figure
indicated for the category “training”. The latter encompasses only the budget of the Ministry of Justice in terms of training.

Q6 (2013): In the ambit of the 2013 exercise, the attention was drawn to the variations observed in respect of the category
“other” for the periods 2010-2012 and 2012-2013. This fluctuation was justified by the accountability factor on the one hand,
and by the fact that some costs are not spread uniformly across time, on the other hand. Moreover, considered at the long run
(2 years), such variations would disappear.

With regard to the category “training”, as already explained on the occasion of the 2012 evaluation cycle, the successive
decrease in the budget allocated to it between 2010, 2012 and 2013 results from the spending review carried out by the Italian
Government, which affected education and training considerably more than other costs. Besides, it has been specified that in
Italy, there are two different public schools that deal with the training of both judges/prosecutors on one hand and civil servants
on the other. Both the School for the Judiciary (which became fully operational in 2013) and the National School of
Administration have their own budgets which are not included in the figure indicated for the category “training”. The latter
encompasses only the budget of the Ministry of Justice in terms of training.

Q6 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it is explained that the economic crisis had a meaningful impact on the country
and the public sector in particular. The spending review carried out by the Italian Government deeply affected budgets of all
the Italian Ministers. The overall reduction of the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts was
approximately of 2%. However, strong measures had been adopted only in specific areas (i.e. maintenance of buildings,
training and education), in other words, in areas where cuts were possible.

With regard to the category “training”, it has been explained that in Italy there is a specific school for civil servants. The
National School of Administration has its own budget which is not included in the figure indicated for the category “training”.
The latter encompasses only the budget of the Ministry of Justice in terms of training.

Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, the decrease of the total budget allocated to the functioning of all courts was
justified by the necessity to carry out general cuts particularly in respect of the budget allocated to computerization (along with
goods and services).

With regard to the category “training”, it has been explained that in Italy there is a specific school for civil servants. The
National School of Administration has its own budget which is not included in the figure indicated for the category “training”.
The latter encompasses only the budget of the Ministry of Justice in terms of training

Q012 (2016): In Italy there isn't a specific budget allocated to legal aid. Legal aid is part of the general budget allocated to
justice expenses.

Q12 (2013): On the occasion of the 2013 exercise, it has been stressed that the impact of the “annual public budget allocated
to legal aid for cases not brought to court” on the total is extremely low. Therefore -essentially- the figures indicated in the
frame of 12.1 may be considered as the total budget allocated to legal aid, even though -strictly speaking- it is not so.

QO012-1 (2016): The increase experienced during the period 2014-2016 is very likely due to the higher number of cases for
which legal aid was granted.

Q13 (2014): For the 2014 evaluation, it has been stressed that the difference between allocated budget and implemented
budget is mainly due to the salary of personnel as the retirement age is not exactly foreseeable.

Q14 (General Comment): For the last three evaluations, the category “other” refers to the Ministry of Economy and Finance.

Q14 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the relevant department of the Ministry of Justice is
the Budget and Accounts Department (Direzione Generale del Bilancio).

Q15-1 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been explained that the difference between allocated and implemented
budgets is mainly due to the salary of personnel as the retirement age is not exactly foreseeable.

Q15-2 (2015): Some kind of police services are included such as the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific
courts.

Q15-2 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the category “police services” subsumes some
kinds of police services related to the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific courts.
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Latvia

Q001 (2016): On 2016 1st January - 1 968 957

On 2017 1st January - 1 950 116

Q006 (2016): In the section "other" are included following items: taxes, administrative expenditure, purchase of furniture, rent
of vehicles, its maintenance.Iln 2015 there unused funds for category "other" and that's why this budget line was decreased in
2016.

Q6 (2015): 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, administrative expenditure, purchase of furniture, rent of vehicles, its
maintenance.

Budget for computerisation decreased in 2015 compared with 2014 because the investment that was intensive in the previous
period is now going back to normal.

Category other increased in 2015 due to acquisition of equipment and its maintenance. In the frames of the pilot project -
"Security in the courts" one court rerceived security equipment while for other courts archive systems were purchased.

Q6 (2014): The increase of the approved budget allocated to “computerization” between 2013 and 2014 is due to the fact that
totally 750 new computers with the appropriate operating system were purchased. Basically, computers were obsolete and old
computer slow activity hampered performance. Also in connection with implementation of e-services approximately 200
courtrooms were equipped with a computer for a judge. Besides, the increase of the approved budget allocated to
“computerization” over the period 2012-2014 is due to the fact that in 2013 servers and copiers were purchased for courts and
land registry departments, as well as computer equipment were purchased in 2014 for courts and land registry departments,
as explained above.

The increase of the approved budget allocated to “court buildings” between 2013 and 2014 is due to the fact that in 2014
additional funding was scheduled to cover the rent of Rezekne Court, Riga City Kurzeme District Court, the District Court in
Valmiera, Vidzeme Regional Court, the Court of Jelgava, Aizkraukle District Court, Latgale Regional Court. These court
buildings are transferred to a State stock company “Courthouse Agency” and financing lease payment was required in addition
to the State budget. Besides, in 2014, physical guarding was ensured and financed in 47 court objects in order to warrant the
protection of the existing property and staff safety and inviolability.

The decrease of the budget allocated to the category "other" between 2013 and 2014 is due to the fact that in 2013 the budget
was earmarked for one-time expenses for the purchase of furniture and equipment in connection with the Administrative
District Court of Riga court house and the Riga Ziemelu District Court movement to other premises, which were not planned in
2014, respectively.

Q6 (2013): The enumerated factors explain also the increase of the annual public budget allocated to “gross salaries” between
2010 and 2013.

As concerns the annual public budget allocated to “computerization”, the noticed variations are due to the fact that a new
hardware was purchased, while the out-dated hardware was gradually replaced. Moreover, every year servers are purchased
and refurbished and additional licenses are purchased for a different amount of money. Funding for these purposes is used in
accordance with the financial capacity and budget savings in other expenditure items.

In 2013, the budget allocated to “training” increased by 33% compared to 2012 due to the fact that the training seminars
organized by the Latvian Judicial Training Centre were attended more by court clerks. Additionally, in 2013 were reimbursed
the expenses for judges’ internship in the European Court of Human Rights. The number of seminars organized by the Latvian
Judicial Training Centre increased and judges attended courses of French language.

The variations between 2010, 2012 and 2013 noticed with regard to the budget allocated to the category “other” are explained
by the fact that in 2010 were purchased more furniture and equipment, stock shelves for courts and Land Registry Offices,
including for the new court building for the Jurmala City Court. On the other hand, expenses in 2013 increased because of the
purchase of furniture and archival system in accordance with the priority measures - provision of new working premises for the
Administrative District Court Riga Court House and the Riga City Northern District Court.
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Q6 (2012): The total annual approved budget allocated to the functioning of all courts increased between 2010 and 2012
owing to different factors: 1) since 2011, the remuneration of judges is determined according to the unified remuneration
system as a result of which it increased by an average of 43%; 2) the monthly salary of court employees increased by an
average of 28.46 euros; 3) the funding related to the remuneration increased, providing that a judge must receive a premium
up to 20% in connection with his/her functions within the judicial self-government institutions; 4) the minimum wage has been
increased up to 284.57 euros; 5) court maintenance and operating costs increased in order to restore payments for premise
rent and other payments for the period 2009-2010; 6) the postal costs increased due to the proceeds of the trial-related
expenses; 7) Microsoft licenses were purchased.

Besides, this budget increased with 30% between 2010 and 2013 because in 2013, in addition to the above mentioned factors,
there were: 1) an increase of the monthly salary of court employees more than 56.91 euros and a guarantee of a health
insurance policy for court employees; 2) an increase of the expenditure on rents, utilities and removal expenses due to the
move to new premises for the Administrative District Court Riga Court House and the Riga City Northern District Court.

In 2012, the total funding granted to Latvia from the European Union and other financial instruments for its court system
development was of 5 360 613 euros. This sum concerns all international projects for 2012 and includes financing from the
Latvian and Swiss cooperation programme, the EU specific programme ,Criminal Justice”, the European Regional
Development Fund, the Nordic Baltic mobility programme for ,State Administration”. This figure is not subsumed in the total.

Q6 (2010): In 2010, the budget dedicated to “gross salaries” was reduced by 15 % due to the financial crisis.

On the contrary, the budget allocated to “computerization” was increased in order to ensure the partial replacement of the
morally and physically out-dated hardware. For this purpose, funds were diverted from unused funds intended for remuneration
of judges and court staff related to temporary incapacity (sickness), as well as vacancies. Besides, in 2010 the costs for
computer maintenance, namely outsourced service, appeared higher because the advanced payment for the first half of the
year 2008 was made already in 2007.

As for the increase of the budget allocated to “justice expenses”, it resulted from the significant increase of the number of order
for payment procedures due to the financial crisis. For example, the expenditure for post increased with about 1 044 283
euros.

As to the budget allocated to “training”, it decreased in 2010 because of the financial crisis. As a matter of fact, starting from
2008, the budget of all public institutions was reduced. Likewise, owing to the financial crisis, the budget intended to “other”
expenses decreased. Namely, the administrative expenditure was reduced in order to ensure the procedural costs.

Q7 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the Supreme Court in previous years was indicating
communication services within the position “other”, but for the 1st and 2nd instance courts this position is indicated for all of the
evaluations within the category “justice expenses”.

Q012 (2016): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia has
revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase
starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the state
budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

Q12 (2014): Through developing the State ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised
compensation for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase starting with January 1, 2014 and January 1, 2015.
From 1 May, 2015 it has reached the maximum limit.

QO012-1 (2016): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof’ of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 July, 2016.

Q12-1 (2015): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof’ of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 May, 2015 and 1 July, 2016.
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Q13 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, it has been explained that the budget allocated to the General Prosecutor Office
was reduced significantly during the economic crises. Financial means were reduced in almost all budget positions, for
example the salaries of prosecutors and staff. Nevertheless, starting from 2012, the consequences of the economic crisis have
been diminishing and the budget increased up to almost 5 000 000 EUR.

Q14 (General Comment): The other ministry is the Ministry of Finance. The inspection body is the State Audit Office. The
category “other” refers to the Court Administration. [

According to the Law on Judicial Power, the Judicial Council provides an opinion about the budget application in respect of
courts and land registry offices. The Court Administration is responsible for the financial resources of district (city) courts,
regional courts and Land registry Offices, as well as for preparing the budget request for courts and Land Registry Offices. The
management of the finances of the Supreme Court is of the competence of the Supreme Court’s Administration. The funding of
the Supreme Court constitutes a separate item in the State budget. The Court accounts for the use of its budget to the Ministry
of Finance, to the State Treasury and to the State Auditor.

QO015-1 (2016): Budget of Prosecution and Constitutional court were not usually included in this question since these are
separate institutions with individual budgets. Prosecution budget is provided in Q13 and Approved budget of Constitutional
court is 1484895, but we were not able to acquire implemented budget. We will however include Prosecution office and
Constitutional court budgets in this question in next cycles and have marked them in Q15-2 and Q15-3, while we did not
change sums given above.

Q15-2 (2015): Judicial management body is meant Court Administration.

Enforcement services - in the Ministry of Justice budget are includes compensation for bailiffs for the enforcement activities.

In the section 'other' are included budget for institutions what are under supervision of the Ministry of Justice. Data doesn't
include budget for prosecutor system.

Data includes also budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other financial instruments co-
financed projects: Approved budget - EUR 6 945 797, implemented EUR 5 610 619.

Q15-2 (2014): For 2014, data includes also the budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other
financial instruments co-financed projects (approved budget: 2 127 919 euros/implemented budget: 1 763 536 euros).

Lithuania
Q005 (2016): Lithuania is in an Euro zone.

Q006 (2016): Taxes related to the salaries (social insurance) paid by employer are included in 1. Finances for 2
(computerisation), for 5 (investment in new buildings), also partly for 3 (expertise), 4 (building repair), 6 (training) are allocated
to the budget of the National Courts Administration. “Other” includes other finances for expenses of the courts
(telecommunications, post, transport, paper, etc.). The National Courts Administration is implementing programme dedicated
to the courts, financed by Norway funds. That hugely influences budgets for 2 (computerisation), 6 (training) and 7 (security
devices) in 2016. The approved and implemented budget may differ because of the public procurement procedures.

Q6 (2015): Taxes related to the salaries (social insurance) paid by employer are included in 1.

Finances for 2 (computerisation), for 5 (investment in new buildings), also partly for 3 (expertise), 4 (building repair), 6
(training) are allocated to the budget of the National Courts Administration. “Other” includes other finances for expenses of the
courts (telecommunications, post, transport, paper, etc.).

