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Presentation

In the Action Plan adopted in Warsaw (May 2005) within the framework of
their 3rd Summit, the Heads of State and government of the Council of
Europe's member states have expressed their support for and their wish to
strengthen the process for evaluating judicial systems set up by the CEPEJ.

The CEPEJ presents today the 2008 Edition of its report, drawn on the 2006
data1. The report has been adopted by the CEPEJ in July 20082. It is unique
in the number of subjects and countries that are covered. Such reports will
be published regularly, thus enabling assessment of evolutions of the public
services of justice for 800 million Europeans.

The methodology used, with the great contribution and support of the
member states of the Council of Europe, makes it possible to present a
picture, which is more and more detailed from one edition to another, of the
judicial systems of 45 European states3. Some main trends have been
identified, as well as reform processes that have been initiated. Relying on
those data, the CEPEJ can now propose concrete solutions to evaluate and
improve the quality and efficiency of justice in Europe.

The CEPEJ highly encourages policy makers and researchers to use this
unique information to develop studies and feed the indispensable European
debate and the reforms, the necessity for which is regularly reminded by the
case-law of the European Court of Human Rights and the events in our
member states. From this particularly rich database, the CEPEJ has started,
in conjunction with universities and research institutes, to undertake in
between every exercise, a series of in-depth analysis on specific issues,
published within the series: "CEPEJ Studies".

The purpose of this document is not a synthesis of a bulky report, but
is only to highlight, in an easily readable format, some of its elements
to give desire for taking time “to go further”. In this overview, only brief
comments follow the graphs and tables extracted from the report, but
they refer to the full report which enables an approach deepened with
all the necessary methodological elements for rigorous analysis and
comparisons (see www.coe.int/CEPEJ).

1 This Edition follows the report of the pilot exercise conducted in 2004 and the 2006 Edition of the
Report, based on the 2004 data.
2 The report is based on a draft prepared by the CEPEJ working group chaired by Jean-Paul JEAN
(France) and composed of Fausto de SANTIS (Italy, President of the CEPEJ), Elsa GARCIA-
MALTRAS DE BLAS (Spain), Beata Z. GRUSZCZYŃSKA (Poland), Adis HODZIC (Bosnia and
Herzegovina), Georg STAWA (Austria), Dražen TRIPALO (Croatia), Frans van der DOELEN (The
Netherlands), Mikhail VINOGRADOV / Konstantin KOSORUKOV (Russian Federation) and the
scientific expert Marta ZIMOLAG (Poland).
3 45 member states out of 47 have participated to the evaluation process. Only Liechtenstein has
not been able to provide data for this report. Data from San Marino have not been received in due
time to be processed in the report. The results for the United Kingdom are presented separately for
England and Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland, as the three judicial systems are organised on
different basis and operate independently form each other.
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All the data given by the member states are available on the CEPEJ website.
The national answers also contain descriptions of the judicial systems and
explanations which contribute to a large extent to the comprehension of the
given data. Thus, a genuine database of the judicial systems of the Council
of Europe’s member states is easily accessible to citizens, policy makers,
legal practitioners, academics and researchers.

Warning

Throughout its report, the CEPEJ has highlighted the numerous
methodological problems encountered and the choices which have been
made. It is advisable to refer to them constantly to avoid hasty analyses and
meaningless conclusions. Comparing quantitative figures from different
countries, with different geographical, economic, and judicial situations is a
difficult task which must be addressed cautiously. To compare the judicial
systems of various states, it is in particular necessary to highlight the
specificities which explain biases and variations from one country to another
(level of wealth, different judicial structures, data collection). A detailed
attention was paid to the terms used and to the definition and use of
concepts, which were specified with the national correspondents entrusted
with the coordination of data collection in the countries. Only an attentive
reading of the report and a rigorous crossing of data can make it possible to
draw analyses and conclusions. Figures cannot be passively taken one after
the others, but must be interpreted in the light of the methodological notes
and comments.

Comparing is not ranking. But each rigorous reader has with this report a
huge sum of data and methodological elements for an in-depth study by
choosing relevant clusters of countries: according to the characteristics of
the judicial systems (for instance civil law and common law countries;
countries in transition or with old judicial traditions), geographical criteria
(size, population) or economic criteria (for instance within or outside the Euro
zone). The size of the countries is also a discriminating element. Thus, the
smallest states of the Council of Europe (Andorra or Monaco) cannot be
compared according to a scale “for 100.000 inhabitants”. Other
complementary methods are proposed, by using ratios such as the GDP and
the average gross annual salary per inhabitant.
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1. Public expenditures allocated to courts, prosecution system and
legal aid

