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Part 1 - Data tables per indicator for all EU member States

The information and views set out in this study are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the official

opinion of the Commission. The Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in this study.

Neither the Commission nor any person acting on the Commission’s behalf may be held responsible for the use
which may be made of the information contained therein.
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Les informations et les opinions exprimées dans cette étude ne lient que leurs auteurs et ne peuvent en aucun cas

étre considérées comme reflétant la position officielle de la Commission en la matiére. La Commission ne garantit

pas I'exactitude des données intégrées dans cette étude. Ni la Commission, ni aucune autre personne agissant en

son nom ne peuvent étre tenues responsables de I'éventuelle utilisation de I'information contenue dans le présent
document.



Methodology

The methodology used for this study completely follows CEPEJ methodology for its biennial evaluation using a
questionnaire for evaluating judicial systems. This Scheme is filled by the CEPEJ’s national correspondents, 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 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 responsibility of 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.

According to CEPEJ methodology, an extensive work is carried out by the CEPEJ Secretariat to verify the quality of
the data submitted by the correspondents. This quality check process requires a certain time in order to guarantee the
reliability of the quantitative and qualitative data to be finally presented to European Commission.

The reference year for the last data collection is 2021. As for previous cycle, wherever data is not possible to obtain
notation NA (not available) is used. Only in exceptional cases and only for questions that are used for standardisation,
CEPEJ can accept previous cycle data. This data is population, GDP per capita and average annual salary.

The study itself is based on 2021 data as well on previous cycles (every year, starting with 2012) wherever evolution
and trends are presented. "

The selected ICT questions for this cycle are limited to only few and the answers are presented in its original form
without calculationg an index.
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
without sufficient explanations, 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 study:
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 beginning of December 2021 and have then
been validated during quality control process finalised beginning of December 2021. 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 previous cycle data updated on the day of this delivery, may not always fully coincide
with the data published in previous CEPEJ reports and studies (even sometimes replacing data with “NA”).

The validation has been made according to CEPEJ’s methodology. However, the full reliability of data depends 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.

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

3) 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”).

4) The CEPEJ works in full transparency vis-a-vis the member states as regards the purpose of the data collection
exercise. According to CEPEJ methodology, only the final version of the study can be disseminated, after possible
comments from the member states. Before the final version of the study, all the data collected remains confidential.
When using data provided by the CEPEJ in public reports, European Commission should always mention “Source:
CEPEJ data”. If CEPEJ data are presented together with other data, the source of the different data must be clearly
mentioned.

5) Certain indicators as well as variations might apear as outliers only because of small absolute numbers. This could
be the case of small countries, In this case the indicator or variation is not considered as relevant.
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Executive summary

English version

Since 2012 The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) of

the Council of Europe, to conduct a study aimed at analysing the situation of the judicial systems in the EU member States

based on the specific methodology developed and used by CEPEJ for evaluating the functioning of the judicial systems of

Council of Europe member States.

This study is based on collecting, processing and analysing data and comments provided by member States through:
selected data among those collected for the CEPEJ evaluation cycles (years of reference of the data: 2012, 2014,
2016, 2018 and 2020) .
and specific questionnaires (for years of reference 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019 and 2021)

This study will constitute one of the sources used by the European Commission for the “EU justice Scoreboard”.

Structure of the study

Following the last proposed technical specifications provided in the framework of the contract No
JUST/2020/JACC/PR/RULE/0159 CEPEJ/European Commission, the study, based on 2021 data and also presenting the
evolution in relation to 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017,2018, 2019, and 2020 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 all member States ;
the second part contains country profiles for each EU member state separately, with a contextual analysis.

Main elements

The study, trough the 8 indicators, provides an overview of the functioning of the justice public service based on the
elements, selected by the European Commission and which, according to the CEPEJ, are constitutive of the effectivity and
quality of judicial systems.

Human resources

Different categories of judges (professional, occasional, non-professional) can serve the justice system. The 2021 study
focuses on professional judges sitting in courts and the European Union average for this category of judges is 22 judges
per 100 000 inhabitants (the median is 24,1 judges per 100 000 inhabitants). The lowest number of professional judges
per 100 000 inhabitants is 3.3 and the highest is 42,4. Both median and average values have slightly increased between
2020 and 2021 (Table 7.1.1a).

It can also be noted that the change compared with previous cycle shows that number of judges per 100 000 inhabitants
increased for more than 1% in 13 member States, whereas it decreased by more than 1% in only four country which
confirms the mentioned trend of increased median and average values. The remaining countries have reported smaller
changes in numbers which can be interpreted as a normal fluctuation of human resources within a system.

This number depends considerably on the organisation of the judicial system and the existence of occasional judges, non-
professional judges or even Rechtspfleger.

The existence alongside professional judges of competent staff with defined functions and a recognised status is essential
for the quality and efficiency of a judicial system. A distinction is made between the five types of non-judge staff:

- the "Rechtspfleger” function),

- 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.



The analysis of data provided by the member States shows different trends for the average and median values. Since
2012, the average number of non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants has increased (+1,2%) while the median decreased (:
6,4%). Compared with the last cycle, the average in 2021 also shows an increase (+1,5%) whereas median decreased
slightly (-0,8%). The European Union median of the non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants is 58,5 with lowest as 22,3
and highest as 164. (Table 7.2.2a)

13 countries have staff with "Rechspfleger" functions (or equivalent) and no changes since 2012 has been observed.
(Table 7.2.1)

In this cycle, for the second time, the CEPEJ Study for the EU Justice Scoreboard includes prosecution services. The
diversity in activities of the prosecution services are evident and the number of prosecutors per 100 000 inhabitant varies
in European Union from minimum 2,4 to maximum 23,9 with an average of 11,4 and median of 10,8 prosecutors per
100 000 inhabitants. Compared to the previous cycle, the average value increased by +1,7%, whereas median increased
more significantly (+9,4%). (Table 7.3.1)

The prosecutors are assisted in their work by non-prosecutor staff attached to the prosecutors' offices. Their number
varies largely in the Member States from 0,5 to 42,2 non-prosecutor staff per 100 000 inhabitants with an average 15,2
and median 14,7. Compared to the previous cycle, the average value decreased slightly (-0,8%), whereas median
decreased more notably (-3,7%). (Table 7.4.1)

Lawyers

The average number of lawyers per 100 000 inhabitants in the EU member States has generally had an upward trend
since 2013 with only small drops in 2016. However, between 2020 and 2021 a decrease of average value has been
identified (-1,2%) while median value increased by 2,2%. (Table 7.6.1)

Even if the southern States seem to have larger bars (number of lawyers per 100 000 inhabitants), the wide dispersal of
values, also verifiable with the number of lawyers per professional judge, is also likely to indicate a considerable
heterogeneity within the tasks actually carried out by qualified persons and persons entitled to plead in accordance with
national law, to act on behalf of his clients, to practice law, to take part in judicial proceedings or to advise and to
represent their clients in legal matters (Definition of the lawyers’ legal practice in accordance with the Recommendation
Rec(2000)21 of the Committee of Ministers, Council of Europe).

Judicial organisation

The study distinguishes three types of courts:

- ordinary courts 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 and those of higher instances, also considered as legal entities

- courts, at all levels and of first instance, as geographic locations

Since 2012, 15 countries have reduced their number of geographical locations, 2 have same number and 10 increased it.
Between the last two cycles, 6 countries increased, while only one country reduced number of courts' geographic locations
(Table 2.2b).

The geographical locations per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased in most of the member States (the median was 1,71
per 100 000 inhabitants in 2012; 1,52 in 2015 and 1,43 in 2021 which is -16,4% decrease). The average shows a smaller
decrease of -5,3%. (Table 2.3b)

As regards the distribution of the disputes between legal entities, all the EU member States except Czech Republic and
Hungary have specialised courts of first instance.

The existing specialised courts deal mainly with administrative cases (78% of countries) , with disputes related to the
application of labour legislation (41%) and commercial cases (41%). (Table 2.4a)

Significant number of countries have also other not mentioned specialised courts (41%). While majority of countries have
few types of specialised courts there are some that have many specialised courts for different matters like Spain and
Portugal but also Austria, Cyprus, France and lItaly. France, Portugal, Malta and Cyprus also have large number of
specialised courts of 1st instance compared with all courts of 1st instance (83%, 75%, 64% and 63% respectively) (Table
2.2a). There are few more countries with many different types of specialised courts, but they qualified them as “Other” so
they cannot be easily compared with other systems.



This year for the second time the data on higher instances specialised courts was collected. Expectedly, their number is
smaller than the 1st instance. Few countries have many specialised courts dealing with different cases on higher
instances. In most of the other countries that have higher instance specialised courts, they concern administrative matters.
There are also some higher instance military courts as well. There are also 4 countries that have specialised courts on 1st
instance but no specialised courts on higher instances. (Table 2.3b).

Legal aid

Legal aid is one of the fundamental elements guaranteeing equal access to justice for all individuals. It is intended to
provide, particularly for citizens without sufficient financial resources, the benefit of legal assistance for free or limited
expenses.

Legal aid comprises two aspects, clearly distinguished by certain States:

- on the one hand, aid for access to law (legal information and advice, aid for an alternative to trial — ADR alternative
dispute resolution),

- on the other hand, aid in asserting one’s rights in the context of a judicial action as applicant or defendant in a trial.

Consequently, the CEPEJ drew up the following typology to quantify the resources allocated to legal aid:
- cases not brought to court with regards to aid for access to law

- cases brought to court with regards to aid for assistance or representation within a framework of litigation.

In all countries of the European Union, legal aid applies to both representation in court and legal advice. Concerning fees
that are related to the enforcement of judicial decisions, in most of the countries (20) legal aid is covering these fees,
whereas only 7 countries do not include this as part of legal aid (Table 5.3). Also, regarding other costs (for example fees
of technical advisors or experts, costs of other legal professionals (notaries), travel costs etc.), legal aid covers them in
most of the states. In 19 states legal aid can be granted to cover these costs in both criminal and other than criminal cases
while in 5 states these costs can be covered only in other than criminal cases.

The number of cases for which legal aid has been granted varies from 0,07 to 4,05 cases per 100 inhabitants. The
average in 2021 is 1,13 while the median is 0,84 cases per 100 inhabitants (Table 5.4.2). 41% of the countries are not able
to provide this data.