The National Courts Administration is implementing 2 internationally financed programmes dedicated to the courts, one —
financed by Switzerland, another — by Norway funds. That hugely influences budgets for 2 (computerisation), 6 (training) and 7
(security devices) in 2015.

The main difference between allocation and implementation of the budget is because of long procurement procedures in the
projects.
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Q6 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, akin to the 2012 evaluation cycle, taxes related to the salaries (insurance) paid
by the employer are included in the item “gross salaries”. Likewise, finances related to the categories “computerization”, also
partly “justice expenses” (expertise), “court buildings” (building repair), “new court buildings” (building repair) and “training”
have been allocated to the budget of the National Courts Administration. The category “other” includes other finances for
expenses of the courts (telecommunications, post, transport, paper, etc.).

The implemented annual public budget allocated to the functioning of all courts differs from the approved annual public budget,
mainly because of the budget allocated to “investments in new (court) buildings” and the long procurement procedures.

Several explanations have been provided in respect of the variations noticed with regard to some items:

An additional budget was provided to Lithuanian courts information system LITEKO investment programme which resulted in
an increase of the budget allocated to “computerisation”.

As for the sub-category “justice expenses”, courts were provided with additional budget for court expenses and additionally 103
000 EUR were allocated to National Courts Administration to cover debts with regard to judicial expertise.

An additional budget was provided to investment programme of court buildings which resulted in an increase of the budget
allocated to “new court buildings”.

As for the budget allocated to “training”, in 2014, in contrast with the previous cycles, it does not include the budget of the
Judicial Training Centre.

It should be noted, that National Courts Administration (later reffered as NCA) also implements international projects for the
judiciary system.

The NCA also implements international projects for the judiciary system. In 2014 it worked on individual project “The Creation
and Implementation of the System for Video Transmission, Recording and Storage in Courts* which was funded by the
Lithuanian-Swiss Cooperation programme and the Republic of Lithuania (1 907 935,6 Euro). NCA also started the
implementation of 3 projects under the Norwegian Financial Mechanism 2009-2014 Programme LT13 “Efficiency, Quality and
Transparency in Lithuanian Courts“(8 210 465 Euro). These 3 projects are: “Modernization of the Courts Information System
(System for Case-Handling and Audio Recording for Courts Hearings)®, “Improved Support to Witnesses and Crime Victims
During the Court Procedure Including Strengthening of Security in Court Buildings®, “Strengthening the Competence of
Representatives of Judicial System (Including Judges, Court Staff and Representatives of NCA (training))“. The use of funds of
the projects mentioned above is planned for 2015 and it will be reflected in the statistics of 2015.

In 2014 NCA also worked on two other projects:

“Electronic Services in the Implementation of Justice”, funded by the European Regional Fund and the Republic of Lithuania (2
661 097,6 Euro),

“Implementation of Quality Management Models in Lithuanian National Courts Administration and Courts and Their
Certification” (699 715,6 Euro).

Funds of these projects are not allocated in a specific year budget. They are not allocated to the NCA's budget nor to courts’
budgets. Financing of these EU funded projects is gained in accordance with the costs incurred and obtained through the
requests for payment submitted to the authorities responsible for the administration of the EU structural support.

Q6 (2013): The Trainings division (now Trainings and International relations division) has been established at the National
Courts Administration in January 2013. It is responsible for trainings of judges, chairpersons. With the establishment of this
division, international trainings are also available to judges (we are members of the EJTN, ERA).

Q6 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, the attention has been drawn on the fact that taxes related to the salaries
(insurance) paid by the employer were included in the item “gross salaries’. Finances related to the categories
“computerization”, also partly “justice expenses” (expertise), “court buildings” (building repair) and “training” were allocated to
the budget of the National Courts Administration. On the contrary, finances for the item “investments in new buildings” in 2012
were allocated to the Ministry of Justice. The category “other” included for 2012 other finances for expenses of the courts
(telecommunications, post, transport, paper, etc.).

Owing to this distribution of the budget, it is possible to notice a considerable increase of the budget intended to “gross
salaries” which in contrast with the 2010 exercise encompasses the insurance paid by the employer. Besides, the increase of
the budget allocated to “justice expenses” is due to the fact that for the previous exercise, a big part of the sum was indicated
as “other”. For 2012, a special accounting program made it possible to distinguish the expenses. Accordingly, the budget
allocated to the category “other” has decreased in a meaningful way.

As to the annual public budget allocated to “computerization”, the decrease noticed in 2012 is explained by the fact that in
2010 there were more investments in this field which, afterwards due to the crisis decreased. From 2014, it is expected to
grow.

Finally, the reason of the increase of the annual public budget allocated to training in 2012 is that the Training center of the
National Courts Administration (later - Training center) was established in 2007 and was under the control of the Ministry of
Justice until 2011 (therefore the budget of this training centre was included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice). From
October 2011, the rights and duties of the Training center are assigned to the National Courts Administration.
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Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, the category “justice expenses” encompassed only expertise examinations, while
the category “court buildings” subsumed public utilities and repairs. As to the items “new court buildings” and “training”, it is
noteworthy that in 2010 the respective budgets (721 154 Euros and 234 882 Euros) were a part of the Ministry of Justice’s
budget and were not included in the budget allocated to courts as approved by the Parliament. Finally, the category “other”
subsumed all other justice expenses (paper, communication, etc.) and taxes related to the salaries (insurance) which were not
encompassed in the item “gross salaries” and which present a huge percentage from the salaries. [

The distribution of the budget by categories of courts was presented in the following way: Supreme Court — 3 032 901 Euro;
Supreme Administrative Court — 1 540 489 Euro; Court of Appeal — 2 337 233 Euro; district and regional courts — 43 422 440
Euro.

Q009 (2016): The increase of annual income of court taxes or fees received by the state might be because of the increased
number of litigious cases and the sums of disputes.

Q12 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 evaluation, it has been explained that within the approved public budget for legal aid
(5900767,4 EUR), 560753,59 EUR concern primary legal aid and 5340013,9 EUR concern secondary legal aid. O

The implemented public budget in 2014 is 5 43013,22 EUR for primary legal aid and 5340013,9 EUR for secondary legal aid.

O
It should be noticed that 17740,39 EUR of funds allocated to primary legal aid remained unused and were returned to the State
budget. O

The approved and the implemented public budget for secondary legal aid comprise remuneration for lawyers and, in contrast
with 2012 and akin to 2013, other secondary legal aid costs. In 2014, 1985027 EUR were paid to lawyers providing legal aid in
criminal cases and 1583728,53 EUR were paid to lawyers providing legal aid in civil and administrative cases.

Q12 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, it has been indicated that the annual approved public budget for primary legal
aid was 519 868 EUR and this for secondary legal aid was 4 041 358 EUR. Besides, the approved public budget for secondary
legal aid comprises remuneration for lawyers and, in contrast with 2012, other secondary legal aid costs.

Q12 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 evaluation cycle, it has been indicated that the total encompasses the budget of both
primary (513 681,15 €) and secondary legal aid (4 030 144,9 €). The budget of secondary legal aid includes the remuneration
for lawyers and excludes other State-guaranteed legal aid expenses (e.g. costs related to collection of evidence, interpretation
etc.). Moreover, according to the types of cases, information about the amounts paid for lawyers who provide secondary legal
aid has been provided: in civil and administrative cases — 1 350 333,83 €, in criminal cases — 1 955 879,07 €.

Q12 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it has been explained that the decrease in the budget allocated to legal aid is
due to the general budgetary cuts.

QO012-1 (2016): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 5500227 (€ 563000 for primary legal aid and € 4937227 for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2016 was € 5494755 as €5472 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were
unused and given back to the state budget.

Q12-1 (2015): Approved public budget for legal aid was 5 925 285 € (562 356 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2015 was 5 917 807,4 € (554 878,4 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 €
for secondary legal aid). 7 477,6 € of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and returned to the state budget.

Q13 (2014): For the 2014 evaluation, it is specified that the approved public budget allocated to the prosecution services has
been approved according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2014 (Law of 12th
December, 2013 n° XII-659). The implemented budget differs, as the prosecution services have been granted funds from the
reserve fund of the Government and funds from incomes.

Q13 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it has been explained that the decrease in the budget allocated to public
prosecution services is due to the general budgetary cuts justified by the financial crisis.

Q14 (General Comment): The other ministry is the Ministry of Finance. The inspection body is the National Audit Office and
the Division of Internal Audit of the National Courts Administration.
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QO015-1 (2016): The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for
2016 (Law of 10th December, 2015 No. XII-2161):

- Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 63 983 000
(budget specified - 64 215 400, implemented 64 181 700).

- Public prosecution services - budget approved 34 944 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 34 948 500).

- Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 510 000 (budget specified - 30 722 700, implemented 27 530 700).The budget for
secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as presented does
not include budget for primary legal aid.

The Ministry of Justice implemented less budget because of the economy of the salaries in the subordinate institutions(change
of the staff, free vacancies, illness), economy of the budget for the goods and services, for the acquisition of long-term assets,
for the repair of premises, decreased workload of the advocates providing secondary legal aid.

- Prison system - budget approved 69 302 000 (budget specified - 69 526 600, implemented 66 477 500). The discrepancies
arise because of the public procurement procedures.

- The Constitutional Court — budget approved 2 019 000 (budget specified - 2 022 600, implemented 2 018 300). The
Constitutional Court implemented less budget than approved because the budget for investment was not implemented at the
whole scale.

- The National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 832 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 10 521 900).
The difference arises because not all the LITEKO services were acquired, the public procurement procedures prolonged, not
all the budget for investments war implemented.

Q015-2 (2016): Legal aid - only the secondary legal aid, that falls within the budget of the Ministry of Justice.
QO015-3 (2016): National Courts Administration
Q15-2 (2015): Other — National Courts Administration.

The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2015 (Law of 11th
December, 2014 No. XI1-1408):

- Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 61 675 389
(budget implemented 61 793 221)0

-Bublic prosecution services - budget approved 28 810 734 budget (implemented 28 835 957)0

-Prison system -Budget approved 64 271 866 (implemented 64 685 999)0

-Constitutional court — budget approved11845 285 (budget implemented 1 817 674)

-Ministry of Justice — budget approved 31 916 616 (budget implemented 32 426 279)

-National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 489 687 (budget implemented 9 330 743)(]

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as
presented does not include budget for primary legal aid.

It should be noted, that the implemented budget of the Constitutional Court is less than approved due to non-implementation of
assets for investments. Due to protracted public procurement procedures, the National Courts Administration didn’t assimilate
part of assets of Norway grants. The Ministry of Justice also didn’t assimilate the assets of Norway grants and the fees,
received from the Central Mortgage Office.

Q15-2 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 evaluation it is specified that data are presented according to the Law on the approval
of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2014 (Law of 12th December, 2013 No. XlI-659). The following detailed
information could be provided: O

Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 58
389 133/budget implemented 59 883 804; [

Public prosecution services - budget approved 28 563 485/ budget implemented 28 622 712; O

Prison system - budget approved 58 697 579/budget implemented 58 436 457; O

Constitutional court — budget approved 1 794 485/budget implemented 1 801 060; [

Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 150 070/budget implemented 30 210 177; [

National Courts Administration — budget approved 9 531 974/budget implemented 5 496 061.0]

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system also
includes budget for primary legal aid (approved budget 560753,59/implemented budget - 5 43013,22).

Q15-2 (2010): In the ambit of the 2010 exercise, the following detailed information was provided: Supreme Court - 3032901
Euro; Supreme Administrative Court - 1540489 Euro; Court of Appeal - 2337233 Euro; district and regional courts — 43422440
Euro; Ministry of Justice - 18515118 Euro; Prison department - 54980305 Euro; Prosecutor General's Office - 29555722 Euro;
National Courts Administration - 1992875 Euro.
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Luxembourg

Q6 (2015): Investments in new buildings (category #5) are included in the budget of the Ministry of Sustainable Development
and Infrastructure.

Expenditure on initial training of judges is included in the expenditure of the Ministry of Justice per se and not in the total
expenditure of the judicial services.

The category "other" includes expenditure related to legal aid, postal and telecommunications costs, traveling expenses,
operating costs, purchases of equipment...

Possible significant variations in certain budget items are explained by the introduction of new accounting within the State in
2014/15.

The judicial system of Luxembourg cannot distinguish between the budget allocated to courts and the budget allocated to
public prosecution services.

Q6 (2014): The decrease in the budget allocated to "other expenses" is due to a different methodology of categorisation used
in 2014. More expenses could be distributed among the specific sub-categories.