According to the states, there are common or distinct modalities for funding
courts, public prosecution systems and legal aid. These three elements have
been broken up as much as possible so as to allow comparisons, both of the
means allocated to prosecution or judgement activities (despite the
differences between the organisation of the systems) and of the amounts
allocated to access to justice. This information thus gives an overall view of
the budgets concerning most of the member states of the Council of Europe.
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Figure 1. Total public budget allocated to the judicial system (courts,
prosecution and legal aid) per inhabitant in 2006, in €
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NB: see also in the full report the budget expressed as a percentage of the GDP per
capita.
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Figure 2. Relative distribution between the budget of the courts,
prosecution and legal aid
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In most of the member States of the Council of Europe, the budget allocated
to the courts has increased over the last five years. Reasons for this
increase are related in particular to the rise in personnel costs, higher costs
for renting, the functioning and/or maintenance of court buildings, inflation or
a rise in the living standards, or the implementation of a judicial reform
programme.
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Concerning the budgetary components of the court budget, most of the costs
are related to the payment of the salaries of judges and court staff. To a
much lesser extent, judicial expenses contribute to the court budget.
Maintenance and investment in court buildings is a substantial share of the
total court budget in Cyprus, Ireland, Georgia and UK-Scotland. With a
growing computerization of society, it is expected that courts will invest more
in IT. Large shares of the IT budget related to the total court budget can be
found in the Netherlands, Ireland, Austria, Denmark and Romania. In the
majority of the countries, a budget for legal aid is available. As it is the case
with the court budget, this budget varies from country to country. In the
Netherlands, Norway, Ireland and in the United Kingdom, a relatively high
budget for legal aid is available. As regards the budget for public
prosecutions a high proportions of budgets are allocated to this end,
especially in the central and eastern European countries. A high number of
public prosecutors, the organisation of the public prosecution in a given
country, differences in the powers of the public prosecutor may lead to
variations in the budget.

2. Access to justice

When the 2006 data of the budget allocated to the legal aid system are
compared with the 2004 data, a sharp increase of the budget (more than
50% vis-à-vis 2004 data) can be noticed in Armenia, Estonia, Greece,
Latvia, Lithuania and Romania. Legal aid budgets in these countries
represented a very small part of State expenditure. An increase of between
20% and 40% can be seen in 11 countries: Andorra, Belgium, Czech
Republic, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Spain and
Sweden. In some of these countries, the increase is explained by a recent
policy for implementing legal aid systems and / or extending such systems
(Estonia, Slovakia, Slovenia). In the other countries, such an increase is the
result of a policy aimed at improving access to justice. In contrast, a trend
can be noticed for the stabilization of these budgetary components or the
decrease in the legal aid budget in the following countries: Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Georgia, Malta, the Netherlands and Norway. As it was the
case in the year 2004, a relatively high budget for legal aid (gross data per
inhabitant) is spent in: Norway, UK-Scotland, UK-Northern Ireland and UK-
England and Wales (figure 8). A relatively high amount can also be seen in
the Netherlands, Sweden, Ireland and Finland. There again, introducing the
reference to the GDP is useful to measure the impact of the budgetary
amount allocated to legal aid, in relation to the States’ prosperity, to help
those people who do not have sufficient means.
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Figure 3. Annual public budget allocated to legal aid per inhabitant in
2006, in €
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Figure 4. Number of legal aid cases per 10.000 inhabitants and average
amount of legal aid granted per case in 2006, in €
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Some countries have chosen to define a strictly limited number of cases
which can benefit from legal aid but allocate high amounts per case (Russian
Federation or Italy for example), whereas other states, on the contrary, have
chosen to limit the amounts allocated per case but in opening more widely
the conditions for acceding to legal aid (for example Belgium, France,
Portugal, Spain). Other states are both generous as regards the amounts
allocated per case and the number of cases which can benefit from legal aid
(UK-Northern Ireland, UK-England and Wales, Netherlands). The budget for
legal aid is strongly weighing down on the budget of these countries.

3. Users of the courts (rights and public confidence)

The protection of vulnerable persons
Special mechanisms may be used to protect and to strengthen their legal
rights during court proceedings, by introducing specific information
mechanisms (telephone hotlines, internet sites, leaflets, etc), the use of
special hearing procedures (minor offenders or other victims can be
protected by holding closed-door court session). For ethnic minorities this
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can be related to use of court interpreters and the freedom to speak in their
own language.