ADR - Alternative Dispute Resolution measures

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

There are different types of ADR in the member countries:

Mediation: refers to a voluntary trial in a non-binding private dispute settlement in which an impartial and independent
third party assists the parties in facilitating discussions aiming to resolve their difficulties and to reach an agreement.

Court-related mediation: within this type of mediation, there’s always an intervention of a judge and of a prosecutor who
facilitates, advises, decides and/or approves the procedure.

Conciliation: the main objective of a conciliator is to reconcile, most of the time he/she will do so by seeking for
concessions. He/she may make suqaestions to the parties aimed to settle a dispute. The conciliator has more power

Arbitration: the parties choose a neutral third party - an arbitrator whose final decision is binding. The parties may
present evidences and testimonies to the arbitrators. Sometimes, several arbitrators are appointed to work as a court.
Arbitration is most widely used for commercial disputes settlements because it provides a greater confidentiality.

Court-related mediation exists in all States, essentially in civil and commercial spheres. (Table 8.2)
It could be noted that the median number of accredited or registered mediators per 100 000 inhabitants has strongly
increased since 2012 (from 9,5 in 2012 to 16,2 in 2021). This may contribute to strengthen awareness of the member
States that having a high level of trained mediators supports the policies of enhancement of ADR.



Performance of the courts and public prosecution services

One of the essential components of the proper functioning of courts is related to the respect of the fair trial principle within
a reasonable time (Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights). This principle should be taken into account
whenever analysing the workload of the court, the length of procedures and the specific measures to reduce the length of
delays in proceedings and to improve the efficiency.

The CEPEJ has chosen to develop efficiency court indicators on the European level.

The first indicator is the Clearance Rate (CR) which indicates the capacity of the courts and judicial system to deal with the
inflow of new cases.

The second indicator is the calculated Disposition Time (DT). This ratio between pending cases and resolved cases (in
days) shows the theoretical duration for a court to solve all the pending cases.

When analysing the efficiency of the courts it is important to look at both indicators together and its evolution over time.

However, interpreting data from different cycles should be done with caution, due to the specific situation caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 and to some extent in 2021. This is why further observations are required to fully understand
tendencies on both EU and individual countries' level.

Civil and commercial litigious cases

Looking at the CR for first instance civil and commercial litigious cases, it should be noted that almost every year since
2012 the EU median has been equal or over 100%. The only exception is year 2020 when CR reached 98% as the impact
of COVID-19 measures affected the work of courts the most during this year. In 2021, EU median returned to the level
above 100% with 102,5%. Comparing individual countries' data for 2021 and 2020, most of them (18) show improved CRs,
with the highest increases registered in Spain, France and Ireland (+16,1, +14,3 and +11,3 percent points respectively).
On the other side, five countries experience decreases of the CR with more notable drop in Denmark with -13,4 and Malta
with -12,5 percent points. To understand fully this comparison between the cycles, we need to look if the number of
incoming and resolved cases increased or decreased during these two years. The data shows that the average number of
incoming cases increased by +3,8% compared to 2020, but the average number ofeal with the total or partial settlement of
the concerned litigation. The court shall, on the request of the parties, issue a decision in accordance w

Looking at table 3.3.2 we see that in majority of countries (17) the number of resolved civil and commercial litigious cases
increased in 2021. Many countries had a significant increase above 10% (such as Croatia, France, Italy, Malta and Spain).
Only 6 countries experienced decrease of resolved cases in this category.
As regards the Disposition Time, it should be noted that 16 member states decreased their DT compared to 2020. More
specifically, 9 countries decreased it by more than 10%, 4 countries from 5-10%, 3 countries from 0-5% and only 5
countries increased their DT. This trend in countries is not surprising considering that number of their resolved cases
generally increased more than incoming. This led to the decrease of pending cases at the end of 2021. Increase in the
number of resolved cases combined with decreases of pending cases inevitably causes drop of the DT due to the
construction of this indicator.
All these tendencies seem to be a logical consequence of return to the more normal pace of work in courts after the
termination of the most restrictive anti-pandemic measures. However, EU average value of DT decreased only slightly and
the median even increased which might be interpreted as a warning that it will take more time to counter-balance all the
negative effects of the pandemic.

Administrative law cases
Compared with other categories of cases in EU in general, administrative cases have highest Disposition time of 400 days
on average compared with 411 days in 2020 and 347 days in 2019. They take notably longer time than the civil and
commercial cases that need 292 days on average in 2021.
The number of countries that decreased their Disposition Time for administrative cases is 15, whereas 10 countries
increased disposition time. 7 countries decreased the DT significantly (more than 10%), such as Romania, Belgium,
Austria, Czech Republic. 6 decreased moderately and 10 increased DT among which some significantly (above 10%
increase) such as Malta, Slovenia, Latvia, Slovak Republic, Estonia. (See table 3.3.6.).
Clearance Rate decreased in 15 countries, out of which significantly in 7 countries (above 10 percent points) among
whom particularly large drop was recorded for Cyprus, Malta and Greece (above 30% percent points).In spite of CR
decreases in majority of the member states, 14 countries managed to still keep it above 100%. Increased CR is identified
in 10 countries among which Romania, Belgium, Netherlands and Hungary had above +10 percent points increase (See
table 3.3.4).



As evident from this analysis, administrative cases have not demonstrated such clear general trends as civil and
commercial litigious cases. In order to have a precise picture, CR and DT of individual countries will have to be analysed
on a case-by-case basis and contextualised with regard to the evolution of the number of incoming and resolved
administrative cases in their respective systems.

Criminal law cases
This is the second year in which criminal cases will be reported as part of this study. Consequently, the focus will be only

on 2021 and 2020 data without comparison with previous data.
Looking at the efficiency indicators for the first instance criminal cases, it is immediately notable that CR was not very high

in 2021 as EU average is 97,7% while median was on a borderline level of 100%. However, this still represents a
significant improvement compared to 2020 when average value for the whole European Union was 92,9% whereas
median was at the level of 95,2%. Furthermore, in 2020 only three countries achieved CR over 100% while in 2021 half of
the EU member States reached this level. At the end, it is important to note that 21 countries improved their CR while only

two decreased its level in 2021 which leads to a conclusion that althouah aenerallv CR could be at the hiaher level. it does
Regarding Disposition time, the situation seems to be more favourable than in Civil and commercial litigious and

administrative law cases. The situation also improved compared to the last year. In 2021 the average is 161 and median
134 whereas in 2020 the average value was 194 days and median was at the level of 139 days. The improvements are
visible also on the individual countries' DTs as 16 states reduced it while only 5 countries rose its level. The maximum
values were again observed in Malta (566 days) and Italy (399 days) but both states showed improvements compared to
2020. The lowest DT was recorded in Estonia (31 days) and Hungary (43 days) same as in 2020. (Table 3.15.2 and
3.16.5)

Although the CR ad DT in criminal cases show improvements after year 2020 that was the most affected by the global
pandemic, the situation should still be closely monitored. The level of CR lower than 100% was reported in half of the
states which might lead to backlog formation and corresponding increase of DT in the future years. Therefore, affected
states should put efforts to prevent such negative developments. Also, countries with very high DT should continue
reducing it toward average or median EU levels in future years.

Public prosecutors: Total number of 1st instance criminal cases
This is the second year in which public prosecutors’ cases will be reported as part of this study. Consequently, the focus
will be only on 2021 and 2020 data without comparison with previous data.
During 2021, the average value of cases received by public prosecution services in the European Union was 3.1 cases per
100 inhabitants. The number of cases processed was at approximately same level. (Table 4.1.2) The median showed the
same tendency with slightly lower values (2.9 for both incoming and resolved) probably because the average was affected
by the very large number of cases reported for some of the countries, such as Luxembourg with 9,0 incoming and
Denmark with 7,0 processed cases. Similar tendency and average values were recorded in 2020, with slightly lower
median values.
Out of processed cases, there were 1,4 discontinued cases per 100 inhabitants (median value); 0,2 cases concluded by a
penalty, or a measure imposed or negotiated by the public prosecutor; 0,3 cases closed for other reasons; and 0,5 cases
were brough to courts.

Looking at the individual countries, it is interesting to note that out of 21 systems that provided relevant data, 11 states
have more processed then received cases, whereas in 10 states received outhnumbered processed cases which might
potentially lead to accumulation of backlogs in the respective prosecution services. Comparing the number of processed
cases as percentage of received cases over the last two cycles, it could be concluded that 13 states managed to improve
this ratio which indicates better efficiency in their work in 2021 compared with 2020.

System for measuring and evaluating the functioning of courts

In a lot of countries many fields of courts activity (case flow, courts’ decisions, length of proceedings) are undergoing
evaluation and follow-up procedures. In terms of court management, arrangements for regular monitoring of the activity
are made everywhere in Europe. These are intended to review the day-to-day activity of courts through data gathering and
statistical analyses.

Same as last cycle, the majority of countries use performance or activity indicators at court level. The number of countries
that defined qualitative standards is above half of the EU members (16 states as in table 1.1).

Regular evaluations seems to be standard in courts in all but 2 EU member states (Table 1.3). In prosecution services this
number is slightly lower where 21 EU member states have regular evaluation while 7 do not do this regularly (Table 1.6).

The use of information technology (IT) in courts and for the benefit of court users



While initially acting as a simple support tool for productivity, the information technology (IT) is always one of the major
levers for improvement of the efficiency of courts. The increasing role of the ICT in assisting strategic decision making and
improving productivity and efficiency, is indeed based on the extraordinary possibilities of the automation of tasks and the
inevitable general technological progress.

Compared with previous cycles and considering that the number of questions selected for this study varies, CEPEJ has
decided to only present the data collected without any additional calculation of indices.

Table 6.1 shows that only 2 countries in EU do not have writing assistance tools while in the others these tools are very
present and majority of the countries (over 65%) reported 100% deployment rate on these tools in all three matters.