Q6 (2012): 2012: The figures regarding computerisation, justice expenses, court buildings, and new court buildings have to be
nuanced because these expenditure items are mainly paid by departments other than the Ministry of Justice or by other budget
items. Thus, the establishment of a new court will not appear at all in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. In addition, the
program for establishing a new statistical collection system was funded by another budget item than the one worded
"computerisation".

Q6 (2010): 2010: Luxembourg has built a new Courthouse in 2008, hosting the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Court, the
Court of Appeal, the Luxembourg District Court, the Luxembourg Peace Justice and the prosecutors' offices and specialised
courts (labour, youth, commerce).

This year were also inaugurated the new buildings of the Peace of Justice of Esch-sur-Alzette.

Although these projects have cost more than 100 million for one and around 15 million euros for the other, these figures are
not included in the budget of justice but in the one of public buildings and as it is spread over several years, it is not possible to
indicate any quantitative data.

Q007 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.

Q7 (2013): 2013: The budget allocated to the training does not appear in the budget for the functionning of the courts but in the
budget of the Ministry of Justice.

The category 'other' includes legal aid which can be distinguished from the court budget (which is not the case of the
prosecution budget).

Q7 (2010): 2010: The budget for legal aid is of € 3,000,000. The latter is included in the 'other' category including the
allowances of the employees (€ 4.97 million), workers (€ 1,000,000), guarding fees (€ 1.409 million), purchases of goods (€
1.68 million ), trainee lawyers (€ 1.6 million), etc.

Q012 (2016): There is no isolated budget for non-litigious cases or criminal cases.

Q12 (2012): It is not possible to differentiate the amount of legal aid allocated to criminal and non-criminal cases, whether they
are contentious or not.

QO012-1 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.

Q013 (2016): There is no isolated budget for the public prosecution services.
QO015-1 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget 2016 has not been approved yet.

Malta
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Q006 (2016): The expenditure under Sub-section 7 refers to Payment to Criminal Court Jurors and expenses related to their
accommodation and transport, payments to transcribers of the civil and criminal courts, payment of overtime to judicial teams,
remuneration to mediators in the Family Court, payment to Child Advocates, payments to architects under the reletting of
urban property and agricultural leases, and payments related to the Small Claims Tribunal. In addition, this year, we are also
incorporating the training budget allocated to the Judicial Studies Committee, which is an independent entity that provides for
the training of the judiciary. Despite the fact that this budget is itemised under the court budget, it's management and
expenditure falls within the remit of the Chief Justice and not the court administration. Regarding "4. Annual public budget
allocated to court buildings (maintenance, operating costs)": Prior to the 2014 budget, a financial request was lodged in
respect of a major project that involved the renovation of the Sir Thomas Moore building. Hence, the 2014 budget had a
dedicated line item for new court buildings. The 2015 and 2016 budgets showed only an implemented budget because no pre-
programmed expense was being forecasted at the time of the budget planning. Hence the implemented budget relates to new
court building requirements that emerged during the year in question (hence implemented not forecasted) and that required an
injection of additional funds specifically for that purpose.

The variations regarding the "annual public budget allocated to justice expenses" might be related to a possible increase in the
number of court experts and translators.

Q6 (2015): The expenditure under Sub-section 7 refers to Payment to Criminal Court Jurors and expenses related to their
accommodation and transport, Payments to transcribers of the civil and criminal courts, payment of overtime to judicial teams,
remuneration to mediators in the Family Court, payment to Child Advocates, payments to architects under the reletting of
urban property and agricultural leases, and payments related to the Small Claims Tribunal.

The budget of the Public Prosecution Services and that of Legal Aid are not incorporated in the above allocations.

Before 2015, the approved budget allocated to the category "new court buildings" was linked to a specific project which ended
in 2014.

As for the budget allocated to “computerization”, the figure indicated for 2014 and 2015 do not include the allocation of capital
IT which the information management unit at the responsible Ministry pays to MITA (the government agency responsible for
ICT) on behalf of the courts.

Q6 (2014): Two observations have been made in respect of the 2014 data.[]

As for the budget allocated to “computerization”, the figure indicated for 2014 does not include the allocation of capital IT which
the information management unit at the responsible Ministry pays to MITA (the government agency responsible for ICT) on
behalf of the Courts of Justice.O

The budget allocated to “new court buildings” decreased since the bulk of architectural and restoration works including
mechanical and electrical installations for the new judiciary building called Sir Thomas More were carried out in 2013. This
building was inaugurated and first used in 2014.

Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 evaluation, the attention was drawn on the fact that training was not compulsory as a result
of which the budget allocated to “training” was rather low. Nevertheless, in comparison with 2008, the budget for 2010 was
doubled, and in the following years, it was further increased.

Q007 (2016): The budget of the court administration is separate from that of the Public Prosecution Services and from that of
Legal Aid.

Q7 (2014): In 2014, the sub-section “other” refers to expenditure related to payments under Programmes and Initiatives
category including payments of criminal courts juries, accommodation and transport of jurors, remuneration of mediators at the
Family Court and remuneration of children advocates; payment of architects with regard to urban property and agricultural
leases and expenditure related to the Small Claims Tribunal.

Q012 (2016): The Legal Aid budget does not differentiate between the services offered for criminal cases or the services
offered for non-criminal cases. However Legal Aid in Malta is offered mainly for litigation purposes, and not for consultation,
and hence the NAP response to question 12.2. 2016 was the first year in which the legal Aid Agency had a budget of its' own.
The actual financial requirements needed to run the Agency.

Q12 (2012): In contrast with the 2010 exercise for which the provided figures were more generic, data communicated for 2012
are more accurate.

Q12 (2010): In 2010, funds were allocated in a different manner compared to the previous exercise. Basically, in 2008, a part
of the legal aid funding was catered for by a different Ministry and such data was not then available.

QO012-1 (2016): The difference between the approved budget and the implemented budget for the Legal Aid Agency results
from additional funds requested in 2016 in order to cover the increase in the honoraria of the lawyers and legal procurators
offering their services to the Agency (also see answer to Q208)

It is possible that there will be an additional increase in the budget in the forthcoming evaluations.

It is not possible to differentiate between the budget allocated to criminal and 'other than criminal cases' and that is why it is
marked as NAP (There are no means to distinguish between the two).
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Q12-1 (2015): Up to 2015, the funds allocated to Legal Aid were not itemised separately from the budget of the Office of the
Attorney General. Therefore whilst there was no approved a priori Legal Aid budget, any related costs were borne out of the
budget of the Office of the Attorney General. The cost of Legal Aid throughout 2015 is the amount outlined in Question 12.1,
and it does not discriminate on whether the funds were used for other-than-criminal or criminal cases.

Q13 (2015): The difference between the implemented budget and the approved budget results from some additional funds
requested to meet recurrent costs, and other funds credited to the account of the Office of the Attorney General derived from
reimbursements.

Q13 (2012): In 2012, funds allocated to the Attorney General’s Office were reduced due to reorganization purposes.

Q14 (General Comment): The preparation of the total court budget results from a collaborative process between the Ministry
of Justice and the Ministry of Finance. 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.

Q15-1 (2014): In 2014, the budget allocations listed within the table relate to recurrent expenditure and do not include capital
expenditure.

Q015-3 (2016): - the Malta Arbitration Centre (MAC)

- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Commission against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Justice Reform Commission

Q15-2 (2015): The implemented budget could not be compiled because not all the items listed in the Approved budget could
be traced for their Implemented budget. Thus the total provided would not compare to the total of the Approved budget.

The total Approved budget is less than the previous year mainly because of historical factors that lie beyond the control of the
data collector. Before 2014, the Ministry for Justice was integrated in the Ministry for Home Affairs, and its budget was
incorporated within this larger Ministry (previously known as Ministry for Justice and Home Affairs). In 2014, the Ministry for
Justice became an independent Ministry (incorporating also Culture and Local Government), and for the first time, was
allocated its own budget in 2015. Thus, the budget quoted in this evaluation is a more true reflection of the actual budget of the
Ministry for Justice despite the fact that it still incorporates elements that fall outside the remit of justice.

In 2015, the category "notariat” has been included as line item "Notary to Government" within the budget of the Ministry of
Justice, Culture and Local Government.

The budget of forensic services outside the budget allocation of the police force (enforcement services) is not available.

The components of the item referring to "police services" are incorporated in the budget of either the "enforcement services" or
the "prison system".

Q15-2 (2014): In 2014, the category “other” includes: Justice Reform Commission (€55,000); Malta Mediation Centre
(€25,000); Malta Arbitration Centre (€67,000); Refugees and asylum seekers services which encompasses: Detention Services
(€2,800,000), European Asylum Support Office (€250,000) and Commissioner for Refugee Office (€600,000).(]

Enforcement services specifically reflect the recurrent budget of the Malta Police Force. O

It is important to note that most of the budgets listed above fall under the remit of different ministries. Thus for example, the
recurrent budgets pertaining to the Ministry of Home Affairs are: Malta Police Force under Enforcement Services (€53, 108,
000); Prison System (€8,874,000); Probation Services (Euros 763, 000); Detention Services for refugees (€2, 800, 000).

Q15-2 (2013): In 2013, akin to 2012, the approved budgets were spread between different ministries and a breakdown of the
amount indicated in accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office
(€1,757,000); Courts (€12,305,000); Probation and Parole Services (€778000); Prison system (€9,059,000); Commissioner for
Refugees Office (€600,000); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€30,000); Police (€51,743,000); Budget for
Parliamentary Secretary of Justice (€492,000); Legal Aid (€49500).

Q15-2 (2012): As in 2012 the approved budgets were spread between different ministries, a breakdown of the amount
indicated in accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office (€1,828,559);
Courts (€11 527 427); Probation and Parole Services (€655,079); Prison system (€8,974,218); Commissioner for Refugees
Office (€125,841); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€29,928).

Q15-2 (2010): In 2010, the Police Force also fell under the remit of the Ministry of Justice and Home Affairs. Its budget
represented €45,013,000.

Netherlands
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Q001 (2016): 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. Compared to previous questionaires (before 2014) these figures have been adjusted according to new
rules of the european system of national accounts (illegal activities are now included)

Q006 (2016): Q6.3.Council of Judiciary only. Justice expenses are excluding the justice expenses for criminal cases.

Other: depreciation, interest, administration, service centre, etc., since 2012 incl. justice expenses of the Supreme Court.

Ad Q6.4 Exceptionally, a one time, and extra amount of 65.1 million was planned for the new government housing system”
(Report Annual Budget).

Q6 (2015): The total annual approved budget allocated to all courts includes the budget allocated to the courts and
prosecution services.
Q6 (2014): The total annual approved budget allocated to all courts includes the budget allocated to the courts, legal aid and
prosecution services.

The total budget provided for 2014 excludes the judiciary part of the Council of State. It has been explained that the budget
allocated to “justice expenses” does not include legal aid, except for taxes and fees to be paid by the parties.

Q6 (2013): The indicated total for 2013 excluded the budget of the Council of State but included this of the Supreme Court.
The total budget of the Council of the Judiciary, excluding the Supreme Court and the Council of State, was 10.10.913.000
euro. Figures provided in respect of all the sub categories, except for item “other” were related to the budget of the Council of
the Judiciary. The budget of the Supreme Court was subsumed in item “other”.

Q6 (2012): As in 2010, figures reported for 2012 did not include the budget for the High Council which is the highest appeal
court, as well as expenditure related to the justice tasks of the Council of State general (which is not available, only the total
expenditure being published). The latter does not fall under the budget of the Ministry of security and Justice but under the
budget of the High colleges of State.

Q6 (2010): The total annual approved budget allocated to all courts includes the budget allocated to the courts, legal aid and
prosecution services.

In the frame of the 2010 exercise, the attention was drawn on several points.

Firstly, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” (a relative minor budget item) subsumed e.g. advertisement and other
expenses in connection with external parties related to cases dealt with by the courts. It showed fluctuations over the years. O
Secondly, the intensification of the computerization led to the increase of the budget intended to this purpose. O

As a general remark, it was highlighted that the reported figures did not include the budget for the High Council which is the
highest appeal court, as well as expenditure related to the justice tasks of the Council of State general.

Q7 (2014): For 2014, the approved budget for the category “other” includes investments in computerisation, court buildings,
training, depreciation, interest, administration, service centre, etc. The implemented budget encompasses depreciation,
interest, administration, service centre etc.

Q7 (2013): For 2013 the category “other” subsumed depreciation, interest, administration, service centre etc., including the
Supreme Court. According to the provided details, the communicated figure was the sum of 36.901.000 euro related to the
Council of Judiciary (depreciation, interest, administration, service center, etc.) and 28.114.000 euro related to the Supreme
Court (including justice expenses).

