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POLAND

Population

38244000

GDP per capita

12953 €
CoE Median 20 301 €

€ Avg gross annual salary

13437 €
| CoE Median 20 612 €

Judicial system Courts Prosecution services Legal aid

NA of GDP

CoE Median:0,30%

NA per inh.

CoE Median: 64,50

50.6 per inh. 16.5 per inh.

CoE Median: 13,86

NA per inh.

CoE Median: 3,08

CoE Median: 43,53
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Budget : The judicial system budget cannot be calculated, because data on the legal aid budget are partial. In 2020, the court
budget represents 50,6 € per inhab., while the prosecution services’ budget is 16,51 €. Both values are slightly above the CoE
median. In 2020, Poland significantly increased the implemented budget for new court buildings (+117%) and most of the
construction investments have been completed.

Organisation of courts
In Poland, there are four levels of courts but only three instances. District courts are 1st instance courts, regional courts are 1st

and 2nd instance courts, appellate courts are 2nd instance courts. The highest instance courts are the Supreme Court and the
Supreme Administrative Court.

ICT in judiciary

Poland has an ICT index of 7,1 which is slightly above the CoE median and is a remarkable increase of 2,5 points compared to
2018. The development is stronger in civil and administrative then in criminal matters. The improvements seem noticeable in
many observed ICT tools and system applications. The share of the ICT budget within the court budget is of 4,5% which is above
the CoE median.

Child-friendly justice

The project Barnahus implemented in Poland is aimed at the implementation of the Children’s Assistance Centres network. A
special helpline for minors, parents and teachers exists. The website of the largest NGO protecting children from abuse provides
information on trainings for professionals. In 2020, there were 306 child-friendly rooms in common courts. The judge can
appoint experts e.g. psychologists to hold a joint hearing.
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Efficiency: General conclusions on which instance and matter are
the most efficient in 2020 cannot be carried out because it is not
possible to separate 2nd from 3rd instance administrative cases,
both dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court. For that
reason, the highest Disposition Time appears for 2nd instance
administrative cases. Conversely, the lowest Disposition Time is
in 2nd instance criminal cases.

The Covid-19 pandemic had visible consequences on the work of
courts and judges and caused a decrease in the number of both
incoming and resolved cases. The Disposition Time increased in a
particularly visible manner for first and second instance civil and
second instance administrative cases. Contrary, the DT improved
in respect of 1st and 3rd instance criminal cases, as well as 3rd
instance civil cases.



POLAND

Human resources (per 100 000 inhabitants) M Poland [l CoE Median

Professional judges Non-judge staff Prosecutors
2020 22 D o HEEEED s EEEEENEED
2018 2545 | 17,94 105.86 | 59,69 14.84 | 11,22
2016 25.97 | 17,63 112.34 | 59,30 15.19 | 10,86
2014 2623 | 18,06 107.89 | 55,33 15.27 | 10,27
2012 26.25 | 17,41 106.00 | 54,46 15.72 | 10,44
2010 2781 | 16,88 94.10 | 61,05 14.84 | 9,83

Gender balance

Court presidents Heads of prosecution offices

36% 38%

53% 57% 48% 47% 55% 56%
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Non-judge staff Non-prosecutor staff
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@ % Female 75% 71% 67% 72%
. 84% 80%
— % Female CoE Median 50% 36%
NA
2012 2020 2012 2020 2020

Courts (per 100 000 inhabitants)

Distribution (%) of 1st instance
specialised and general
jurisdiction courts

First instance general and specialised courts (legal entities)
@ General jurisdiction courts @ Specialised courts

.\_ e
0,96 0,94 0,95 0,95
0,74 0,75
6% 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,07 0,06
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
43% All courts (geographic location)
’ @®Poland @ CoE median
. 1,60 1,49 1,50
1,64 1,66 49 —
1,49 1,29
- 1,04 1,04
@® Specialised courts
General courts
® CoE median 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
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Non-prosecutor staff

257 D

2127 | 14,98
19.74 | 14,60
18.71 | 14,57
19.04 | 14,56
19.39 | 12,94

Absolute gross salaries

Salary at the begining of career

46 149 €

Judges
5796 €

37 304 €
Prosecutors
25796 €

Salary at the end of career

90 287 €

Judges
1941 €

67 051 €
Prosecutors
71941 €

ICT in judiciary

Lawyers
15000 D) 5:
138.19 | 127,08
125.71 J220,25
137.05 |416)17
114.12 112,56
101.44 102,03

Ratio with the average
annual gross salary

Salary at the begining of career

Salary at the end of career

——

5.4

(index from 0 to 10)

Index Total
Deployment rate Civil
Criminal

Administrative
Communication with Civil

courts L
Criminal

Administrative
Courts and case Civil
management @il
Administrative
Decision support Civil
Criminal

Administrative

/oAl
6.86
5.69
8.31
5.72
3.11
8.43
8.94
8.94
8.94
6.87
6.91
6.09
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POLAND

CEPEJ efficien

Clearance Rate (CR) = (Resolved cases/ Incoming cases) *100
CR >100%, court/judicial system is able to resolve more cases than it received => backlog is decreasing
CR < 100%, court/judicial system is able to resolve fewer cases than it received => backlog is increasing

Instance
Highest Instance

2nd Instance
Dispostion Time (DT) = (Pending cases / Resolved cases) *365 u

The Disposition Time (DT) is the theoretical time for a pending case to be resolved, taken into consideration the current pace of work Il 1stinstance
Clearance Rate Disposition Time (in days) Evolution of Disposition Time
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
. . ‘ :100% Civil
Civil Highest Instance  126.5% 103.0% 156 172 NA NA 187 180 250 156

2nd Instance 105. 2%

10429 188 - m 45 m 71 m 8 M 105 W 137 B 188

Criminal Highest Instance  110.7% . 151 S 95 134 109 97 242 151
| 101,0% 120

2nd Instance 990%_994% cill | m 53 W 48 = 3y m 39 = 43 m 6l

|149 M o5 M M9 Mo Ei1  m 8

e e 08.0% _94 - 3 |
Administrative

Administrative Highest Instance 101,2% NA 249 445 NA NA 607 535 NA

2nd Instance 109.8% _oo - 618 B W By B By P
1st Instance 95.0% —|.9715% 150 [ |358 M1 W12 W13 W13 M1 Hi1s0

Public prosecution services

Total number of criminal cases of 1st instance per 100 inhabitants Distribution of processed cases per 100 inhabitants Distribution of discontinued cases per 100 inhabitants

33064 i . i ; Discontinued because the offender could not i
I I 22192 2 82 Discontinued during the reference year 1.01 _:d88 be identified 0.34 -:0’32

Concluded by a penalty or a measure imposed : Discontinued due to the lack of an established :
- . 0.07 §: o ; : 0.20 :
or negotiated by the public prosecutor 0,11 offence or a specific legal situation 10,60
Cases closed by the public prosecutor for ; Discontinued by the public prosecutor for ;
1.04 : 0.37
other reasons . reasons of opportunity .

Cases brought to court 0.72 _ Discontinued for other reasons 0.11 %
2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 £ c

Note: There are different methodologies on calculating number of cases in prosecution statistics by event or by perpetrator. CEPEJ collects data per case (event) but some countries present it by perpetrator.

udiciary related websites

1. Legal texts 2. Case-law of the higher court/s 3. Information about the judicial system
isap.sejm.gov.pl orzeczenia.ms.gov.pl ms.gov.pl