Similarly for the voice recording tools only 2 countries did not report on presence of these tools in courts. The present tools
are installed in all courts in 68% of cases for all matters. In 8 countries these tools include voice recognition feature. (Table
6.2)

The workload of judges is measured with an ICT tool in all but four countries. In most of the cases (15 countries of 23
having the tool) this feature is integrated within the Case management system. These tools are visibly more present for
judges then for prosecutors both on national and on court/local level. (Table 6.4)

Version francaise

Depuis 2012, la Commission européenne a demandé a la Commission européenne pour I'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ)
du Conseil de I'Europe de réaliser une étude ayant pour objet 'analyse de la situation des systémes judiciaires dans les
Etats membres de I'UE, basée sur la méthodologie propre développée et utilisée par la CEPEJ dans le cadre de
I'évaluation du fonctionnement des systémes judiciaires des Etats membres du Conseil de I'Europe.

Cette étude s’appuie sur la collecte, le traitement et 'analyse des données et commentaires communiqués par les Etats
membres au travers de :
données sélectionnées parmi les données collectées dans le cadre de cinq cycles d’évaluation (données des
années de référence 2012, 2014, 2016, 2018 et 2020)
et de questionnaires spécifiques (pour les années de référence 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019 et 2021).
Cette étude sera l'une des sources utilisées par la Commission Européenne pour rédiger le « Tableau de bord de la
justice dans 'UE ».

Structure du rapport
Conformément a la derniére proposition technique rédigée dans le cadre du contrat No
JUST/2020/JACC/PR/RULE/0159 CEPEJ/Commission Européenne, I'étude porte sur les données de 2021 et leurs
évolutions par rapport aux données de 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019 et 2020. Elle est divisée en
deux parties :
la premiére décrit les systémes judiciaires des Etats membres de I'Union européenne (UE) a I'aide de tableaux de
données par indicateur pour tous les Etats membres ;
la seconde contient des fiches par pays, qui réalisent une analyse contextualisée pour chaque Etat membre de
I'UE.

Principaux éléments

L’étude, au travers de 8 indicateurs, dresse un état des lieux relatif au fonctionnement du service public de la justice sur la
base des éléments sélectionnés par la Commission Européenne parmi ceux qui, d’aprés la CEPEJ, sont principalement
constitutifs de I'efficacité et de la qualité des systémes judiciaires.

Ressources humaines

Plusieurs catégories de juges (professionnels, occasionnels, non professionnels) peuvent contribuer au systeme judiciaire.
L’étude 2021 se concentre sur les juges professionnels siégeant dans les tribunaux et la moyenne de I'lUnion Européenne
pour cette catégorie de juges s’éleve a 22 juges pour 100 000 habitants (la médiane est de 24,1 juges pour 100 000
habitants). Le nombre le plus faible de juges professionnels pour 100 000 habitants est de 3,3 et le plus élevé de 42,4. Les
valeurs médianes et moyennes ont toutes deux légerement augmenté entre 2020 et 2021 (Tableau 7.1.1a).



On peut également noter que I'évolution par rapport au cycle précédent montre que le nombre de juges pour 100 000
habitants a augmenté de plus de 1% dans 13 Etats membres, alors qu'il n'a diminué de plus de 1% que dans quatre pays,
ce qui confirme la tendance mentionnée de 'augmentation des valeurs médiane et moyenne. Les autres pays ont fait état
de variations moins importantes, ce qui peut étre interprété comme une fluctuation normale des ressources humaines au
sein d'un systeme.

Ce nombre dépend considérablement de I'organisation du systéme judiciaire et de I'existence de juges occasionnels, de
juges non professionnels ou méme de Rechtspfleger.

L'existence aux cotés des juges professionnels d’un personnel compétent avec des fonctions définies et un statut reconnu
est une condition essentielle pour la qualité et I'efficacité d’'un systéme judiciaire.

Une distinction est opérée entre cing types de personnels non-juges :

- la fonction de "Rechtspfleger”,

- le personnel non-juge dont la fonction est d’assister directement les juges,

- les personnes responsables de taches administratives telles que la gestion des tribunaux
- le personnel technique
- les personnels non-juges n’entrant dans aucune de ces catégories.

L'analyse des données fournies par les Etats membres montre des tendances différentes pour les valeurs moyennes et
médianes. Depuis 2012, le nombre moyen de personnel non-juge pour 100 000 habitants a augmenté (+1,2%) alors que
la médiane a diminué (-6,4%). Par rapport au dernier cycle, la moyenne en 2021 montre également une augmentation
(+1,5%) alors que la médiane a légérement diminué (-0,8%). La médiane de I'Union européenne du personnel non-juge
pour 100 000 habitants est de 58,5, avec un minimum de 22,3 et un maximum de 164. (Tableau 7.2.2a).

13 pays ont des personnels non-juge comprenant des fonctions de "Rechspfleger" (ou équivalent) et aucun changement
depuis 2012 n'a été observé. (Tableau 7.2.1)

Pour ce cycle, pour la deuxieéme fois, I'étude de la CEPEJ pour le tableau de bord de la justice de I'UE inclut les services
des ministéres publics. La diversité des activités des ministeres publics est évidente et le nombre de procureurs pour 100
000 habitants varie dans I'Union européenne d'un minimum de 2,4 & un maximum de 23,9 avec une moyenne de 11,4 et
une médiane de 10,8 procureurs pour 100 000 habitants. Par rapport au cycle précédent, la valeur moyenne a augmenté
de +1,7%, tandis que la médiane a augmenté de maniére plus significative (+9,4%). (Tableau 7.3.1)

Les procureurs sont assistés dans leurs fonctions par du personnel non-procureur attaché aux ministéres publics. Leur
nombre varie considérablement de 0,5 a 42,2 personnels non-procureurs pour 100 000 habitants avec une moyenne de
15,2 et une médiane de 14,7. Par rapport au cycle précédent, la valeur moyenne a légérement diminué (-0,8%), tandis que
la médiane a diminué de maniére plus importante (-3,7%). (Tableau 7.4.1)

Avocats

Le nombre moyen d'avocats pour 100 000 habitants dans les Etats membres de I'UE a généralement connu une tendance
a la hausse depuis 2013, avec seulement de légéres baisses en 2016. Cependant, entre 2020 et 2021, une diminution de
la valeur moyenne a été identifiée (-1,2%) tandis que la valeur médiane a augmenté de 2,2%. (Tableau 7.6.1)

Méme si les Etats du sud paraissent avoir des barreaux plus importants (nombre d’avocats pour 100 000 habitants), la
forte dispersion des valeurs, également vérifiable avec le nombre d'avocats par juge professionnel, est également
susceptible de révéler une grande hétérogénéité dans les taches effectivement exercées par des personnes qualifiées et
habilitées conformément au droit national a plaider, a agir au nom de ses clients, a pratiquer le droit, a ester en justice ou
a conseiller et représenter leurs clients en matiére juridique (Définition de lactivité d’avocat au regard de la
Recommandation Rec(2000)21 du Comité des Ministres du Conseil de I'Europe).

Organisation judiciaire

L’étude distingue trois types de tribunaux :

- les tribunaux de droit commun compétents dans toutes les matieres pour lesquelles la compétence n'a pas été
donnée a une juridiction spécialisée — leur dénombrement est effectué en tant qu’entités juridiques

- les tribunaux spécialisés de premiére instance et d’instances supérieures, compris également comme entités
juridiques

- les tribunaux, tous niveaux confondus et de premiére instance, en tant qu’implantations géographiques



Depuis 2012, 15 pays ont réduit leur nombre d'implantations géographiques, 2 ont conservé le méme nombre, tandis que
10 pays ont augmenté ce nombre. Entre les deux derniers cycles, 6 pays ont augmenté alors que seulement 1 pays a
réduit le nombre d’'implantations géographiques (Tableau 2.2b).

Le nombre d’'implantations géographiques pour 100 000 habitants a diminué dans la plupart des Etats membres (la
médiane était de 1,71 tribunaux pour 100 000 habitants en 2012, 1,52 en 2015 et 1,43 en 2021, ce qui représente une
baisse de 16,4 %). La moyenne montre une légére diminution de 5,3%. (Tableau 2.3b)

En ce qui concerne la répartition des contentieux entre entités juridiques, tous les Etats membres de I'Union Européenne,
a I'exception de la République tchéque et de la Hongrie, disposent de tribunaux de premiére instance spécialisés.

Les tribunaux spécialisés existants traitent majoritairement des affaires administratives (78% des pays) avec des
contentieux relatifs a I'application de la Iégislation de travail (41%) et des affaires commerciales (41%). (Tableau 2.4a)

Un nombre significatif de pays dispose également d'autres tribunaux spécialisés non mentionnés (41%). Alors que la
majorité des pays ont peu de types de tribunaux spécialisés, certains ont de nombreux tribunaux spécialisés dans
différentes matiéres comme I'Espagne et le Portugal mais aussi I'Autriche, Chypre, la France et ['ltalie. La France, le
Portugal et Malte ont également un grand nombre de tribunaux spécialisés de 1ére instance par rapport a I'ensemble des
tribunaux de léere instance (83%, 75%, 64 % et 63% respectivement) (Tableau 2.2a). Il existe quelques autres pays avec
de nombreux types différents de tribunaux spécialisés, mais ils les ont qualifiés d"autres", de sorte qu'ils ne peuvent pas
étre facilement comparés a d'autres systemes.

Cette année, pour la deuxiéme fois, les données sur les tribunaux spécialisés d’instances supérieures ont été collectées
et, bien sdr, leur nombre est inférieur a celui de la premiére instance. Peu de pays disposent d’'un grand nombre de
tribunaux spécialisés traitant de différentes affaires au niveau des instances supérieures. Dans la plupart des autres pays
qui disposent de tribunaux spécialisés au niveau des instances supérieures, ceux-ci traitent de questions administratives.
Il existe également des tribunaux militaires au niveau d’instances supérieures. Il y a également 4 pays qui ont des
tribunaux spécialisés en premiére instance mais pas de tribunaux spécialisés au niveau des instances supérieures.
(Tableau 2.3b).

Aide judiciaire

L’aide judiciaire est un des éléments fondamentaux garantissant un égal acces a la justice pour tous les individus. Elle doit
permettre, en particulier pour les citoyens qui n’ont pas de moyens financiers suffisants de pouvoir bénéficier gratuitement
ou a moindre colt d’'une assistance juridique.