Q7 (2012): For 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompassed depreciation and interest. It should be noticed that justice
expenses considered within this item were excluding expenses related to criminal cases.

Q7 (2010): For 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompassed depreciation and interest. It should be noticed that justice
expenses considered within this item were excluding expenses related to criminal cases.

Q12 (2014): On the occasion of the 2014 evaluation, it has been explained that the ongoing decrease over the period 2012-
2014 concerning the annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid for other than criminal cases brought to court might
be due to shortening in budget. The State Secretary for Security and Justice developed a policy intended to result in structural
savings of 85 million euros annually. On February 1st 2015, the following measures took effect: temporary elimination of
annual indexation with respect to the lawyers’ fees and the client contribution; reassessment of a fixed number of paid working
hours for specific parts of the criminal process and limitation of the legal aid commissioned by the court if the custody is
suspended immediately after it is ordered; reduction of the hourly legal aid rate; reduction of lawyer’s fee in time consuming
cases. Other proposed cutbacks have been suspended because the Senate filed a number of motions in the beginning of
2015. A special commission is established that will issue an opinion after extensive research.
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Q12 (2013): In 2013, the indicated amount does not include expenditures related to detention of illegal aliens, forced
hospitalization by psychiatric problems, divorce and legal guardianship of children.

Q013 (2016): including justice expenses, including public prosecution before the Supreme Court and Council of State in
criminal cases;

Q14 (General Comment): The category “other” refers to the judiciary part of the Council of State.
QO015-1 (2016): Excluding the judiciary part of the Council of State

QO015-2 (2016): Comment : 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.

QO015-3 (2016): Other: Police, secret service (both since 2011).

Q15-2 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been specified that the difference of data between 2010 and 2012 is
due to a major reorganization in 2010. On January 1st 2011 the budget of the police services, 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.

Poland

Q006 (2016): Point 7 contains expenditures on personal benefits, current expenditures related to purchases of goods and
services, investment spendings (construction, purchases), housing loans for judges, various fees and contributions.

In relation to reduction of the amount of funds allocated and spent on computerization in 2016 we would like to inform that the
planning and implementation of IT spending is mainly dependent on the additional tasks that the public sector faces in the
budgetary year, especially technological development in common court proceedings and purchasing of equipment necessary
for the implementation of planned IT projects.

We also would like to indicate that in 2014, IT systems have been modified and maintained, in particular in the area of e-
payments, integrated accounting and human resources management systems in the common courts and the Ministry of
Justice, the electronic protocol, the Land Registry, the Judicial Decisions Portal, the Information Portal , The Central
Bankruptcy Register and IT System for the Support of Substantive Processes.

In addition, when we analyze the judicial budgets in 2014 and 2016 in euro, it should be considered that in 2016 the euro
exchange rate of the National Bank of Poland (NBP) on 30 Dec. 2016 was PLN 4.4240 / €. Whereas the exchange rate of the
NBP on 31 Dec. 2014 was PLN 4.2623 / €. therefore amounts presented in the CEPEJ 2016 are lower.

It should be noted that the spendings on training are planned on the basis of the training needs reported by the presidents of
the courts, and that annual increase demonstrates the growing need for training of staff in common courts, mainly due to the
additional tasks imposed on judicial staff in connection with legislative changes.

Q6 (2010): All the budgetary data for 2010 were affected by two important factors: the change of the exchange rate polish zloty:
Euro (approx raise 7%) and the EU financed programs which covered many of the national expenditures.

The increase of the budget dedicated to salaries resulted from the major change in legal rules: in 2010, judges and
prosecutors’ salaries were based on the average gross salary from the second quarter of the previous year. [

The computerization budget decreased between 2008 and 2010. In fact, the figure communicated for 2008 reflected the major
investment process in the Polish judiciary which was founded from the Ministry of Justice budged. Data gathered in 2008
referred to the computerization reform. In 2010, another major computerization project was launched and is reflected in the
2012 evaluation cycle. O

The decrease in training and education budget was due to the fact that since 2009, the Polish National School for Judiciary
and Prosecution has been fully operational. Since judicial training is financed by the National School, the courts expenditures
have decreased subsequently. Moreover since 2008, many EU financed training programs have been implemented.[]

The structural reform in Poland affected also the modernization of court buildings (as well as investments in new buildings and
costs of preservation). Most of the investments were completed before 2010.0

As to the category “other” and the observed decrease, it was probably due to the decrease of the investment cost.

Q012-1 (2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid
granted ex officio were lower than expected . The amount of funds disbursed by the courts for defense is directly attributable to
the number of incoming cases and the number of beneficiaries of unpaid legal aid granted ex officio, therefore implementation
of the plan in this group of expenses during the financial year is independent of the activities of the financial services of
individual courts.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 68 / 658



Q13 (2010): The budget allocated to public prosecution services was separated from the justice budgetary part for 2010. The
provided sum is an outcome of budgetary transfers caused by the separation of the Public Prosecution Service from the
Ministry of Justice.

Q14 (General Comment): The category “other” refers to the Minister of Finance National Supervisory Board.

QO015-1 (2016): The above data include the budgetary sections of which responsible is the Minister of Justice (part 15 -
Common Courts and Part 37 - Justice). Section 15 covers expenditures of common courts, retired judges and the payment of
compensation paid from the National Treasury. Part of the expenses are related to the functioning of the Ministry of Justice,
prison units, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary and Public Prosecution, correctional
institutions and juvenile shelters and retirement and disability benefits for prison officials.

QO015-3 (2016): Expenditure on payments of compensations from national budget.

Expenditure related to the functioning of research institutes of the Ministry of Justice and National School of Judiciary and
Public Prosecution.

Q15-2 (2013): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education,
social security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

Q15-2 (2012): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education,
social security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

Portugal

Q006 (2016): The increase in the approved budget allocated to computerization is explained by the increase of the foreseen
investment in IT and software equipment in the Financial and Equipment Institute (Instituto de Gestdo Financeira e
Equipamentos da Justica), in administrative equipment and buildings in the Institute of Registry and Notary (Instituto dos
Registos e do Notariado) and in administrative equipment and informatics software in the Directorate-General for Justice
Administration (Direccao-Geral da Administracao da Justica);

The decrease in the implemented budget allocated to justice expenses is explained by the decrease in the number of judicial
proceedings in relation to 2015.

The decrease in the implemented budget allocated to court buildings is explained by the reduction of construction works
carried out to guarantee the normal functioning of the courts.

Q6 (2015): Q6.2 — This value decrease in relation to 2014 is explained by the conclusion of a project called Tribunal XXI. This
project aimed to centralize and store data of the Citius platform in a data center structure, as well as the development of IT
platforms, digitalization and integration of ongoing court cases, integration of video recordings of hearings and installation of
centralized counters citizen service.

Q.6.3 — the value increase results of the entry into force of Law 23/2013, 5th February, regulated by Ordinance n.46/2015, of
23rd February and Ordinance 278 of 26th August that established the payment of notary fees related to the inventory process.

Q6 (2014): On the occasion of the 2014 exercise, it has been explained that there was a decrease between 2012 and 2013, as
well as between 2013 and 2014. This decrease is explained by the decrease of the budget allocated to the project Court XXI
(which aim is the dematerialization of court proceedings), as well as by the fusion of the Informatics Justice Institute (Instituto
das Tecnologias Informaticas da Justi¢a -ITIJ) and the Financial and Equipment Institute (Instituto de Gestdo Financeira e
Equipamentos da Justi¢a) which resulted in a significant budget reduction for the Ministry of Justice between 2012-2013.00

As for the budget allocated to court buildings, the noticed increase stems from the preparation needed to the set-up of the
judicial organization reform that took place in 2013 and implied a major relocation and reform of court buildings. O

Concerning the budget allocated to training, the decrease observed between 2013 and 2014 is explained by the reduction of
the number of staff of the Centre for Judicial Studies, as well as by the fact that during 2013, there was a significant number of
judges still under training that performed services for this Centre.

Q6 (2013): In 2013 the budget allocated to the category “computerization” increased in a significant way owing to the
preparation work related to the set-up of the judicial organization reform that took place in 2013 and the IT project attached to
it.

Q6 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, it has been specified that for 2010, the category “justice expenses” was also
including, by mistake, costs related to computerization, while for 2012 it encompasses only costs of expertise and
interpretation. Besides, it has been stressed that in the past years, the Portuguese government had some financial constraints
that are reflected in the Justice budget and that explain the decrease in the budget allocated to “computerisation” and to
“training and education” between 2010 and 2012.

Q6 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it has been explained that the increase of the annual public budget intended to
“computerization” between 2008 and 2010 was due to a major political investment in this area related to computer innovations.
One of the governments’ key objectives was to consolidate, strengthen and expand the computer applications available to the
justice’s agents, such as the CITIUS application (case management program).
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Q7 (2013): For 2013, it was possible to identify the content of the category “other” including office materials (4 731 473€),
communication expenses (26 648 839€), other expenses such as transport expenses, technical assistance, books and
technical documents, specialized work etc. (23 084 281€).

Q12 (2014): The decrease in the approved budget allocated to legal aid between 2012 and 2014 can be explained by the
current economic and financial situation that led to budget limitations. However, it should be stressed that in the past years, the
approved budget allocated to legal aid has been revised and increased on the course of the year. In fact, legal aid expenses
have not decreased, quite the opposite, if one checks the implemented budget.O

For 2014, the implemented public budget regarding legal aid differs from the annual approved budget allocated to legal aid
because the latter was in deficit regarding the needs of the year. Therefore it was necessary to strengthen an endowment by
the Ministry of Finance.

Q12 (2013): The decrease of the budget of legal aid in 2013 has been justified by the financial constraints faced by the
Portuguese government in the past years.

Q12 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, two main reasons have been pointed out in respect of the increase of the
budget of legal aid between 2008 and 2010. Firstly, the amendments to the existing legislation granted a greater effectiveness
to the fundamental right of access to the law and to the courts which resulted in a very marked increase in the granting of legal
protection. Secondly, the elimination of the discretionary nature of setting fees, the table being set in the maximum amounts,
and the fact that the service was no longer provided by trainee lawyers, who had a reduction in their salary, also contributed to
the increased amounts budgeted.

Q12-1 (2015): The public budget implemented regarding legal aid is different from the annual approved budget allocated to
legal aid because the annual approved budget was in deficit regarding the needs of the year, therefore it was necessary to
strengthen an endowment by the Ministry of Finance

Q13 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been explained that the differences between the approved and the
implemented budget are due to the declaration of unconstitutionality of some of the measures of the State budget, namely
measures regarding remunerations.

QO015-1 (2016): Q.15.1 - The approved budget has increased because the salary cuts that were made in 2012 have been
replaced.

Q15-1 (2010): The increase of the annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system between 2008 and 2010
stemmed from a political decision and was due to a large investment in IT applications.

Q15-2 (2015): Before 2015 the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services". In 2015, the Criminal
Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police services”.

Q15-2 (2014): Since 2014, a reference to the Criminal Investigation Police is made within the specific category “some police
services” and not in the category “other” which was the case for the previous exercises. Accordingly, there were no changes
regarding the budgetary elements for 2014.

Q15-2 (2013): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

Q15-2 (2012): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

Q15-2 (2010): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

Romania
Q001 (2016): Provisional data which will be completed when the National Institute of Statistics will finalize population data
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Q006 (2016): The category “other” includes other salary expenses such as for example temporary transfer in the employer’s
interest and secondment pays, contributions owed by the employer, other rights which judges and ancillary staff are entitled to
(reimbursement of the sums paid for medicines, transportation, rent, travel expenses, fuel and lubricants expenses, periodical
medical checks, labor protection etc.), the amounts (allocated in 2016) provided in the writs of execution, having as object the
granting of salary rights for the judiciary staff.

As to the category “other”, the allocated funds for payment of wage rights established by court decisions allocated in 2016
were lower than those allocated in 2015.

The significant difference between the approved and implemented budgets allocated to "training” is mainly due to the fact that
during the development of the activities organised within the training programs were made savings that could not be predicted
at the time of the budget allocation.

The increase in funds for "annual public budget allocated to training" in 2016 is mainly explained by the significant increase in
the percentage of participation in training courses, especially for the economists in the courts (participation permitted by the
modification of legislation in the financial accounting field and the implementation of the FOREXEBUG system).

The decrease of the amounts of "annual public budget allocated to investments in new (court) buildings" in 2016 is mainly
explained by the fact that in 2015 larger funds were allocated for the rehabilitation of several court offices- these buildings have
been received in early 2016, thus the funds provided for this destination in 2016 (the payments to be made in the course of
2016) were lower.