Table 2. Number of positive answers on special arrangements to be
applied during judicial proceedings to categories of victims and
vulnerable persons

Category of vulnerable
person

Information
mechanism

Hearing
modalities

Procedural
rights

Other

Victims of rape 22 35 26 10
Victims of terrorism 14 23 19 5
Children/Witnesses/Victims 28 45 39 10
Victims of domestic
violence 23 30 27 13

Ethnic minorities 16 20 14 5
Disabled persons 15 32 20 10
Juvenile offenders 22 36 41 10
Other 4 6 7 3

Figure 5. Special arrangements for vulnerable groups and victims by
type of mechanism
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4. The Courts

In this part, all the relevant basic facts concerning the organisation of the
courts in Europe can be found. As part of this description, a difference is
made between a court (first instance courts of general jurisdiction), a
geographical court location and specialised first instance courts.

Courts perform different tasks according to the competences that are
ascribed in law. In the majority of cases, courts are responsible for dealing
with criminal and civil law cases – and possibly administrative law:
administrative law disputes are addressed by courts of general jurisdiction
(for example in the Netherlands) or by specialized administrative courts (in
France, for instance). In addition, courts may have a responsibility for the
maintenance of registers: courts can have special departments for land
registry, business registers and even for civil registers (birth, marriage, etc).
This variety can influence the workload of the courts differently.

In 13 countries, there is a reduction in the number of court locations per
100.000 inhabitants, when comparing 2006 data and 2004 data. For 10
countries, there is an increase. In 18 countries it seems that there is no
change in the number of court locations per 100.000 inhabitants.
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Figure 6. Court locations per 100.000 inhabitants in 2006

There is a trend by which – as a part of court reform programmes – the
number of court (locations) in many countries is reduced: mostly small-sized
courts are closed and merged with other courts. This as a part of efficiency
measures that are introduced.

It is noticeable that specialisation in courts is a growing trend amongst
European countries. The CEPEJ is aware of the importance that specialised
courts can play in improving the efficiency of justice as well as adapting it to
the society’s evolutions but at the same time this process should not
generate confusion, conflicts of jurisdiction or even have consequences on
costs of justice for users.

With respect to the operation of courts, there is a trend towards
rationalisation and an increasing use of performance indicators. Because of
an increasing need for accountability and due to the growing possibilities
provided by new information technology (especially court management
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information systems), more and more attention is given to the collection of
performance data. What is unclear is the quality of the data and to what
extent information on court performance is systematically collected. More
accountability and the rationalisation of the functioning of courts may also be
the subject of "quality policies". The majority of countries replied that quality
indicators have been defined and are applied. Only a very few countries
have integrated quality-control systems for the courts.

Method of dealing with small claims

The question of the "judicial map", relating to the geographical court location,
varies depending on the population density of each country and on the
quality of the communications network. In order to have a better view of the
accessibility to the jurisdictions for the court user, the “small claim” notion,
different depending on the country, has been analyzed and allows to see
from which amount simplified procedures exist for dealing with such cases
(complete table of the report). The dealing of small claims falls within the
competence of specialised tribunals (for example municipal courts),
specialised judges (such as judges of the peace) or of a unit within a first
instance court of general jurisdiction. A significant number of courts
competent for dealing with small claims can be found in: Austria, Belgium,
Croatia, France, Germany, Italy, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian
Federation, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey and UK-England and Wales.

Information and communication technology in the courts

In most of the countries, computer facilities for the direct assistance of
judges and staff can be found in the courts. Less applied are case
registration systems, court management information systems and financial
information systems. The last area of use is the communication between
courts, legal professionals and (potential) court users. In 14 countries all the
courts have a special website. In 11 countries electronic forms can be
downloaded and uploaded to all the courts. An identical score (14 countries)
can be found for the ‘other’ exchange of information.

The level of implementation of computer technology for the direct assistance
of a judge or non-judge staff can be shown. The countries with a very high or
high level of implementation are coloured in orange (four computer symbols)
or in yellow (three computer symbols).
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Table 3. Classification of countries on the level of computerization of
courts for the three areas of application4

Very high level of
computerization >39

points

High level of
computerizations

(32-38)

Moderate level of
computerizations

(26-31)

Low level of
computerisation (less

than 25)

Austria Czech Republic Belgium Cyprus
Denmark Romania Italy Ukraine
Estonia Slovenia Georgia FYROMacedonia
Finland Iceland Luxembourg Serbia
Hungary UK-Northern Ireland Poland Armenia
Malta Germany Andorra Monaco
UK England and Wales Lithuania Ireland Russian Federation
Switzerland France Azerbaijan Bosnia and Herzegovina
Portugal Latvia Croatia Montenegro
Slovakia Netherlands Greece Moldova
UK-Scotland Sweden
Norway Bulgaria
Spain
Turkey

14 12 10 10

4 On the way to calculate these classifications, see report Chapter 5.5.
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Figure 7. Level of implementation of computer equipment for the direct
assistance of a judge or non-judge staff

5. Alternative Dispute Resolution

Judicial mediation is being developed in a growing number of European
countries: 38 countries have implemented a judicial mediation procedure. In
22 countries, it is possible to receive legal aid in mediation procedures.
Areas where conciliation is often used are consumer disputes and family
disputes. Arbitration is used in at least 33 countries and is mainly used in the
field of commercial disputes (contracts and (intellectual) property rights).