L’aide judiciaire comporte deux aspects, que distinguent clairement certains Etats :

- d'une part, 'aide a I'acces au droit (information et conseil juridique, aide pour une alternative au procés — ADR
reglement alternatif des litiges),

- d’autre part I'aide pour faire valoir ses droits dans le cadre d’une action en justice en tant que demandeur ou
défendeur dans un procés civil.

En conséquence, la CEPEJ a dressé la typologie suivante pour quantifier les moyens alloués a I'aide judiciaire :

- les affaires non portées devant les tribunaux en ce qui concerne l'aide a I'accés au droit

- les affaires portées devant les tribunaux en ce qui concerne l'aide a I'assistance ou a la représentation dans un cadre
contentieux.

Dans tous les pays de I'Union européenne, l'aide judiciaire s'applique a la fois a la représentation en justice et au conseil
juridique. En ce qui concerne les frais liés a l'exécution des décisions judiciaires, dans la plupart des pays (20), l'aide
judiciaire couvre ces frais, tandis que seuls 7 pays ne les incluent pas dans l'aide judiciaire (tableau 5.3). De méme, en ce
qui concerne les autres colts (par exemple, les honoraires des conseillers techniques ou des experts, les colts des
autres professionnels du droit (notaires), les frais de voyage, etc. ), l'aide judiciaire les couvre dans la plupart des Etats.
Dans 19 Etats, l'aide judiciaire peut étre accordée pour couvrir ces colts a la fois dans les affaires pénales et dans les
affaires autres que pénales, tandis que dans 5 Etats, ces co(ts ne peuvent étre couverts que dans les affaires autres que
pénales.

Le nombre d'affaires pour lesquelles une aide judiciaire a été accordée varie de 0,07 a 4,05 affaires pour 100 habitants. La
moyenne en 2021 est de 1,13 alors que la médiane est de 0,84 cas pour 100 habitants (Tableau 5.4.2). 41% des pays ne
sont pas en mesure de fournir cette donnée.

Mesures alternatives au réglement des litiges (ADR - alternative dispute resolution)

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

Il existe différents types d’ADR dans les pays membres :



La médiation: il s’agit d’un procés volontaire, non contraignant de reglement des litiges privés dans lequel un tiers
impartial et indépendant aide les parties a faciliter la discussion afin de les aider a résoudre leurs difficultés et de
parvenir a un accord
La médiation conduite ou renvoyée par le tribunal : dans ce type de médiation, il y a toujours intervention d'un juge,
d’un procureur qui facilite, conseille, décide ou/et approuve la procédure.
La conciliation: le principal objectif du conciliateur est de concilier, la plupart du temps en recherchant des
concessions. ll/Elle peut proposer aux parties des suggestions pour le reglement d'un litige. Par rapport au
médiateur, le conciliateur a plus de pouvoir et il est davantage proactif.
L’arbitrage: les parties choisissent un tiers impartial - un arbitre, dont la décision définitive est contraignante. Les
parties peuvent présenter des preuves et des témoignages devant les arbitres. Parfois, il y a plusieurs arbitres
désignés qui travaillent en tant que juridiction. L'arbitrage est le plus souvent utilisé pour la résolution des litiges
commerciaux car il offre une plus grande confidentialité.
La médiation conduite ou renvoyée par le tribunal existe dans tous les Etats, essentiellement en matiére civile ou
commerciale. (Tableau 8.2)

Il peut étre relevé que la médiane du nombre de médiateurs accrédités ou enregistrés pour 100 000 habitants a fortement
augmenté depuis 2012 (de 9,5 en 2012 a 16,2 en 2021). Cela peut contribuer a sensibiliser davantage les Etats membres
au fait que le fait de disposer d’un niveau élevé de médiateurs formés soutient les politiques de renforcement des ADR.

Performance des tribunaux et services du ministére public

Un des éléments essentiels du bon fonctionnement des tribunaux est lié au respect du principe fondamental du proces
équitable dans un délai raisonnable (Article 6 de la Convention Européenne des Droits de 'Homme). Ce principe doit étre
pris en compte lors de l'analyse de la charge de travail du tribunal, de la durée des procédures et des mesures spécifiques
pour réduire la durée des retards dans les procédures et améliorer I'efficacité.

La CEPEJ a choisi de développer des indicateurs d’efficacité des tribunaux au niveau européen.

Le premier indicateur est le taux de variation du stock d'affaires pendantes (Clearance Rate-CR) qui montre la capacité du
tribunal et du systéme judiciaire a faire face au flux d’affaires nouvelles.

Le second indicateur est la durée estimée d'écoulement du stock. Ce ratio entre les affaires pendantes et les affaires
terminées (en jours) indique la durée théorique pendant laguelle un tribunal doit résoudre toutes les affaires pendantes.

Lorsque I'on analyse l'efficacité des tribunaux, il est important d'examiner les deux indicateurs ensemble et leur évolution
dans le temps.
Toutefois, linterprétation des données de différents cycles doit étre faite avec prudence, en raison de la situation
spécifique causée par la pandémie de COVID-19 en 2020 et, dans une certaine mesure, en 2021. C'est pourquoi des
observations supplémentaires sont nécessaires pour comprendre pleinement les tendances au niveau de I'UE et des pays
individuels.

Affaires civiles et commerciales contentieuses
Si I'on examine le Clearance rate (CR) des affaires civiles et commerciales de premiére instance, il convient de noter que
la médiane de I'UE est égale ou supérieure a 100 % presque chaque année depuis 2012. La seule exception est l'année
2020, ou le CR a atteint 98 %, car c'est au cours de cette année que l'impact des mesures COVID-19 a le plus affecté le
travail des tribunaux. En 2021, la médiane de I'UE est revenue a un niveau supérieur & 100% (102,5%). Si I'on compare
les données des différents pays pour 2021 et 2020, la plupart d'entre eux (18) affichent une amélioration des CR, les plus
fortes augmentations étant enregistrées en Espagne, en France et en lIrlande (+16,1, +14,3 et +11,3 points de
pourcentage respectivement). D'un autre c6té, cing pays connaissent une baisse de leur CR, avec une chute plus notable
au Danemark (-13,4 points) et a Malte (-12,5 points). Pour mieux comprendre cette comparaison entre les cycles, nous
devons examiner si le nombre d'affaires nouvelles et résolues a augmenté ou dittlement of the concerned litigation. The
court shall, on the request of the parties, issue a decision in accordance with the provisions of the Civil Procedure Code
regarding the expedient court decision.
According with the provisions of article 59 para. 2 of the Law no. 192/2006, the parties to the mediation agreement may go
to court to request, in

Le tableau 3.3.2 montre que dans la majorité des pays (17), le nombre d'affaires civiles et commerciales résolues a
augmenté en 2021. De nombreux pays ont connu une augmentation significative supérieure a 10% (comme la Croatie, la
France, I'ltalie, Malte et 'Espagne). Seuls 6 pays ont connu une diminution des affaires résolues dans cette catégorie.



En ce qui concerne le Disposition Time (DT), il convient de noter que 16 Etats membres ont diminué leur DT par rapport &
2020. Plus précisément, 9 pays l'ont diminué de plus de 10%, 4 pays de 5 a 10%, 3 pays de 0 a 5% et seulement 5 pays
ont augmenté leur DT. Cette tendance dans les pays n'est pas surprenante étant donné que le nombre de leurs affaires
résolues a généralement augmenté plus que les nouvelles affaires. Cela a conduit a la diminution des affaires pendantes
a la fin de 2021. L'augmentation du nombre d'affaires résolues combinée a la diminution du nombre d'affaires pendantes
entraine inévitablement une baisse du DT en raison de la construction de cet indicateur.

Toutes ces tendances semblent étre une conséquence logique du retour a un rythme de travail plus normal dans les
tribunaux aprés la fin des mesures de lutte contre la pandémie les plus restrictives. Cependant, la valeur moyenne du DT
dans I'UE n'a que légerement diminué et la médiane a méme augmenté, ce qui pourrait étre interprété comme un
avertissement qu'il faudra plus de temps pour contrebalancer tous les effets négatifs de la pandémie.

Affaires de droit administratif

Par rapport aux autres catégories d'affaires au sein de I'UE en général, les affaires administratives présentent le DT le
plus élevé, soit 400 jours en moyenne, contre 411 jours en 2020 et 347 jours en 2019. Elles sont nettement plus longues
gue les affaires civiles et commerciales, qui nécessitent 292 jours en moyenne en 2021.

Le nombre de pays qui ont diminué leur DT pour les affaires administratives est de 15, tandis que 10 pays ont augmenté
ce DT. 7 pays ont diminué le DT de maniére significative (plus de 10%), comme la Roumanie, la Belgique, I'Autriche, la
République tcheque. 6 ont diminué modérément et 10 ont augmenté le délai de traitement, dont certains de maniere
significative (augmentation supérieure a 10%), comme Malte, la Slovénie, la Lettonie, la République slovaque et I'Estonie.
(Voir tableau 3.3.6.).

Le Clearance Rate a diminué dans 15 pays, et de maniére significative dans 7 d'entre eux (plus de 10 points de
pourcentage), parmi lesquels Chypre, Malte et la Gréce qui ont enregistré une baisse particulierement importante (plus de
30 points de pourcentage). 14 pays ont réussi a maintenir le CR au-dessus de 100 %, malgré les baisses enregistrées
dans la majorité des Etats membres. Une augmentation du CR est identifiée dans 10 pays, dont la Roumanie, la Belgique,
les Pays-Bas et la Hongrie, avec une augmentation de plus de 10 points de pourcentage (voir tableau 3.3.4).

Comme il ressort de cette analyse, les affaires administratives n‘ont pas montré des tendances générales aussi claires
que les affaires litigieuses civiles et commerciales. Afin d'avoir une image précise, le CR et le DT des pays devront étre
analysés au cas par cas et contextualisés par rapport a I'évolution du nombre d'affaires administratives nouvelles et
résolues dans leurs systémes respectifs.

Affaires de droit pénal

Il s'agit de la deuxieme année pour laguelle des affaires pénales seront examinées dans le cadre de cette étude. Par
conséquent, l'accent sera mis uniqguement sur les données de 2021 et 2020 sans comparaison avec les données
précédentes.