Q6 (2015): The significant increase of the approved and implemented budgets allocated to "computerisation" in 2015
compared to 2014 is mainly due to the fact that additional funds were allocated for the purchase of IT equipment and software
for the courts

The decrease between 2014 and 2015 in the approved and implemented budgets allocated to training is mainly due to the fact
that in 2015 a smaller number of professional training courses were organised.

The budget for “justice expenses” increased due to the entry into force in 2014 of the new Code of Criminal Procedure
requiring for a notification to all defendants of a certified copy of the indictment act and of the authorized translation.

The budget allocated to “other” subsumes also allocated funds for payment of wage rights established by court decisions.

The approved budget for 2014 was allocated both to pay the 25% instalment for the year 2014 and the 25% instalment for the
year 2015, while the budget approved for 2015 was allocated only to pay the 35 % instalment for the year 2013.

Q6 (2014): In 2014 funds were allocated for the purchase of equipment for the courts which resulted in an increase of the
approved budget allocated to “computerization”.

Besides, the approved budget for “justice expenses” increased due to the entry into force in February 2014 of the new Code of
Criminal Procedure requiring for a notification to all defendants of a certified copy of the indictment act, and, where
appropriate, of the authorized translation generating additional costs of translation and interpreting.

As to the decrease of the approved budget allocated to “training”, in 2013 the funds allocated for continuous training of judges
and prosecutors were also included whereas in 2014, as specified in the explanatory note CEPEJ, those funds have not been
reported in question 6.

The significant increase of the approved budget allocated to “other” in 2014 was due to the inclusion of allocated funds for
payment of wage rights established by court decisions. The approved budget for 2014 was allocated both to pay the 25%
installment for the year 2014 and the 25% installment for the year 2015, while the budget approved for 2013 was allocated only
to pay the 10 % installment for 2013. Also, due to the increasing number of occupied posts in 2014 compared to 2013,
increased funds were allocated to pay contributions due from the employer, allowances for delegation/secondment allowances
for transport, rents, medication, regular medical checks.
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Q6 (2013): In 2013, the figure provided in respect of the category “computerization” corresponded to funds allocated from the
State budget. However, Romania has also benefited in this field from projects implemented by EU and structural funds.

As to the item “justice expenses”, starting with 2013, it includes expenses related to interpretation services. For the previous
cycles, the latter were encompassed in the category “other”.

Concerning the category “new court buildings”, the Judicial Reform Program with the World Bank was aimed at building up
new court buildings. This program benefited of greater funding in 2013 compared with 2012 (the funding is required to
complete investment objectives, for example the Pitesti Court of Appeal, the Tribunal and Court of First Instance Tulcea).

As for the budget of the National Institute of Magistracy (NIM), the assessment of the total amount for training of judges was
based on the assumption that all activities of continuous training organized by NIM have close values as far as judges and
prosecutors are concerned. As to the budget of the National School for Clerks, it does not include costs of decentralized
courses held at the premises of the Courts of Appeal, nor costs of E-learning

Q6 (2012): The decrease of the total approved budget allocated to courts and the budget intended to the category “other” in
2012 stemmed from legislative amendments referring to the wage rights established by court decision and paid to court staff in
the period 2010-2012. The approved budget for 2010 contained a bigger part (approximately 32 million euros) of the amounts
provided in the writs of execution than the approved budget for 2012 (approximately 18.8 million euros). Besides, according to
the Law 285/2010 concerning the remuneration in 2011 of the staff paid from public funds, in 2011 no bonuses, no holiday
premiums, no overtime, no aid have been granted, measures that were also kept in 2012 according to the provisions of Law
283/2011.0

There was an increase in the budget allocated to salaries in 2012 compared to 2010. Basically, after a reduction in June 2010,
there was an increase in January 2011 as well as in June and December 2012. [

Additionally, according to the Memorandum ,Preparation of the judiciary for the entry into force of the new Code. Assessment
of the current situation. Action plan”, approved by the Government in September 2012, funds were allocated in 2012 for
financing a number of 564 positions at the level of the courts of appeal, law courts and courts of first instance (283 positions of
judge and 281 positions of specialized auxiliary staff). According to the Memorandum, there were also allocated funds to courts
for purchasing furniture for the new personnel (about 113.379 euros), IT equipment (407937 euros) as well as for
redevelopment works necessary for creating council chambers and offices within courts of appeal and law courts facing
disturbances in their activity according to the ,Study on the operation of the judiciary for the entry into force of the New Code of
civil procedure” approved by the Superior Council of Magistracy (285.034 euros).

Q6 (2010): Several clarifications have been provided in the frame of the 2010 exercise. [

As to the budget allocated to “gross salaries”, it has been stressed that in 2008, wage rights established by court decisions
were paid (50% neuropsychological and risk overstress supplement and 15% confidentiality supplement). Such amounts had
been neither provided nor paid with respect to 2009 budget and in 2010 they represented approximately 39% of the rights paid
in 2008. Starting with 2010, based on the Unitary Salary Law of 2009, the salary rights for magistrates and other judiciary staff
include, as a monetary value, the supplements obtained through the case law (50% neuropsychological and risk overstress
supplement and 15% confidentiality supplement). Some supplements were included in the base salary and others were
considered as a supplement in addition to the base salary. O

The decrease of the budget allocated to “computerization” was due to the international and national economic situation,
combined with the existence of alternative sources for financing IT (EU, Structural funding — MAI PO DCA, MCSI OIPSI). [1

The increase of the budget intended to “court buildings” was explained by the investments made in terms of security and
stability (total repair works and consolidations), modernization, improvement of the present court buildings. Likewise, the
budget allocated to “new court buildings” increased in 2010 as a result of investments made (rooms, flow separations, specific
endowment) in respect of Courts of Appeal in accordance with the amendments brought by the New codes (increase of the
staff number; modification of competences). O

Due to the macroeconomic context, in 2010, the government limited the expenditure for each main credit chief accountant,
especially the budget intended to “goods and services” encompassing the budget of “training”. [J

As to the category “other” the observed variation was due to the salary increase in 2009, as explained above, to the increase of
the number of beneficiaries of other personnel rights, as well as to the evolution of the prices for accommodation, fuel, etc.

Q9 (2014): Figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.
Q9 (2012): The figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.
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Q012 (2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this
item is included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the
moment with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’
justice. Thus, they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal
assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of
persons the court accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

QO012-1 (2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this
item is included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the
moment with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’
justice. Thus, they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal
assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of
persons the court accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Q13 (2014): In 2014, the difference between the approved public budget and the implemented one is mainly caused by
fluctuations in human resources; funding allotted for pending judicial proceedings which is estimated before the start of the
budget execution; debt recovery based on definitive court decisions favorable to the Public Ministry. According to the Public
Ministry, the differences are mainly reflected in the following categories of budgetary outgoes: [

personnel outgoes representing the equivalent of the salaries and contributions quota for persons who have been in medical
leave, as well as the financial rights for delegations and other social financial rights which have not been solicited for payment
in December 2014; O

goods and services representing amounts coming from the completion of the sting operations fund for December 2014 with the
amounts which have been opened but remained unused during 2014 for organizing and carrying out, according to the law, of
the sting operations for corruption offences, as well as from the payment of the expenditures for judiciary and extra judiciary
expertise; O

post-accession projects with external non-refundable founds financing (FEN) concluded with the European Commission, for
which during the implementation the services stipulated within the projects have been contracted to smaller prices than the
initial budget provided for. O

The main explanation of the increase of the annual approved public budget allocated to the public prosecution services in 2014
is that funds allocated for the payment of wage rights established by court decisions were higher than in previous years
(increasing gradually). For example, in 2014, these amounts covered both the installment for the year 2014 (25% of the total
amounts stipulated in the writs of execution) and the installment for the year 2015 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in the
writs of execution).

Q13 (2010): In the frame of the 2010 exercise, it was specified that the public prosecution services’ budget included staff
expenditure (wages cost and contributions), capital expenditure (investments, capital repairs, equipment and facilities), goods
and services expenditure (expenses concerning the maintenance of the prosecutor’s offices under law courts, professional
training, rents for rented headquarters).

Q14 (2012): According to 2012 data, the other Ministry is the Ministry of Public Finances. The category “other” refers to the
Romanian Court of Accounts.

Q14 (2010): According to 2010 data, the other Ministry is the Ministry of Public Finances. The category “other” refers to the
Romanian Court of Accounts.

Q15-1 (2014): In 2014, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court decisions were
even higher than in 2013. Namely, they covered both the installment for the year 2014 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in
the writs of execution) and the installment for the year 2015 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in the writs of execution). On
the contrary, in 2013, these amounts covered only the installment for the year 2013 (10% of the total amounts stipulated in the
writs of execution). O

Besides, due to the increasing number of occupied posts in 2014 compared to 2013, funds allocated for the payment of
employer contributions due, allowances delegation/secondment allowances for transport, rent, medicines, regular medical
checks etc. increased. O

Finally, the entry into force in February 2014 of the new Code of Criminal Procedure has generated additional costs for
translation and interpretation services.

Q15-1 (2013): The increase of the budget allocated to the whole justice system between 2010 and 2013 had a double
justification. On the one hand, in 2013, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court
decisions were higher than in previous years. On the other hand, in 2010 the budgetary staff salaries were reduced by 25%,
starting with 2011 they increased by 15% and in 2012 they successively increased by 8% and 7.4%.

Q15-1 (2010): In the ambit of the 2010 exercise, it has been noticed that the amount of the total annual public expenditure had
significantly and constantly increased until 2009, when the budget allocated amounts for all sectors were affected by the
decrease by almost 8% of the gross domestic product in the first semester of the year, as a consequence of the economic
crisis.

QO015-3 (2016): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship
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Q15-2 (2015): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register, the National Authority for
Citizenship

Q15-2 (2014): For the last three exercises (2012, 2013 and 2014), the category “other” encompasses other institutions
coordinated by the Ministry of Justice, namely the National Trade Register and the National Authority for Citizenship.

Q15-2 (2010): In 2010, the category “other” encompassed expenditure in connection with ensuring food and other social
contributions for the persons in custody.

Slovakia

Q006 (2016): The budget allocated to salaries was increased by providing the funds for increasing salaries, functional
surcharges and lump sum compensation for judges and increasing the salaries of employees of the state budget chapters
based on the application of Art. 5 of Act no. 411/2015 Z. z. on the state budget for 2016. The increase of budget allocated to IT
- the budget was increased by European funds and co-financing. The approved budget anticipated the EU funding. The
decrease of the budget allocated to court buildings compared with the year 2015 was caused by the lower investments to
reconstruction of court premises.

The budget allocated to training represents solely the budget of the Judicial Academy which is the only training institution for
judges, prosecutors and the court staff. In the category "Other" we include the expenditures on social insurance and the health
insurance, the supplements to sickness benefit for judges, the supplement to maternity pay for judges, the severence
payment. In this sum there is included the expenditures paid by the state upon the findings of the Constitutional court as a
financial satisfaction for the violation of the right to hear the case within a reasonable time.

Q6 (2015): The difference between the approved and the implemented budget has been covered by the budgetary measures
of the Ministry of finance from the interdepartmental programs 'Financing of the judicial system', 'Formation and the
implementation of politics'.

The legal aid expenses paid in the criminal procedure cannot be separated from the budget of courts.

Q6 (2014): Several reasons explain the increase of the implemented budget allocated to the courts functioning in 2014,
namely:

financing of the projects of Operational Program “Informatisation of society“ — covering three components: electronic collection
of laws (SLOV-LEX); development of electronic services related to the judiciary; electronic system of monitoring of persons;
payment of the salaries of judges for 2011 on the basis of a judgment of the Constitutional Court of the Slovak Republic;
increase of the salaries of non-judge court staff;

procurement of software and project works;

reconstructions of court buildings.

Q6 (2013): For 2012, 2013 and 2014, expenses in connection with ex officio appointed counsels in criminal matters were
incorporated within the category “justice expenses”. On the contrary, for the 2010 exercise, these expenses were included in
the category “other”.

For the 2012 and 2013 evaluation cycles, all investments related to court building were included in the sum indicated as
annual public budget allocated to court buildings (therefor, investments in new court buildings were encompassed within line
4).

Q6 (2012): In 2012, there were investments in respect of several court buildings.

For the 2012 and 2013 evaluation cycles, all investments related to court building were included in the sum indicated as
annual public budget allocated to court buildings (therefor, investments in new court buildings were encompassed within line
4).

For 2012, 2013 and 2014, expenses in connection with ex officio appointed counsels in criminal matters were incorporated
within the category “justice expenses”. On the contrary, for the 2010 exercise, these expenses were included in the category
“other”.

Q6 (2010): In 2010, the budget allocated to “computerization” meaningfully decreased compared to 2008, but significant
investments in this field were expected for 2011 and 2012.

Q9 (2015): The annual income of the court fees is not available. As of the year 2015 all court fees are collected through the
external partner 'Slovak post company' who transfer the fees directly to the state budget.
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Q13 (2015): The difference between total annual approved budget and implemented one allocated to the Public Prosecution
Office of the Slovak Republic in the year 2015 is 7 013 978 €.

The increase in budget was caused by following items:

- allocated funds to implement the project 'Electronic services of the General prosecution office’ - 4 763 606 €,
- allocated funds to finance the increased number of the public prosecutors - 969 690 €

- allocated funds to finance the approved adjustment of the salaries of administrative staff - 251 071 €,

- allocated funds to overall modernization of IT system (hardware and internal network) - 1 029 611 €.

Q013 (2016): The difference between the total approved budget and the implemented budget in 2016 for the General
Prosecutor's Office of the Slovak Republic is € 12,117,561.

Main reasons for this difference:

- for the settlement of the salary requirements of the prosecutors in 2015 according to the finding of the Constitutional Court of
SR sp. no. PL. US 27/2015 for a total amount of € 4,224,311,

- for reconstruction and modernization of the office premises and buildings of district prosecutors and regional prosecutors in
the amount of € 195,966,

- to increase salaries, functional surcharges, lump sum compensation of prosecutors, salary and lump sum compensation of
the Attorney General and to increase the salaries of other employees of the Chapter of the Prosecutor General's Office in
connection with the application of Section 5 of Act no. 411/2015 Z. z. on the state budget of 2016 for € 6 299 638,

- to accomplish the tasks related to the Presidency of the SR in the EU Council - SK PRES 2016 in the amount of € 105,338,

- to finance the project OPIS - Electronic Services of the General Prosecutor's Office in the amount of € 877,500,

- for paying damages according to the amendment to Act no. 514/2003 Z. z. on liability of the state for damage caused by the
public authorities in the amount of € 100,000,

- Other costs of € 314,808 provided for the operation of GP SR

Q13 (2014): In 2014, the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one is of 13 501 546 euros. It is
justified by several reasons:

Financing of the project “Developing global IT services for public administration and development of electronic services on
central level of the Ministry of Finance of the Slovak Republic — General Prosecutor's Office of the Slovak Republic” (total
amount: 8 618 909 euros);

Payment of prosecutors’ salaries for 2011 on the basis of a judgment of the Constitutional Court, file number PL US 99/2011 of
11 December 2013 (total amount: 2 316 973 euros);

Increase of salaries for employees/staff in application of the Act No. 473/2013,Coll., par. 5 on State Budget for 2014 and the
Government Directive of the Slovak Republic intended to adapt the scale of salary rates and salary rates to collective
agreements of higher level for 2014 (total amount: 242 552 euros);

Co-financing of the project “Developing global IT services for public administration and development of electronic services on
central level of the Ministry of finance and the General Prosecutor's Office of the Slovak Republic” (total amount: 800 000
euros);

Other expenditures covering the functioning of the General Prosecutor’s Office of the Slovak Republic (total amount: 1 523 112
euros).

Q13 (2013): In 2013, the implemented budget of public prosecution services was of 71.015.906 euros.
Q13 (2012): In 2012, the implemented budget of public prosecution services was of 69 947 692 euros.

Q14 (2014): According to 2012 and 2014 data, the Inspection body is the Supreme Audit Office of the Slovak republic which is
entitled to inspect the use of budget in any budgetary subject.

Q14 (2012): According to 2012 and 2014 data, the Inspection body is the Supreme Audit Office of the Slovak republic which is
entitled to inspect the use of budget in any budgetary subject.

QO015-3 (2016): In the category "other" the budget of the Judicial Academy is subsumed.

Q15-2 (2015): The stated sum for the approved budget allocated to whole justice system consists of the overall budget of the
Ministry of justice (310 602 195 €) and the budget of the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic (8 662 521 €).

The implemented budget of the Ministry of justice increased to 400 609 479 € and the implemented budget of the Supreme
court increased to 8 700 158 €.

Q15-2 (2014): For 2014, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 315 788 884 euros and the approved budget of the
Supreme Court was 5 979 697 euros.

Q15-2 (2013): For 2013, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 311 166 599 euros and the approved budget of the
Supreme Court was 8 788 394 euros.

Q15-2 (2012): In 2012, the increase of the total budget allocated to the whole justice system is due mainly to the increased
budget of the prison service.
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Slovenia

Q006 (2016): The figures above represent the budget, approved by the Parliament, while financing from EU sources is not
included (in 2016, no EU funds were spent).

According to the Courts Act the funds for the salaries of judges and court staff and for the operational costs of courts, as well
as funds for the computerisation of courts are provided at the budget user the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia,
while funds for providing the equipment of the courts and the spatial conditions of courts and provided at the ministry,
responsible for justice. For additional comments on categories, see below.

4. and 5. - Court buildings:

The figures include funds that were approved/implemented at the Supreme Court and expenses of the Ministry of Justice.

6. Training:

The figures include only the funds for education of judges and court staff that are provided in the budget of courts (expenses
for professional education of employees, expenses for business travels, expenses of conferences, seminars and symposiums,
expenses for training for the use of information technologies in courts, the Central Judicial Library of the Supreme Court). We
did not include the funds of the Judicial Training Centre (JTC), which is part of the Ministry of Justice, because it provides the
education for all functionaries and public officials in judiciary, not only to judges and public prosecutors. The approved budget
of the JTC was 220.000 EUR and implemented budget was 412.020 EUR and is included at Q15.1.

Differences to 2015 within categories Computerisation and Training:

In past years, the annual amount was cut down due to austerity measures and several activities were somehow impeded due
to the limited budget. In the recent year, the spending returned close to the level before austerity measures.

Q6 (2015): The figures above represent the budget, approved by the Parliament, while financing from EU sources is not
included.

According to the Courts Act the funds for the salaries of judges and court staff and for the operational costs of courts, as well
as funds for the computerisation of courts are provided at the budget user the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia,
while funds for providing the equipment of the courts and the spatial conditions of courts and provided at the ministry,
responsible for justice. For additional comments on categories, see below.

3. Computerisation:

The major part of the informatisation projects (computerisation) are financed from EU sources (project “E-pravosodje”), as well
as the alternative dispute resolution (ADR) programmes. Apart from the figures above, courts spent an additional 1.312.301
EUR of EU funds for informatisation (should be considered at category 2. Computerisation) and 374.510 EUR for ADR (should
be considered at category 3. Justice expenses) — these funds are not included at Q6 (functioning of all courts), and are
reported as a part of the budget of Ministry of Justice (see answer and comment to Q15.2).

4. Court buildings:

The figures include funds that were approved/implemented at the Supreme Court and expenses of the Ministry of Justice as
stated below:

general (approved budget 132.800 EUR / implemented budget 132.798 EUR),

building rental costs (4.780.000 EUR / 4.772.487,59 EUR);

equipment incl. technical security equipment (16.500 EUR / 16.439 EUR) and

energy renovation of buildings (20.900 EUR / 20.876 EUR).

6. Training:

The figures include only the funds for education of judges and court staff that are provided in the budget of courts (expenses
for professional education of employees, expenses for business travels, expenses of conferences, seminars and symposiums,
expenses for training for the use of information technologies in courts, the Central Judicial Library of the Supreme Court). We
did not include the funds of the Judicial Training Centre (JTC), which is part of the Ministry of Justice, because it provides the
education for all functionaries and public officials in judiciary, not only to judges and public prosecutors. The approved budget
of the JTC was 160.000 EUR and implemented budget was 164.698,74 EUR and is included at Q15.1.

The Centre for informatics at the Supreme Courts estimates the annual amount for a regular functioning and maintenance of
equipment (5 year equipment renewing cycle) at 2.400.000 EUR. However, with austerity measures in place, the amount was
cut down to approximately 1.800.000 EUR per year. The 5 year cycle is strictly followed for server equipment. On the other
hand the investments in infrastructure at the side of the users (workstations) were somehow impeded due to the limited
budget. The increase in spendlng for 2015 is due to a planned major investment in server equipment (data storage). In future
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Q6 (2014): In 2014 the data in Q6 for 2010 to 2013 was corrected and approved budget was reported instead of implemented.
All comments were adjusted accordingly.

The variation of the budget for computerisation occurs because the reported figures represent the budget, approved by the
Parliament, while financing from EU sources is not included.

Regarding computerisation: It is important to note that the majority of the informatisation projects are financed from EU
sources. The Centre for informatics at the Supreme Court (refer to comment at Q62) spends 3.500.000 to 4.000.000 EUR per
year for informatisation projects. The clarifications below apply only to the reported number (budget as approved by Parliament
and corresponding implementation).

Approved (adopted) budget (computerisation):

The approved (adopted) budget we reported for 2014 was lower than 2013 mostly on the account of the following categories:
maintenance, purchasing of equipment, office inventory and services and lastly, purchasing of non-material assets.

Implemented budget (computerisation):

Most notably, fewer means were spent on the account of the maintenance.

Q6 (2013): 2013: The decrease of the budget allocated to computerisation from 3.454.684 EUR in 2012 to 1.863.576 EUR in
2013 can be attributed to short-cuts of investments in public sector'. O

The considerable decrease in the figures allocated to “new court buildings” is a result of the economic crisis and postponement
of the construction of the new court palace in Ljubljana. Consequently the budget for investments in new court buildings in
2013 was considerably lower and includes only the funds for acquiring new premises for the District court in Celje and the
District prosecution office in Celje and for documentation in the new court palace in Ljubljana. O

The considerable increase of the budget in the category 'court buildings' between 2012 and 2013 is due to the fact that, unlike
to the 2012 exercise, in 2013, it was possible to report the exact amount of the budget allocated specifically to courts for
equipment and provision of spatial conditions (maintenance investments, audits on energy efficiency ...). Additionally, in 2013
the value for the so called “small” investments (investments which cannot exceed a certain value) was also included. The both
amounts have been included to in the 4th category of Q 6'. "

Q6 (2012): In 2012: It is 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.

Q6 (2010): In 2010, the considerable difference in the figures allocated to new court buildings (60.000 EUR in 2008 and
1.077.240 EUR in 2010) because of a new court palace in Ljubljana that would accommodate first instance courts that are now
scattered between different locations. The funds in 2008 (60.000 EUR) were spent for research of the terrain (geo-mechanical
and archaeological research) that would be used for the project documentation. In 2009 1.831.200 EUR were spent for project
documentation, while in 2010 the figure devoted to project documentation was 1.077.240 EUR. None of the funds were
devoted to the actual construction of the new court building, as the construction itself has not started yet. Given the economic
situation the question remains, if and when the actual construction might start. The funds devoted for documentation were
allocated as required by the contracts that were signed in 2008. ad

The difference in the budget allocated to training and education (1.835.8080 in 2008 and 1.229.741 EUR in 2010) 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 (2013): In 2013, the funds for the acquisition on new premises for both the courts and public prosecution services are
provided by the Ministry of Justice and were included in the 5th category of Q 6. No clear separation is possible.

Q12 (2014): 2014: The further decrement in the budget for legal aid in 2014 can be attributed to the amendment of insolvency
legislation in 2013, which abolished the right for legal persons to apply for legal aid for financing the advances of the costs of
the bankruptcy proceedings (legal persons are now exempt from paying the advance in bankruptcy proceedings in all cases,
without having to apply for legal aid).”
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Q12-1 (2015): According to art. 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act, legal aid may (in addition to expenses, related to cases, brought
to court) also be granted for:

- legal advice;

- the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- legal advice and representation before international courts;

- legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality and

- in form of exemption from payment of the costs of the extrajudicial proceedings.

No distinction is possible for the budget allocated to legal aid for:
- cases brought to court and cases not brought to court or
- civil or criminal matters.

Q13 (2015): The data includes all spending for public prosecution services except for the State Prosecution Council (approved
budget: 116.148 EUR EUR, implemented budget 115.811 EUR EUR).

The State Prosecution Council (institution) is analogue to the Judicial Council, therefore we feel that its budget should be
reported at Q15.1 and Q15.2, rather being included at Q13 (similar as the Judicial Council spending is not reported at Q6, but
itis included at Q15.1 and Q15.2).

Q013 (2016): The indicated amount of approved and implemented budget is allocated for the overall functioning of State
Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Slovenia. The increase of budget comparing to

previous exercise is due to employment of additional 40 Judicial Advisors in the autumn of 2014

and nomination of 30 new state prosecutors in the autumn of 2015.