Si I'on examine les indicateurs d'efficacité pour les affaires pénales de premiére instance, on remarque d'emblée que le
CR n'était pas trés élevé en 2021, la moyenne de I'UE étant de 97,7 % tandis que la médiane se situait a la limite de 100
%. Toutefois, cela représente tout de méme une amélioration significative par rapport a 2020, ou la valeur moyenne pour
I'ensemble de I'Union européenne était de 92,9 % alors que la médiane se situait au niveau de 95,2 %. En outre, en 2020,
seuls trois pays ont atteint un CR de 100 % ou plus, alors qu'en 2021, la moitié des Etats membres de I'UE ont atteint ce
niveau. Enfin, il est important de noter que 21 pays ont amélioré leur CR alors que seulement deux l'ont diminué en 2021,
ce qui permet de conclure que, méme si le CR pourrait étre a un niveau plus élevé, il s'améliore (tableaux 3.15.1 et
3.16.4).

En ce qui concerne le DT, la situation semble étre plus favorable que pour les affaires civiles et commerciales et de
administratives. La situation s'est également améliorée par rapport a I'année derniére. En 2021, la moyenne est de 161
jours et la médiane de 134 jours, alors qu'en 2020, la valeur moyenne était de 194 jours et la médiane de 139 jours. Les
améliorations sont également visibles sur les DT des différents pays, puisque 16 Etats les ont réduits tandis que 5 pays
seulement les ont augmentés. Les valeurs maximales ont de nouveau été observées a Malte (566 jours) et en Italie (399
jours), mais ces deux pays ont enregistré des améliorations par rapport a 2020. Le DT le plus faible a été enregistré en
Estonie (31 jours) et en Hongrie (43 jours), comme en 2020. (Tableaux 3.15.2 et 3.16.5)

Bien que les CR et DT des affaires pénales s'améliorent aprés I'année 2020 qui a été la plus touchée par la pandémie
mondiale, la situation doit encore étre surveillée de prés. Un niveau de CR inférieur a 100 % a été signalé dans la moitié
des Etats, ce qui pourrait entrainer la création d'arriérés et une augmentation correspondante du DT dans les années a
venir. Par conséquent, les Etats concernés doivent s'efforcer de prévenir de telles évolutions négatives. De méme, les
pays présentant un niveau de DT trés élevé doivent continuer a le réduire pour atteindre les niveaux moyens ou médians
de I'UE dans les années a venir.



Procureurs publics : Nombre total d'affaires pénales de premiéere instance
Il s'agit de la deuxiéeme année au cours de laquelle les affaires des procureurs seront traitées dans le cadre de cette
étude. Par conséquent, l'accent sera mis uniquement sur les données de 2021 et 2020 sans comparaison avec les
données précédentes.

En 2021, la valeur moyenne des affaires recues par les services du ministére public dans I'Union européenne était de 3,1
affaires pour 100 habitants. Le nombre d'affaires traitées se situait approximativement au méme niveau. (Tableau 4.1.2)
La médiane a montré la méme tendance avec des valeurs légerement inférieures (2,9 pour les affaires nouvelles comme
résolues), probablement parce que la moyenne a été affectée par le trés grand nombre d'affaires indiqué par certains
pays, comme le Luxembourg avec 9,0 affaires recues et le Danemark avec 7,0 affaires traitées. Des tendances et des
valeurs moyennes similaires ont été enregistrées en 2020, avec des valeurs médianes légerement inférieures.

Parmi les affaires traitées, il y a eu 1,4 affaires classées pour 100 habitants (valeur médiane) ; 0,2 affaire conclue par une
sanction, ou une mesure imposée ou négociée par le procureur ; 0,3 affaire classée pour d'autres raisons ; et 0,5 affaire
portée devant les tribunaux.

Si I'on consideére les pays individuellement, il est intéressant de noter que sur les 21 systemes qui ont fourni des données
pertinentes, 11 Etats ont plus d'affaires traitées que d'affaires nouvelles, tandis que dans 10 Etats, les affaires nouvelles
étaient plus nombreuses que les affaires traitées, ce qui pourrait potentiellement conduire a I'accumulation d'arriérés dans
les services de poursuite respectifs. En comparant le nombre d'affaires traitées en pourcentage des affaires nouvelles au
cours des deux derniers cycles, on peut conclure que 13 Etats ont réussi a améliorer ce ratio, ce qui indique une meilleure
efficacité dans leur travail en 2021 par rapport a 2020.

Systéme pour mesurer et évaluer le fonctionnement des tribunaux

Dans de nombreux pays, de nombreux domaines d'activité des tribunaux (flux d'affaires, décisions des tribunaux, durée
des procédures) font I'objet de procédures d'évaluation et de suivi. En matiere de gestion des tribunaux, des dispositifs de
suivi régulier de l'activité sont mis en place partout en Europe. lls visent & examiner l'activité quotidienne des tribunaux par
la collecte de données et des analyses statistiques.

Comme lors du cycle précédent, la majorité des pays utilisent aujourd’hui des indicateurs de performance ou d’activité au
niveau des tribunaux. Le nombre de pays ayant défini des standards qualitatifs est supérieur a la moitié des membres de
I'UE au cours des derniéres années (16 Etats comme l'indique le tableau 1.1)

Les évaluations régulieres semblent étre la norme dans les tribunaux dans tous les Etats membres de I'UE sauf 2
(Tableau 1.3). Dans les ministeres publics, ce nombre est Iégérement inférieur, puisque 21 Etats membres de I'UE ont
une évaluation réguliére, tandis que 7 ne le font pas (Tableau 1.6).

L’utilisation des technologies de I'information (TI) dans les tribunaux et au bénéfice des usagers des juridictions

Alors qu'elles agissaient initialement comme un simple outil de soutien a la productivité, les technologies de l'information
(T constituent toujours l'un des principaux leviers d'amélioration de l'efficacité des tribunaux. Le réle croissant des TIC
dans l'aide a la prise de décision stratégique et I'amélioration de la productivité et de I'efficacité, repose en effet sur les
possibilités extraordinaires de I'automatisation des taches et l'inévitable progrés technologique général.

Par rapport aux cycles précédents et compte tenu du fait que le nombre de questions sélectionnées pour cette étude
varie, la CEPEJ a décidé de ne présenter que les données collectées sans calcul supplémentaire d'indices.

Le tableau 6.1 montre que seuls 2 pays de I'UE ne disposent pas d'outils d'aide a I'écriture alors que dans les autres pays,
ces outils sont trés présents et la majorité des pays (plus de 65%) ont déclaré un taux de déploiement de 100% de ces
outils dans les trois matieres.

De méme, pour les outils d'enregistrement vocal, seuls deux pays n'ont pas signalé la présence de ces outils dans les
tribunaux. Les outils actuels sont installés dans tous les tribunaux dans 68% des cas pour toutes les matiéres. Dans 8
pays, ces outils comprennent une fonction de reconnaissance vocale. (Tableau 6.2)

La charge de travail des juges est mesurée a l'aide d'un outil TIC dans tous les pays sauf quatre. Dans la plupart des cas
(15 pays sur 23 disposant de cet outil), cette fonction est intégrée au systéme de gestion des affaires. Ces outils sont
visiblement plus présents pour les juges que pour les procureurs, tant au niveau national qu'au niveau des
tribunaux/locaux. (Tableau 6.4)
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Annex 1

List of the tables presented in the Study

General data: economic and demographic data in 2021 (Q1, Q3, Q4, Q5)
General data - comments

Policies at the national level

Table 1.1 National level quality standards applied in courts and public prosecution services in 2021 (Q66 and Q67)
Performance and Evaluation - At the court's level

Table 1.2 Performance and quality indicators defined for courts in 2021 (Q77 and Q78)

Table 1.3 Regular evaluation of the court performance in 2021 (Q73, Q73-0, Q73-1 and Q73-2)

Performance and Evaluation - At the public prosecution services' level

Table 1.4 Performance and quality indicators defined for public prosecution services in 2021 (Q77-1 and Q78-1)
Table 1.5 Regular evaluation of the public prosecution services performance in 2021 (Q73-3, Q73-4, Q73-5 and Q73-6)
Table 1.6 Performance and evaluation of public prosecutors in 2021 (Q83-2, Q83-3, Q120 and Q120-1)
Monitoring

Table 1.7 Modalities for monitoring court activities (performance and quality) in 2021 (Q70)

Table 1.8 Modalities for monitoring public prosecution services' activities (performance and quality) in 2021 (Q70-1)

Table 1.9 Monitoring of the number of pending cases and cases that are not processed within a reasonable timeframe
(backlogs) in 2021 (Q71)

Table 1.10 Monitoring of the waiting time during judicial proceedings within courts and the public prosecution services in 2021

(Q72)

Indicator 1: Systems for measuring and evaluating the performance of courts and prosecution services - comments by country
Indicator 1: Systems for measuring and evaluating the performance of courts and prosecution services - comments by
guestion

Table 2.1a Number of courts in 2021 (general jurisdiction and specialised courts as legal entities and number of all courts as
geographic locations) (Q42, Q43 and Q44)

Table 2.1b Number of courts per 100 000 inhabitants in 2021 (general jurisdiction and specialised courts as legal entities and
number of all courts as geographic locations) (Q42, Q43 and Q44)

Table 2.2a Number of first instance courts from 2012 to 2021 (general jurisdiction and specialised courts as legal entities and
first instance courts as geographic locations) (Q42, Q43 and Q44)

Table 2.2b Number of first instance courts per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (general jurisdiction and specialised
courts as legal entities and first instance courts as geographic locations) (Q1, Q42, Q43 and Q44)

Table 2.3a Number of all courts as geographic locations from 2012 to 2021 (Q44)

Table 2.3b Number of all courts as geographic location per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q44)

Table 2.4a Number and distribution of first instance specialised courts as legal entities in 2021 (Q43)

Table 2.4b Number and distribution of higher instance specialised courts as legal entities in 2021 (Q43)

Table 2.5 Number of courts as geographic locations in 2021 (Q44)

Table 2.6 (EC) Absolute number of all courts (geographic locations) from 2012 to 2020 and their variations between 2019 and
2021 and between 2012 and 2021 (Q44)