The amount includes budget for alternative resolution of criminal cases (approved: 90000 EUR, implemented: 71587 EUR). It
does not include budget for functioning of the State Prosecution Council (approved:126023 EUR, implemented: 97881 EUR).

Q13 (2014): In 2014, contrary to 2012 and 2013, the data includes the State Prosecution Council (approved budget: 95.249
EUR, amended budget 99.612 EUR, implemented budget 92.753 EUR).O]

The initially approved budget for functioning of the public prosecution services in 2014 was 16.830.579 EUR. After the decision
to appoint a large number of new state prosecutors was taken, the budget was amended to 17.559.460 EUR. The appointment
procedures were not carried out as soon as they were planned, therefore the actually implemented budget was 17.337.132
EUR.

Q13 (2013): In 2013, The figure does not include the amount for the State Prosecution Council (89401 EUR in 2013)

Q13 (2012): 2012: The figure we provided does not include the amount for the State Prosecution Council.

Q14 (General Comment): The legal bases 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 budget is established through
an eight step scheme: establishing of a macroeconomic framework; specifying of the development priorities and tasks of the
Government; setting up of a framework cross section of the budget in accordance with the program and the plans; budgetary
Manual of the Ministry of Finance; preparing of detailed financial plans of direct budget users; negotiations with the Ministry of
Finance; governmental proposal of the State budget; discussion and adoption of the budget and the Law on Execution of the
Budget, within Parliament.O

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 quota in line with
the budget items up to the level of a sub-account and submits it to the Supreme Court for examination. The Supreme Court
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. If the Ministry of Finance agrees, the additionally provided funds shall be distributed
among the courts in line with the proposed priorities. If not, the proposed budget of the courts shall be submitted to Parliament,
which takes the final decision.O

It is noteworthy that, virtually, the Supreme Court has limited access to the first four phases of establishment of the budget,
which are crucial. During these phases, only the Ministry of Justice 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. Once the
priorities are set, it is impossible to reach important changes in the volume of financial resources. 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,
regarding the judiciary for the following two years.
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Q14 (2015): 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 establishing of the budget may be shown through an eight step scheme:

- Establishing of a macroeconomic framework

- Specifying of the development priorities and tasks of the Government

- Setting up of a framework cross section of the budget in accordance with the program and the plans
- Budgetary Manual of the Ministry of Finance

- Preparing of detailed financial plans of direct budget users

- Negotiations with the Ministry of Finance

- Governmental proposal of the state budget

- Discussion and adoption of the budget and the Law on Execution of the Budget, within Parliament.

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, 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 quota 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
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QO015-3 (2016): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice - Legal aid: amount at Q12

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (approved 36.441.312 EUR / implemented 35.027.181
EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (371.793 EUR/ 369.456 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia ( 4.071.218 EUR / 3.912.332 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (12.418.832 EUR/ 12.292.591 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (17.731.134
EUR/15.923.488 EUR) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (101.677 EUR/97.882 EUR).

Q15-2 (2015): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice (approved budget 152.436.526 EUR / implemented
budget 155.940.974 EUR),

- Legal aid: amount at Q12 (3.043.999 EUR / 3.184.217 EUR),

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13 (18.276.528 EUR / 18.134.349 EUR),

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (36.758.054 EUR / 36.048.907 EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (343.776 EUR / 343.266 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia (3.955.730 EUR / 3.955.730 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (7.119.832 EUR / 6.981.242 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (54.713.839 EUR /
52.990.192 EUR) - the budget includes the EU funds (for EU funds, spent on courts on computerisation and ADR see
comment to Q6) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (116.148 EUR / 115.811 EUR).
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Q15-2 (2010): In 2010, Public budget of 263 million EUR for the whole justice system includes: [

- Coordination of the justice system and general administrative tasks: 21 million EUR;O

- Coordination of the Supreme Court and the functioning of courts: 177 million EUR;O

- Functioning of the State Prosecutor’s Office and the State Attorney’s Office: 25 million EUR;[]

- Management and maintenance of prisons: 40 million EUR;0

The amount for “Restitutions” of 11 million EUR is not included in the annual budget to the whole justice system: (]

The main reason for the difference in the budget allocated to legal aid is the increased number of incoming cases. This
increase is due on one hand of the increased awareness of the general public about the possibility of free legal aid and on the
other, a higher amount of funds dedicated to legal aid in 2010 compared to 2008. The higher amount can be attributed to the
effect of the economic crisis, which hit individuals that are parties in court proceedings. Additionally, there was a big increase
in the number of bankruptcy cases. The biggest increase in the budget allocated to legal aid took place between the years
2009 and 2010, which is mainly the consequence of the adoption of the new Financial Operations, Insolvency Proceedings
and Compulsory Dissolution Act. This Act introduced the procedure of personal bankruptcy, while the 2009 amendment
introduced the possibility of getting legal aid in the form of the prepayment for the initial costs of bankruptcy proceedings.
According to evaluations by the courts the prepayment costs for personal bankruptcy amount to approximately 2.000 EUR,
while they are even higher for bankruptcy proceedings of legal persons.

Spain
Q6 (2015): The breakdown of the budgetas presented by the CEPEJ is very complex. In 2015 an effort has been made to
improve the accuracy of the answer, and from this can derivate the differences and decreases between 2014 and 2015.

'Other' includes: Functioning of peace judges, payments for wrongful functioning of the justice system, judicial archives,
functioning of the forensics, expenses in meetings, conferences, telephonic costs, costs of the post services, protocol costs
and working material

Q6 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, the budget of legal aid and this of public prosecution services have been
separated from the budget allocated to the functioning of courts.[

The provided data concern the approved budget.

Q6 (2010): The figure for 2010 includes courts and prosecution service.

Q7 (2014): The data provided concerns the budget of the Ministry of Justice and that of the Autonomous Communities.

The category other encompasses: functioning of peace judges, payments for wrongful functioning of the justice system, judicial
archives, functioning of the forensics, expenses in meetings, conferences, telephonic costs, costs of the post services, protocol
costs and working material.

Q7 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, the budget of legal aid and this of public prosecution services have been
separated from the budget allocated to the functioning of courts and are not included in the indicated total in the ambit of
question 6. O

The category other encompasses: functioning of peace judges, payments for wrongful functioning of the justice system, judicial
archives, functioning of the forensics, expenses in meetings, conferences, telephonic costs, costs of the post services, protocol
costs and working material.

Q7 (2010): In 2010, the budget of legal aid as well as the budget of public prosecution services were included in the total
annual public budget allocated to courts both at national level (Ministry of Justice’s budget) and at the level of the autonomous
regions. Since 2010, the Public Prosecutor’s Office has a single budgetary line allocated to staff costs, current expenses and
current transfers to families and non-profit organizations. Nevertheless, this line is a part of the national budget allocated to
courts and public prosecution and does not constitute an autonomous budget for public prosecution services. [

In the frame of the 2010 exercise, the category other encompasses: current transfers to local administrations, families and non-
profit organizations; capital transfers to autonomous regions; financial expenses, legal aid expenses, etc.

Q009 (2016): Royal Decree 1/2015 meant the exemption of fees to natural persons. And the judgment of the Constitutional
Court 140/2016 suppressed the fees in appeals and in the filing of administrative cases. All of this has produced a reduction in
tax collection

Q12 (2014): The significant increase in the budget intended to legal aid between 2012 and 2014 stems from the fact that, by
contrast to data provided for 2014, for the 2012 exercise, the budget allocated by the autonomous communities for legal aid
was not included in the indicated figures. The total budget for legal aid in 2012 was 253.034.641 euros. It includes the budget
allocated by the autonomous communities for legal aid.
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Q13 (2015): The budget for prosecution service is partial and includes only the budget allocated for personnel and training
which can be clearly separated, but there are other expenses referred to the public prosecution service the budget of which is
part of the total budget of the Ministry of Justice or it is part of budget approved by the Regions with competences over the
justice system. This is the case for items such as buildings and material resources and these costs are included in the budget
of courts

Q13 (2014): The increase of the total budget between 2012 and 2014 results mainly from a different estimation of the budget
allocated to the public prosecution services.

Q14 (General Comment): As explained within the ambit of question 6, Spain has a decentralized administrative structure
divided into autonomous regions with wide legislative and executive powers, their own legislative assemblies and governing
councils. Accordingly, 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, the
Assemblies and Regional Governments with powers in the justice system have the same role as the Parliament and the
Ministry of Justice but at their regional level.

Q14 (2015): Spain is a highly decentralized country. 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 judicial counsellors). The State still holds powers in matters of justice in the
Autonomous Region 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 are played by the regional ministries
and assemblies respectively.

This way, the figures above are the sum of the budget allocated for the functioning of courts by the Spanish Parliament and
Ministry of Justice and by the Assemblies and ministries of the regions holding power on the justice system.

Q015-3 (2016): Regarding the probation services, depending on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or Enforcement), the
Court competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or other specialized
Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the compliance by the person sentenced of the legal conditions is
followed by the Police, and by the 'Penalty and Alternative Measures Management Services' (both of them within the Ministry of
Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for the judicial system includes only the part for Courts and civil
servants that serve in Courts. Not the control carried out by bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. In 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

Q15-2 (2015): The budget approved for the National Agency of the Personal Data Protection and for the Public Registers for
the Justice Administration are also included.

In 2014 and 2015, the protection of juveniles was included only partly in the whole justice system budget.

Q15-2 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, the category “other” encompasses compensation to peace judges,
compensation to psychologists, transferences to autonomous regions and also the budget approved for the National Agency of
the Personal Data Protection. O

For 2014, the budget allocated to the prison system has been included in the figure provided, even though it is of the
competence of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and not of the competence of the Ministry of Justice. Furthermore, we have
included the budget allocated by Catalufia since this region holds competences over the prison system (by the way, in this
case the Justice Department holds the competences over the prison system).

Q15-2 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, the category “other” includes the following components: compensation to
peace judges (2 107 761€); compensation to psychologists (560 610€); transferences to autonomous regions (3 527 352,
85€).

Sweden

Q006 (2016): 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 prudence. Annual implemented budget allocated
to training now excludes expenses for food and lodging, these expenses are now included in “Other”.

Q6 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been pointed out that courts de facto did not invest as much in
“computerization” as the previous year, hence the decrease. [

As for the category “other” (which contains a large number of different posts, only the main posts being specified in the
comment under question 7), the explanation of the noticed decrease lies partly in the decreasing costs for consulting services.
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Q6 (2013): In the frame of the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the indicated figures do not reflect the approved budget but the
implemented expenses.

Q6 (2012): In the frame of the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the indicated figures do not reflect the approved budget but the
implemented expenses.

Q6 (2010): With regard to the increase of 17,20% observed between 2008 and 2010 in respect of the category
“computerization”, it is noteworthy that calculated in Swedish crowns, it would actually be a decrease of 3,24%. On the same
note, in 2008, the exchange course for 1 Euro was 10,8405 Swedish crowns while in 2010 it was 8,95 Swedish crowns. This
variation may explain the increase of the annual approved budget allocated to court buildings by 33,71 % between 2008 and
2010. The calculation of this budget in Swedish crowns reveals an increase of only 10,45 %.

In the frame of the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the indicated figures do not reflect the approved budget but the
implemented expenses.

Q007 (2016): Public Prosecution offices not included.
Q9 (2015): The increase in annual income of court fees are due to a raise of the fees from July 1st 2014.
Q012 (2016): The numbers for 2016 include legal aid in cases involving aliens and aliens cases.

Q12 (2012): As concerns the observed differences between the figures provided respectively for the 2010 and 2012 exercises,
more funds have been allocated in 2012 on the one hand, and the exchange rate has varied between the two years, on the
other hand. Actually, the increase which could be noticed appears more significant in Euro than in Swedish kronor.

Q12 (2010): The increase of the annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid between 2008 and 2010 was a result of
the increase of the number of incoming and pending criminal cases in which a public defender was appointed and the
complexity of these cases.

QO012-1 (2016): The numbers for 2016 include legal aid in cases involving aliens and aliens cases.

Q13 (2012): As concerns the observed differences between the figures provided respectively for the 2010 and 2012 exercises,
more funds have been allocated in 2012 on the one hand, and the exchange rate has varied between the two years, on the
other hand. Actually, the increase which could be noticed appears more significant in Euro than in Swedish kronor.

Q14 (General Comment): The other Ministry is the Ministry of Finance. The inspection body is the Swedish National Audit
office and the category “other” refers to the National Courts Administration.