Indicator 2: The judicial organisation - comments by country

Indicator 2: The judicial organisation - comments by question
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First instance other than criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.1.1.1a(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2021
Table 3.1.1.1b(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2021
Table 3.1.1.2a(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.1.1.2b(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.1.1.3a(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.1.1.3b(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.1.1.4a(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.1.1.4b(2021): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2021
Table 3.1.1.5(2021): First instance civil (and commercial) litigious and administrative cases - Pending more than 2 years in
2021

Table 3.1.1.1a(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2020
Table 3.1.1.1b(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2020
Table 3.1.1.2a(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2020
Table 3.1.1.2b(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2020
Table 3.1.1.3a(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2020
Table 3.1.1.3b(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2020
Table 3.1.1.4a(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

Table 3.1.1.4b(2020): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020
Table 3.1.1.5(2020): First instance civil (and commercial) litigious and administrative cases - Pending more than 2 years in
2020

Table 3.1.1.1a(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.1.1.1b(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2019
Table 3.1.1.2a(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2019
Table 3.1.1.2b(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2019
Table 3.1.1.3a(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2019
Table 3.1.1.3b(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2019
Table 3.1.1.4a(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2019

Table 3.1.1.4b(2019): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2019
Table 3.1.1.5(2019): First instance civil (and commercial litigious) and administrative cases - Pending more than 2 years in
2019

Table 3.1.1.1(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 1st Jan. 2018
Table 3.1.1.2a(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2018

Table 3.1.1.2b(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2018

Table 3.1.1.3(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2018

Table 3.1.1.4a(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2018
Table 3.1.1.4b(2018): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2018

Table 3.1.1.5(2018): First instance civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pendingmore than 2 years in 2018
Table 3.1.1.1(2017): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2017

Table 3.1.1.2a(2017): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2017

Table 3.1.1.2b(2017): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2017

Table 3.1.1.3(2017): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2017

Table 3.1.1.4a(2017): First instance other than criminal cases- pending on 31 Dec. 2017

Table 3.1.1.4b(2017): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2017

Table 3.1.1.5(2017): First instance civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending more than 2 years in 2017
Table 3.1.1.1(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2016
Table 3.1.1.2a(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2016
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Table 3.1.1.2b(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2016

Table 3.1.1.3(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2016

Table 3.1.1.4a(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2016
Table 3.1.1.4b(2016): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 31 Dec. 2016

Table 3.1.1.5(2016): First instance civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending more than 2 years in 2016

Table 3.1.1.1(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - Pending on 1st Jan. 2015
Table 3.1.1.2a(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2015

Table 3.1.1.2b(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2015

Table 3.1.1.3(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2015

Table 3.1.1.4a(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2015
Table 3.1.1.4b(2015): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2015
Table 3.1.1.1(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2014
Table 3.1.1.2a(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2014

Table 3.1.1.2b(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2014

Table 3.1.1.3(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2014

Table 3.1.1.4a(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2014
Table 3.1.1.4b(2014): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2014
Table 3.1.1.1(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2013
Table 3.1.1.2a(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2013

Table 3.1.1.2b(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - Incoming in 2013

Table 3.1.1.3(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2013

Table 3.1.1.4a(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2013
Table 3.1.1.4b(2013): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2013
Table 3.1.1.1(2012): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2012

Table 3.1.1.2a(2012): First instance other than criminal cases - incomingin 2012
Table 3.1.1.2b(2012): First instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2012

Table 3.1.1.3(2012):

First instance other than criminal cases - resolved in 2012

Table 3.1.1.4a(2012): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2012
Table 3.1.1.4b(2012): First instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2012
Clearance Rate and Disposition Time for first instance other than criminal cases

Table 3.2.1.1(2021):
Table 3.2.1.2(2021):
Table 3.2.1.1(2020):
Table 3.2.1.2(2020):
Table 3.2.1.1(2019):
Table 3.2.1.2(2019):
Table 3.2.1.1(2018):
Table 3.2.1.2(2018):
Table 3.2.1.1(2017):
Table 3.2.1.2(2017):
Table 3.2.1.1(2016):
Table 3.2.1.2(2016):
Table 3.2.1.1(2015):
Table 3.2.1.2(2015):

Table 3.2.1.1 (2014):
Table 3.2.1.2 (2014):

Table 3.2.1.1(2013):
Table 3.2.1.2(2013):
Table 3.2.1.1(2012):
Table 3.2.1.2(2012):

Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2018 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2018 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2017 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2017 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2016 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2016 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2015 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2015 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2014 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2014 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 2013 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2013 (Q91)
Clearance rate for first instance other than criminal cases in 20212 (Q91)
Disposition time for first instance other than criminal cases in 2012 (Q91)
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Variations of first instance other than criminal cases by case categories

Table 3.3.1: First instance courts, variation of incoming other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.3.2: First instance courts, variation of resolved other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.3.3: First instance courts, variation of pending on 31 Dec. other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.3.4: First instance courts, variation of Clearance rate of other than criminal law cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.3.5: First instance courts, variation of Clearance rate of other than criminal law cases between 2012 and 2021

Table 3.3.6: First instance variation of Disposition time of other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.3.7: First instance variation of Disposition time of other than criminal cases between 2012 and 2021 (Q91)

Specific categories of first instance cases

Table 3.4.1(2021): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2021 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2020): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2020 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2019): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2019 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2018): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2018 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2017): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2017 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2016): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2016 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2015): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2015 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2014): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2014 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2013): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2013 (Q101)

Table 3.4.1(2012): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) in 2012 (Q101)

Clearance rate and Disposition time for specific categories of first instance cases

Table 3.5.1(2021): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2021 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2020): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2020 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2019): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2019 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2018): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2018 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2017): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2017 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2016): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2016 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2015): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2015 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2014): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2014 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2013): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2013 (Q101)

Table 3.5.1(2012): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific case categories in 2012 (Q101)

Variations of CR and DT for specific categories of first instance cases

Table 3.6.1: First instance courts variation of Clearance rate (in percent points) and Disposition time (in percent) for specific
case categories between 2020 and 2021 (Q101)

Table 3.6.2: First instance courts variation of Clearance rate (in percent points) and Disposition time (in percent) for specific
case categories between 2012 and 2021 (Q101)

Second instance other than criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.7.1(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending cases on 1st Jan. 2021

Table 3.7.2a(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.7.2b(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - incoming cases in 2021

Table 3.7.3a(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - resolved cases in 2021

Table 3.7.3b(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - resolved cases per 100 inhabitants in 2021

Table 3.7.4a(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending cases on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.7.4b(2021): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending cases on 31 Dec. 2021)
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Table 3.7.5(2021): Second instance cibil (and commercial) litigious and administrative cases - pending more than 2 years in
2021

Table 3.7.1(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q97)
Table 3.7.2a(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Incoming cases (Q97)

Table 3.7.2b(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants (Q1, Q97)
Table 3.7.3a(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Resolved cases (Q97)

Table 3.7.3b(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Resolved cases per 100 inhabitants (Q1, Q97)

Table 3.7.4a(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q97)

Table 3.7.4b(2020): Second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants (Q1,
Q97)

Table 3.7.5(2020): Second instance cibil (and commercial) litigious and administrative cases - pending more than 2 years in
2021

Table 3.7.1(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.7.2a(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - incoming 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.7.2b(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - incoming 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.7.3a(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - resolved 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.7.3b(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - resolved 1st Jan. 2019
Table 3.7.4a(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2019

Table 3.7.4b(2019): Second instance other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2019
Table 3.7.5(2019): Second instance courts, number of civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending older
than 2 years in 2019 (Q97)

Clearance rate and Disposition time for second instance other than criminal cases

Table 3.8.1(2021): Clearance rate for second instance other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q97)

Table 3.8.2(2021): Disposition time for second instance other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q97)

Table 3.8.1(2020): Clearance rate for second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q97)

Table 3.8.2(2020): Disposition time for second instance other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q97)

Table 3.8.1(2019): Clearance rate for second instance other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q97)

Table 3.8.2(2019): Disposition time for second instance other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q97)

Variations of second instance other than criminal cases by case categories

Table 3.9.1: Second instance courts, variation of incoming other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.9.2: Second instance courts, variation of resolved other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.9.3: Second instance courts, variation of other than criminal cases pending on 31 Dec. between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.9.4: Second instance courts, variation of Clearance rate of other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.9.5: Second instance courts, variation of Disposition time of other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Supreme court other than criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.10.1(2021): Supreme court other than criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. in 2021

Table 3.10.2a(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.10.2b(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.10.3a(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.10.3b(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.10.4a(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec.2021

Table 3.10.4b(2021): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec.2021

Table 3.10.5(2021): Supreme courts, number of civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending older than 2
years in 2021 (Q99)

Table 3.10.1(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 1 Jan. 2020

Table 3.10.2a(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.10.2b(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.10.3a(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.10.3b(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.10.4a(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020
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Table 3.10.4b(2020): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020
Table 3.10.5(2020): Supreme courts, number of civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending older than 2
years in 2020 (Q99)

Table 3.10.1(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 1 Jan. 2019
Table 3.10.2a(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming 2019

Table 3.10.2b(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - incoming 2019

Table 3.10.3a(2019): Supreme courts, nhumber of other than criminal cases - resolved 2019

Table 3.10.3b(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - resolved 2019

Table 3.10.4a(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2019

Table 3.10.4b(2019): Supreme courts, number of other than criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2019
Table 3.10.5(2019): Supreme courts, number of civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases - Pending older than 2
years in 2019 (Q99)

Clearance rate and Disposition time for Supreme court other than criminal cases

Table 3.11.1(2021): Clearance rate of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q99)

Table 3.11.2(2021): Disposition time (in days) of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2021 (Q99)
Table 3.11.1(2020): Clearance rate of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q99)

Table 3.11.2(2020): Disposition time (in days) of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2020 (Q99)
Table 3.11.1(2019): Clearance rate of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q99)

Table 3.11.2(2019): Disposition time (in days) of the Supreme court other than criminal cases in 2019 (Q99)
Variations of Supreme court other than criminal cases by case categories

Table 3.12.1: Supreme courts, variation of incoming other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.12.2: Supreme courts, variation of resolved other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Table 3.12.3: Supreme courts, variation of pending 31 Dec. other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.12.4: Supreme courts, variation of clearance rate of other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.12.5: Supreme courts, variation of disposition time of other than criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
European Comission templates for first instance cases

Table 3.13.1 (EC): Disposition time* (in days) for first instance total of other than criminal cases**, from 2012 to 2021 (Q91)

Table 3.13.2 (EC): Disposition time* (in days) for first instance civil and commercial litigious cases, from 2012 to 2021 (Q91)

Table 3.13.3 (EC): Disposition time* (in days) for first instance administrative law cases, from 2012 to 2021 (Q91)
Table 3.13.4 (EC): Clearance rate* (in percentage) of first instance total of other than criminal cases**, from 2012 to 2021

(Q91)

Table 3.13.5 (EC): Clearance rate* (in percentage) for first instance civil and commercial litigious cases from 2012 to 2021
(Q91)

Table 3.13.6 (EC): Clearance rate* (in percentage) for first instance administrative cases, from 2012 to 2021 (Q91)

Table 3.13.7 (EC): Number of first instance total other than criminal* pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants, from 2012
to 2021 (Q1, Q91)

Table 3.13.8 (EC): Number of first instance civil and commercial litigious pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants, from
2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q91)

Table 3.13.9 (EC): Number of first instance administrative cases pending on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2021
(Q1, Q91)

Table 3.13.10 (EC): Number of first instance total other than criminal* incoming cases per 100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2021

(Q1, Q91)
Table 3.13.11 (EC): Number of first instance civil and commercial litigious incoming cases per 100 inhabitants, from 2012 to
2021 (Q1, Q91)

Table 3.13.12 (EC): Number of first instance administrative incoming cases per 100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q91)
First instance criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.14.1a(2021): First instance criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2021

Table 3.14.1b(2021): First instance criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2021

Table 3.14.2a(2021): First instance criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.14.2b(2021): First instance criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.14.3a(2021): First instance criminal cases - resolved in 2021
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Table 3.14.3b(2021): First instance criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.14.4a(2021): First instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.14.4b(2021): First instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.14.5(2021): First instance criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2021

Table 3.14.1(2020): First instance criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2020

Table 3.14.2a(2020): First instance criminal cases - incoming 2020

Table 3.14.2b(2020): First instance criminal cases - incoming 2020

Table 3.14.3a(2020): First instance criminal cases - resolved 2020

Table 3.14.3b(2020): First instance criminal cases - resolved 2020

Table 3.14.4a(2020): First instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

Table 3.14.4b(2020): First instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

Table 3.14.5(2020): First instance criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2020
Clearance rate and Disposition time for first instance criminal cases

Table 3.15.1(2021): Clearance rate of first instance criminal cases in 2021 (Q94)

Table 3.15.2(2021): Disposition time (in days) of first instance criminal cases in 2021 (Q94)
Table 3.15.1(2020): Clearance rate of first instance criminal cases in 2020 (Q94)

Table 3.15.2(2020): Disposition time (in days) of first instance criminal cases in 2020 (Q94)
Variations for first instance criminal cases by case categories

Table 3.16.1: First instance courts, variation of incoming criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.16.2: First instance courts, variation of resolved criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.16.3: First instance courts, variation of pending cases 31 Dec. between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.16.4: First instance courts, variation of Clearence rate of criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.16.5: First instance courts, variation of Disposition time of criminal cases between 2020 and 2021

Specific categories of first instance cases

Table 3.16.6 (2021): First instance courts, number of cases for specific criminal case categories (robery cases and intentional
homicide cases) in 2021 (Q101)

Table 3.16.6 (2020): First instance courts, number of cases for specific criminal case categories (robery cases and intentional
homicide cases) in 2020 (Q101)

Clearance rate and Disposition time for specific categories of first instance cases
Table 3.16.7 (2021): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific criminal case categories in 2021 (Q101)

Table 3.16.7 (2020): Clearance rate and Disposition time of first instance specific criminal case categories in 2020 (Q101)

Variation for specific categories of first instance criminal cases
Table 3.16.8: First instance courts variation of Clearance rate (in percent points) and Disposition time (in percent) for specific
case categories between 2020 and 2021 (Q101)

Second instance criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.17.1(2021): Second instance criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2021
Table 3.17.2a(2021): Second instance criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.17.2b(2021): Second instance criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.17.3a(2021): Second instance criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.17.3b(2021): Second instance criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.17.4a(2021): Second instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021
Table 3.17.4b(2021): Second instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021
Table 3.17.5(2021): Second instance criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2021
Table 3.17.1(2020): Second instance criminal cases - pending cases on 1st Jan. 2020
Table 3.17.2a(2020): Second instance criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.17.2b(2020): Second instance criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.17.3a(2020): Second instance criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.17.3b(2020): Second instance criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.17.4a(2020): Second instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020
Table 3.17.4b(2020): Second instance criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 211/1402



Table 3.17.5(2020): Second instance criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2020

Clearance rate and Disposition time for second instance criminal cases

Table 3.18.1(2021): Clearance rate of second instance criminal cases in 2021 (Q98)

Table 3.18.2(2021): Disposition time (in days) of second instance criminal cases in 2021 (Q98)

Table 3.18.1(2020): Clearance rate of second instance criminal cases in 2020 (Q98)

Table 3.18.2(2020): Disposition time (in days) of second instance criminal cases in 2020 (Q98)
Variations for second instance criminal cases by case catogories

Table 3.19.1: Second instance courts, variation of incoming criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.19.2: Second instance courts, variation of resolved criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.19.3: Second instance courts, variation of pending 31 Dec. criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.19.4: Second instance courts, variation of Clearence rate criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Table 3.19.5: Second instance courts, variation of Disposition time criminal cases between 2020 and 2021
Supreme court criminal cases by case categories and by case status

Table 3.20.1(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal law cases - pending on 1st Jan.2021

Table 3.20.2a(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.20.2b(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - incoming in 2021

Table 3.20.3a(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.20.3b(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - resolved in 2021

Table 3.20.4a(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.20.4b(2021): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2021

Table 3.20.5(2021): Supreme court criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2021

Table 3.20.1(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - pending on 1st Jan. 2020

Table 3.20.2a(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.20.2b(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - incoming in 2020

Table 3.20.3a(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.20.3b(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - resolved in 2020

Table 3.20.4a(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

Table 3.20.4b(2020): Supreme courts, number of criminal cases - pending on 31 Dec. 2020

Table 3.20.5(2020): Supreme court criminal cases - pending more than 2 years in 2020

Clearance rate and Disposition time for Supreme court criminal cases

Table 3.21.1(2021): Supreme courts, Clearance rate (in percentage) for criminal cases in 2021 (Q100)
Table 3.21.2(2021): Supreme courts, Disposition time (in days) for criminal cases in 2021 (Q100)
Table 3.21.1(2020): Supreme courts, Clearance rate (in percentage) for criminal cases in 2020 (Q100)
Table 3.21.2(2020): Supreme courts, Disposition time (in days) for criminal cases in 2020 (Q100)

Variations for Supreme Courts criminal cases by case categories

Table 3.22.1: Supreme courts, variation (in percentage) of incoming criminal law cases per 100 inhabitants between 2020 and
2021 (Q1, Q98)

Table 3.22.2: Supreme courts, variation (in percentage) of resolved criminal law cases per 100 inhabitants between 2020 and
2021 (Q1, Q98)

Table 3.22.3: Supreme courts, variation (in percentage) of the pending criminal law cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants
between 2020 and 2021 (Q1, Q98)

Table 3.22.4: Supreme courts, variation of clearance rate (in percentage points) criminal cases between 2020 and 2021 (Q98)

Table 3.22.5: Supreme courts, variation of disposition time (in percentage) criminal cases between 2020 and 2021 (Q98)
Indicator 3: The performance of courts at all stages of the proceedings - comments by country
Indicator 3: The performance of courts at all stages of the proceedings - comments by question

Table 4.1.1 (2021): Public prosecution: Case flow management in 2021
Absolute values (Q107 and Q109)
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Table 4.1.2 (2021): Public prosecution: Case flow management in 2021

Per 100 inhabitants (Q107 and Q109)

Table 4.1.1 (2020): Public prosecution: Case flow management in 2020

Absolute values (Q107 and Q109)

Table 4.1.2 (2020): Public prosecution: Case flow management in 2020

Per 100 inhabitants (Q107 and Q109)

Table 4.1.3: Public prosecution: Case flow management: variation (%) between 2020 and 2021

Per 100 inhabitants (Q1, Q107)

Table 4.1.4 (2021): Public prosecution: Total number of first instance criminal cases per first instance prosecutor in 2021
(Q55, Q107 and Q109)

Table 4.1.4 (2020): Public prosecution: Total number of first instance criminal cases per first instance prosecutor in 2020
(Q55, Q107 and Q109)

Table 4.1.5: Public prosecution: Variation (%) of the number of first instance criminal cases per first instance prosecutor
between 2020 and 2021 (Q55, Q107)

Table 4.1.6 (2021): Public prosecution: Ratio of processed cases as well as pending cases with incoming cases in 2021

(Q107)

Table 4.1.6 (2020): Public prosecution: Ratio of processed cases as well as pending cases with incoming cases in 2020

(Q107)

Table 4.1.7: Public prosecution: Variation (%) of the ratio between processed and incoming cases and variation (%) of the ratio
between pending cases at the year with incoming cases, between 2020 and 2021 (Q107)

Table 4.1.8 (2021): Public prosecution: Distribution of different categories of processed cases within all processed cases in
2021 (Q107)

Table 4.1.8 (2020): Public prosecution: Distribution of different categories of processed cases within all processed cases in
2020 (Q107)

Table 4.2 (2021) Number of cases concluded with the guilty plea procedure in 2021 (Q107-1)

Table 4.2 (2020) Number of cases concluded with the guilty plea procedure in 2020 (Q107-1)

Table 4.3.1 (a) Evolution of the approved budget of public prosecution from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q13)

Table 4.3.1 (b) Evolution of the approved budget of public prosecution per inhabitant from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q13)
Table 4.3.2 (a) Evolution of the absolute implemented budget of public prosecution from 2014 to 2021 (Q13)