Q15-1 (2010): The increase of approximately 14% of the annual approved public budget allocated to the whole justice system
between 2008 and 2010 is a result of the government’'s economic investments in the judiciary. The latter have been
undertaken in order to increase the number of police officers, to safeguard effective public prosecution services, to safeguard
the quality of the judiciary, to safeguard effective prison and probation systems and to strengthen the victim perspective
throughout the justice system.
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Indicator 1: The budget and
resources of courts and the
justice system

Comments provided by the national correspondents

organised by question no.

Question 1: Population

Question 5 Exchange rate

Question 6: Budget of all courts

Question 9: Revenues from court taxes

Question 12: Budget for Legal Aid

Question 13: Budget of the Public Prosecution

Question 14: Authoritis responsible for the budget of the courts
Question 15-1: Budget oif the whole justice system

Question 15-2: Elements of the budget oif the whole justice system

Question 001

Belgium
(2016): population 1/1/2017

France
(2016): Source: INSEE, estimation of population

Germany

(2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the year
2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.

(2012): The information refers to the number of inhabitants on 31 December 2012 determined on the basis of the 2011

census.

Latvia

(2016): On 2016 1st January - 1 968 957
On 2017 1st January - 1 950 116

Netherlands
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(2016): 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. Compared to previous questionaires (before 2014) these figures have been adjusted according to new
rules of the european system of national accounts (illegal activities are now included)

Romania
(2016): Provisional data which will be completed when the National Institute of Statistics will finalize population data

Question 005

Hungary

(2016): Source: Magyar Nemzeti Bank (Hungarian National Bank) exchange rate of 02. January 2017
https://www.mnb.hu/arfolyam-
tablazat?deviza=rbCurrencyActual&devizaSelected=EUR&datefrom=2017.01.01.&datetill=2017.01.02.&order=1

Lithuania
(2016): Lithuania is in an Euro zone.

Question 6

Belgium
(2015): The budget of courts includes public prosecution services, but it does not include legal aid.

(2010): Several increases are to be noticed between 2008 and 2010: in the budget allocated to computerization due to an
overall increase concerning investments and costs; in the budget allocated to new court buildings on account of delays in real
estate programs and cutbacks on investment plans; in the budget for training following the establishment of the Institute of
Judicial Training; in other expenses as a result of new legislation.

Bulgaria

(2016): In Category 2 Annual public budget allocated to computerisation (approved and implemented) the amount of 631830
euro has been included, which is used for purchase of computers for the courts from the budget of the Supreme Judicial
Council. The significant difference between approved and implemented budget allocated to computerisation comes from the
impossibility of spending the ensured funds for purchase of computers, because of pending procedures under the Public
Procurement Act.

The difference between the approved budget for computerisation between 2015 and 2016 is a result of the additional funds of
631830 euro that have been included for purchase of computers for the courts from the budget of the Supreme Judicial
Council, as well as other investments in IT. However due to the delays in procurement procedures, these funds were not spent
and this is reflected also in the difference with implemented budget for computerisation for 2016.

In Category 7 Other, the amounts for compensations under the Employment Code and Judiciary System Act, costs for apparel,
social and cultural services and payments paid for sickness absence has been paid at the expense of the employer. For 2016
this category also includes the amounts for major renovations of court buildings - respectively 119690 euro in implemented
budget column and 142954 in approved budget column. The last is due to the amendments in the Judiciary System Act
according to which the budget for investments in new (court) buildings and for major renovations of court buildings is allocated
to the Judiciary, not to the Ministry of Justice.

Regarding the approved annual public budget to “court buildings” the increase between 2015 and 2016 is due to the necessary
amounts for the maintenance and running costs for the newly acquired building for Sofia regional court (Sofia first instance
court) on “Tsar Boris” boulevard, which is used for first time for a full year .
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(2015): Under item 3 - The difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle appears due to the entry into
force in July 2015 of a new Ordinance on Registration, Qualification and Remuneration of Court Experts, pursuant to which is
increased the hourly rate of remuneration of court experts.

Under item 6 - The difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle appears due to the approved funds for
the courts by the Act for the State Budged of the Republic of Bulgaria for 2015 which allows spending more money for training
in comparison to 2014.

Under item “other” are included the amounts for benefits/compensations due under the Labour Code and the Judiciary System
Act, expenses for clothing, SWCS (social, welfare and cultural services) and benefits for temporary disability of workers on the
expense of the employer.

(2014): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, several explanations have been provided.

With regard to the budget allocated to “new court buildings”, the sum of 7402177 € (which is not encompassed in the table)
was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice.

It has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common value (114
102 964 € for 2013) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be carried out.
The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken from the
cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Besides, for 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including this allocated to courts, has been increased pursuant to
Decrees of the Council of Ministers.

It is noteworthy that for the 2012 cycle, the amount allocated to the social insurance contributions is included in the item 'other’,
while for the 2013 exercise it is encompassed in the “gross salaries”. As a result of this new distribution, in 2013, the annual
public budget allocated to the category “other” has considerably decreased, while the budget of the category “gross salaries”
has increased.

Finally, it should be noticed that for 2010, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” subsumes amounts for expertise and
ongoing maintenance of buildings, while the budget allocated to “court buildings” encompasses only the cost of current repair
of buildings. On the contrary, for 2012 and 2013, the former includes only amounts for expertise, while ongoing maintenance of
buildings and the cost of current repair of buildings are included in the latter. Consequently, the important decrease of the
budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2010 and 2013 and the meaningful increase of the budget allocated to “court
buildings” for the same period are only the consequence of the transfer of the costs of current repair and on-going
maintenance of buildings from one category to another.

In the frame of the 2014 exercise, several clarifications have been provided.

As for the budget allocated to gross salaries, the variation observed for the period 2013-2014 has two justifications. On the one
hand, the Public Social Insurance Budget Act has been modified in 2014. Accordingly, the maximum amount of social security
income has been raised. On the other hand, the Military Courts of Varna and Pleven were closed.

With regard to the category “computerization”, the difference in the amount compared to the previous evaluation cycle is
justified by the renewal of the obsolete computer equipment and the replacement of the one that is not beyond repair.

As for the category “investments in new court buildings”, the sum was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice
under Investments of Judiciary Bodies Programme.

Finally, in respect of the category “other”, the variation between 2013 and 2014 is justified by the amount of benefits due under
the Labour Code and the Law on the Judiciary, paid at a higher rate. Over the years, this amount varies depending on the
number of persons leaving the system and the time they have worked in it. The amount of benefits paid during the previous
evaluation cycle is € 1 667 350, and in this evaluation cycle - € 3 368 650. The benefits paid in connection with the closing of
the two military courts also have an impact.
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(2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise, several explanations have been provided.

With regard to the budget allocated to “new court buildings”, the sum of 7402177 € (which is not encompassed in the table)
was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice.

It has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common value (114
102 964 € for 2013) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be carried out.
The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken from the
cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Besides, for 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including this allocated to courts, has been increased pursuant to
Decrees of the Council of Ministers.

It is noteworthy that for the 2012 cycle, the amount allocated to the social insurance contributions is included in the item 'other’,
while for the 2013 exercise it is encompassed in the “gross salaries”. As a result of this new distribution, in 2013, the annual
public budget allocated to the category “other” has considerably decreased, while the budget of the category “gross salaries”
has increased.

Finally, it should be noticed that for 2010, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” subsumes amounts for expertise and
ongoing maintenance of buildings, while the budget allocated to “court buildings” encompasses only the cost of current repair
of buildings. On the contrary, for 2012 and 2013, the former includes only amounts for expertise, while ongoing maintenance of
buildings and the cost of current repair of buildings are included in the latter. Consequently, the important decrease of the
budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2010 and 2013 and the meaningful increase of the budget allocated to “court
buildings” for the same period are only the consequence of the transfer of the costs of current repair and on-going
maintenance of buildings from one category to another.

(2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, the attention was drawn on three points.

Firstly, with regard to the budget allocated to new court buildings, the sum of 5828727 € (which is not encompassed in the
table) was allocated by the State budget to the Ministry of Justice under Investments of Judiciary Bodies Programme. The
latter includes activities on improving the material basis of Judiciary Bodies (court and prosecution), namely: acquisition of
buildings; rehabilitation, reconstruction and major repairs of buildings; design and construction of new buildings.

Secondly, it has been specified that the approved annual public budget allocated to the functioning of the courts is a common
value (114 000 706 € for 2012) and no breakdown of salaries, court costs, buildings, expertise, insurance and others can be
carried out. The indicated total in the table is the executed budget because data related to the different components are taken
from the cash account report for the budget implementation of the judiciary.

Finally, during the 2012 and 2013 the budget of the Judiciary, including the courts, has been increased pursuant to Decrees of
the Council of Ministers.

Croatia

(2016): The total budget has not changed much but there are differences within categories. The gross salaries increase is due
to the regresses and Christmas bonuses, which did not exist in 2015.

Larger budget have been approved for computerisation.

The amount for justice expenses is smaller because bigger amount had been alocated to state attorney's offices so less
remained for the courts.

6.4.&6.6. - The implemented and approved budget in these two categories differ because during the year a need for a larger
amount had arisen in budget allocated for training and was compensated by the another.
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(2015): No. 1: In the said amount gross salaries, benefits, transportation costs and other expenses for employees (jubilee
awards, severance pay, help) are included.

No. 4: The above mentioned amount refers to the costs of current maintenance and investments of buildings, utilities, phone,
inventory, energy.

No. 5 the declared amount also includes investments and renovations of the existing buildings.

No. 5 includes investments in buildings. Considering that there were no investments in new buildings in 2015, the amount of
investments for adaptation and restructuring of existing buildings was included into item no 4.

No. 7 includes postal services, office materials, insurance premiums, banking and health services.
Budget of courts and budget of the public prosecution services are presented separately.

(2014): « In the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the category “gross salaries” includes benefits, transportation costs
and other expenses for employees (jubilee awards, severance pay, help).

» The category “justice expenses” encompasses as in 2013 expenses related to intellectual services, postal and telephone
services, office equipment, witness and interpreters, as well as smaller amounts for other justice expenses.

» The budget allocated to “court buildings” refers to the costs of current maintenance of buildings and investments, utilities,
phone, inventory, energy etc. The stated amount is significantly different from this indicated for 2012 because of a different
presentation of data. By contrast to the 2012 evaluation, the category is construed in a wider way and subsumes also the
operating expenses. Out of that figure, the total amount of investments is 709.245,75 Euro.

» Concerning the item “new court buildings”, provided that there were no investments in new buildings in 2014, the amount of
investments for adaptation and restructuring of existing buildings was added to item n° 4.

(2013): « In the 2013 exercise, the category “justice expenses” subsumes expenses related to intellectual services, postal and
telephone services, office equipment, witness and interpreters, as well as smaller amounts for other justice expenses.

* As to the budget allocated to “court buildings”, in 2013, in contrast with the 2012 exercise, it also encompasses investments
and renovations of the existing buildings.

* As to the category “new court buildings”, in 2012 it was interpreted narrowly, while for the 2013 evaluation, it encompasses all
investments related to the court buildings.

* Besides, the budget allocated to “justice expenses” and “new buildings”, has significantly decreased between 2010 and 2013
as a result of the economic situation and public expenditure rationalization, as well as the effects of the reorganization and
reduction of the number of courts.

» Variations noticed in respect of the budget allocated to “computerization” for the period 2010-2012-2013 are the
consequence of reduced investments but also of the implementation of measures intended to rationalize costs and savings
related to computerization (e.g., maintenance of IT equipment is carried out under more favourable financial conditions than in
2010).

« As for the budget allocated to “training” and its decrease between 2010 and 2013, it should be noticed that in 2013, there was
no recruitment of judicial and state attorney’s trainees, unlike in 2010. Therefore, the budget for 2013 did not allocate funds for
the educational activities of judicial and state attorney’s trainees. In addition, due to the smaller number of students, the budget
for educational activities for the purposes of the National School for the Judicial Officials was reduced.

” o«

(2012): Concerning the categories “new court buildings”, “justice expenses” and “other”, in 2012 they have been construed in
a restrictive way which explains the reply NA.

(2010): The apparent decrease of the budget allocated to “justice expenses” between 2008 and 2010 was due to the fact that
in 2008 the sums paid for compensation and cost in action were considered as justice expenses whereas in 2010 these were
included in the heading “other”. [

As to the meaningful increase of the budget intended to “new court buildings” for the same period, the figures indicated for
2010 include the sum for the final settlement for the new building of the Supreme Court.

Cyprus
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(2016): The annual public budget (approved and implemented) allocated to computerization decreased between 2015 and
2016 because no new c