Table 4.3.2 (b) Evolution of the implemented budget of public prosecution per inhabitant from 2014 to 2021 (Q1, Q13)
Indicator 4: Systems for measuring and evaluating the performance of courts - comments by country

Indicator 4: Systems for measuring and evaluating the performance of courts - comments by question

Legal aid

Table 5.1 Type of legal aid in 2021 (Q16)

Table 5.2 Legal aid coverage of enforcement and other costs in 2021 (Q18 and Q19)

Table 5.3 (EC) Coverage of legal aid (other than criminal cases) in 2021 (Q16, Q18 and Q19)

Table 5.4.1 (2021) Number of cases for which legal aid has been granted in 2021 (Q20)

Table 5.4.2 (2021) Number of cases for which legal aid has been granted per 100 inhabitants in 2021 (Q1, Q20)
Table 5.4.1 (2020) Number of cases for which legal aid has been granted in 2020 (Q20)

Table 5.4.2 (2020) Number of cases for which legal aid has been granted per 100 inhabitants in 2020 (Q1, Q20)

Table 5.4.3 Variation (%) of the number of cases for which legal aid has been granted per 100 inhabitants between 2020 and
2021 (Q1, Q20)

Table 5.5 Timeframes of the procedure for granting legal aid in 2021 (Q20-1)

(in relation to the duration (in days) from the initial legal aid request to the final approval of the legal aid request)

System for compensating users

Table 5.7.1 (2021) System for compensating users: number of requests for compensations and condemnations by specific
circumstances in 2021 (Q37)

Table 5.7.1 (2020) System for compensating users: number of requests for compensations and condemnations by specific
circumstances in 2020 (Q37)

Table 5.7.2 (2021) System for compensating users: amounts by specific circumstances in 2021 (Q37)

Table 5.7.2 (2020) System for compensating users by specific circumstances in 2020 (Q37)

Indicator 5: Legal aid - comments by country
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Indicator 5: Legal aid - comments by question

Table 6.1 Writing assistance tools in 2021 (Q62-7, Q62-7-1)

Table 6.2 Voice recording tools in 2021 (Q62-8, Q62-8-1)

Table 6.3 Budgetary and financial management systems of courts in 2021 (Q63-6)

Table 6.4 Measurement tools to assess the workload of judges, prosecutors and/or non/judge/non-prosecutor staff in 2021
(Q63-7, Q63-7-1)

Indicator 6: The ICT tools of courts and for court users - comments by country

Indicator 6: The ICT tools of courts and for court users - comments by question

Professional judges and non-judge staff

Table 7.1.1 Total number of professional judges from 2012 to 2021
All instances - absolute number (Q46)

Table 7.1.1a Total number of professional judges from 2012 to 2021
All instances - per 100 000 inhabitants (Q1, Q46)

Table 7.1.2 Variations of the total number of professional judges (between 2012 and 2021 and between 2020 and 2021) (Q46)
Table 7.1.3 Total number of professional judges by instance in 2012, 2020 and 2021 (abosolute number) and their
variations(Q46)

Table 7.1.3a Professional judges by instance in 2012, 2020 and 2021

Per 100 000 inhabitants (Q1, Q46)

Table 7.1.4 Total number of judges (FTE) by case category in 2021 (Q46-2)

Table 7.1.5 Total professional judges: distribution of males and females in 2012, 2020 and 2021 (Q46)

Table 7.1.6 First instance professional judges: distribution of males and females in 2012, 2020 and 2021 (Q46)

Table 7.1.7 Second instance professional judges: distribution of males and females in 2012, 2020 and 2021 (Q46)

Table 7.1.8 Supreme Court professional judge: distribution of males and females in 2012, 2020 and 2021 (Q46)

Table 7.2.1 Total number of non-judge staff (absolute number and per 100 000 inhabitants) and their distribution by category
in 2021 (Q1, Q52)

Table 7.2.2 Total number of non-judge staff (absolute number) from 2012 to 2021 and their variations (Q52)

Table 7.2.2a Total number of non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q52)

Table 7.2.3 Number of non-judge staff by instance in 2021 (Q52-1)

Table 7.2.4 Non-judge staff: distribution of males and females by instance in 2021 (Q52-1)

Table 7.2.5 Number of professional judges and number of non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2021 (Q1,
Q46, Q52)

Table 7.2.6 Ratio between non-judge staff and judges from 2012 to 2021 (Q46, Q52)

Public prosecutors and non-prosecutor staff
Table 7.3.1 Total number of prosecutors (absolute number and per 100 000 inhabitants) and their distribution by instance in
2021 (Q1, Q55)

Table 7.3.2 Public prosecutors: distribution of males and females by instance in 2021 (Q55)

Table 7.4.1 Total number of non-prosecutor staff and the distribution of males and females in 2021 (Q1, Q60)
Table 7.4.2 Total number of public prosecutors and non-prosecutor staff and their ratio 2020 and 2021 (Q55, Q60)
Salaries of judges and public prosecutors

Table 7.5.1 Annual salaries of judges and public prosecutors in 2021 (Q4 and Q132)

Table 7.5.2 Ratio of annual salaries of judges and public prosecutors with annual gross salary in the country in 2021 (Q4 and
Q132)

Table 7.5.3: Existence of additional benefits for judges and public prosecutors in 2021 (Q133)

Disciplinary proceedings against judges and prosecutors

Table 7.5.4 (2021) Number of disciplinary proceedings initiated against judges and prosecutors in 2021 (Q144)
Table 7.5.5 (2021) Number of disciplinary sanctions pronounced against professional judges in 2021 (Q145)
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Table 7.5.6 (2021) Number of disciplinary sanctions pronounced against public prosecutors in 2021 (Q145)

Lawyers

Table 7.6.1 Number of lawyers (absolute number and per 100 000 inhabitants) from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q146, Q147)

Table 7.6.2 Variations (in percentage) of the total number of lawyers* (between 2020 and 2021 and between 2012 and 2021)
(Q1, Q146, Q147)

Table 7.6.3 Number of professional judges and lawyers* per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q46, Q146, Q147)
Lawyers

Table 7.7 (EC) Total number of professional judges sitting in courts per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q46)
Table 7.8 (EC) Number of lawyers* per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q146, Q147)

Indicator 7: Professionals of justice - comments by country

Indicator 7: Professionals of justice - comments by question

Table 8.1 Number of accredited or registered mediators for court related mediation (absolute values and per 100 000
inhabitants) from 2012 to 2021 (Q1, Q166)

Table 8.2(EC) Number of court related mediation procedures (absolute values) in 2021 (Q167)

Table 8.3 Number of court related mediation procedures (per 100 000 inhabitants) in 2021 (Q1, Q167)
Indicator 8: The existence and use of alternative dispute resolution methods - comments by country
Indicator 8: The existence and use of alternative dispute resolution methods - comments by question
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General data: economic and
demographic data
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General data: economic and demographic data in 2021 (Q1, Q3, Q4, Q5)

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

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum

Nb of values
% of NA
% of NAP

*In current prices

Population

8 978 929
11 569 034
6 838 937
3871833
904 700

10 516 707
5873 420
1330068
5548 241
67 626 000
83 237 124
10 678 632
9 689 010
5123 536
58 983 122
1875757
2 805 998
645 397
516 102
17 509 672
38 088 000
10 352 042
19 038 098
5434712
2107 180
47 435 597
10 452 326

16 556 673
8 978 929
516 102
83 237 124

27
0%
0%

** Local currency needed to obtain 1 €

GDP* per capita
(in €)

45 030
43 937
9 868
14 773
23 436
22 267
57 320
23 641
43 483
36 660
42 918
17 013
15 401
85 061
30 036
17 454
19 760
114 400
28 216
49 100
13 691
20 528
12 510
15 660
24 678
25404
50 876

33 449
24 678
9 868
114 400

€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€
€

€
€
€
€

27

0%
0%

Average gross
annual salary
(in €)

36 283 €
44 023 €
9514 €

15309 €
25116 €
18 296 €
42 403 €
18 576 €
47 516 €
37742 €
54 163 €
NA

14 906 €
44 912 €
31484 €
15324 €
19 084 €
67 574 €
19755 €
64 300 €
15397 €
18 729 €
14 093 €
14 532 €
23635 €
24 271 €
43 384 €

30012 €
23 953 €
9514 €
67 574 €

27
4%
0%

Exchange rate** in
2022
(on 1st Jan. 2022)

NAP
NAP
1,96
7,52
NAP

24,86
7,44
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

369,00
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
4,59
NAP
4,95
NAP
NAP
NAP

10,26



General data

Comments provided by the national correspondents

Question 001. Number of inhabitants (if possible on 1 January of the reference year +1)

Question 003. Per capita GDP (in €) in current prices for the reference year

Question 004. Average gross annual salary (in €) for the reference year

Question 005. Exchange rate of national currency (non-Euro zone) in € on 1 January of the reference year +1

Austria

Q004 (General Comment): Since the 2010 evaluation, the provided figure corresponds to the average gross income including
taxes and social expenses borne by the employee, but not employer’s contribution for social insurance. This is in line with the
figures given in question 132 (gross annual salary of judges and prosecutors).

Q004 (2021): Not available yet.
Q004 (2019): 2018 data has been communicated, pending 2019 data.

Belgium

Q001 (2021): source Statbel: https://www.ibz.rrn.fgov.be/fileadmin/user_upload/fr/pop/statistiques/population-bevolking-
20220101.pdf
Q001 (2020): La source : Statbel

Q001 (2016): Number of inhabitants 1/1/2017
Q003 (2017): Gross domestic product at market prices
Q004 (2021): The average gross annual salary is 44022,8 euros, source National Bank of Belgium.

Q004 (2020):
Answer provided based on the latest data published by the National Accounts (April 2021).
Q004 (2019): Average gross annual salary for employees (both full-time and part-time).

Q004 (2016): Average gross salary for a full-time employee (without exceptional bonuses and vacation pay)

Bulgaria

Q003 (2021): Preliminary estimates. We confirm the nominal growth of 11.57% for the indicator GDP per capita in current
prices for 2021 (preliminary data) compared with 2020. The result is based on an increase in nominal GDP and a decrease in
the average annual population.

Q003 (2020): The data per capita GDP (in €)