To have an overview of the number of cases and mediators that are involved
in mediation, countries were invited to submit details on this issue. In the
Netherlands, there are a large number of mediation cases relating to family
law (divorce) and to dismissal from employment. In Austria, France,
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia mediation is often used in criminal law cases.
In the following diagram, the number of accredited mediators per 100.000
inhabitants is given. In particular, in Belgium, Croatia, the Netherlands and
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Austria there are large numbers of mediators. For the Netherlands, the high
figures can be explained by the fact that the Ministry of Justice introduced
mediation several years ago through specific ADR programmes, especially
in the area of civil law (commercial cases), family law (divorce cases) and
administrative law.

Figure 8. Number of accredited mediators per 100.000 inhabitants in
2006
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Compared with the 2006 Edition of the Evaluation report, more information is
available on mediation. There is a trend by which mediation is applied in a
growing number of countries: in 38 countries mediation procedures are used.
In civil law cases (commercial disputes, family law, and employment
dismissal cases), it is often a private mediator (for example a lawyer) or a
judge who mediates. Where administrative law is a separate area of law, it is
often a private mediator who intervenes in disputes between citizens and the
government. With respect to criminal law cases there can be various types of
people responsible for the mediation: a judge, a prosecutor or a private
mediator.

To guarantee access to justice in mediation procedures, a legal aid scheme
may be introduced. In 22 countries, it is possible to receive legal aid in
mediation procedures.
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6. Criminal cases addressed by the prosecutor

In the next table the number of cases addressed by the public prosecutor is
given. In the second column, the number of cases received by the
prosecutor is displayed followed by three modalities concerning an early
termination of a case by a public prosecutor (due to unknown identity of the
offender, legal reasons (for example lack of evidence) or reasons of
opportunity). In 19 countries there is a possibility that a prosecutor decides
on a sanction or negotiates with the offender. In the last column the number
of cases charged before the court are presented.
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7. Judges

To better take into account the diversity in the status and functions which
can be linked with the word "judge", three types of judges have been defined
in the CEPEJ's scheme. Professional judges are described in the
explanatory note of the evaluation scheme as “those who have been trained
and who are paid as such”. Professional judges who sit in a court on an
occasional basis (and who are paid as such). Non-professional judges
(volunteers who are compensated for their expenses) give binding decisions
in courts. This takes into account the posts effectively occupied and in full
time equivalent for professional judges, practicing full time or on an
occasional basis.
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Professional judges

The number of professional judges presiding in a jurisdiction per 100.000
inhabitants varies considerably according to countries and judicial systems.
A distinction can be made, at the two extremes, between the systems where
all judges are professional (Andorra, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria,
Cyprus, Denmark, Georgia, Greece, Ireland, Iceland, Lithuania, Malta,
Montenegro, Moldova, Netherlands, Romania, Russian Federation, Turkey,
Ukraine) and the systems of the United Kingdom where the role of the lay
judges / magistrates is essential in all legal fields.
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Figure 9. Number of professional judges sitting in courts (full time
equivalent) per 100.000 inhabitants in 2006
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8. Non-judge staff

A distinction is made between four types of non-judge staff. A specific
category of non-judge staff are the "Rechtspfleger", inspired by the German
system. Non-judge staff whose task it is to assist judges directly. The third
category concerns staff that is responsible for different administrative
matters, as well as court management. The last category relates to technical
staff in the courts.
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Figure 10. The number of non-judge staff for each professional judge
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9. Court activity and fair trial

The measurement of the length of proceedings and the variation in
definitions in the criminal law cases remain a difficulty. Significant progress
has been made concerning the measurement of court performance since
two performance indicators at a European level have been introduced. The
clearance rate allows a useful comparison even though the perimeters of the
cases concerned are not identical in all respects. This indicator can be used
to see if the courts are keeping up with the number of incoming cases
without increasing the backlog of cases. The second indicator is the
calculated disposition time. By making use of a statistical method of
calculation, it is possible to generate data concerning the time that is needed
to bring a case to an end. This method can provide relevant information on
the overall functioning of the courts of a country. Gradually, the report of the
CEPEJ will enable to follow, using comparable data, the functioning of
judicial systems in dealing with case flows.



30

Figure 11. Number of first instance incoming and resolved litigious civil
cases per 100.000 inhabitants in 2006
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The respective parts of litigious and non litigious cases allow to better
understand the structure of the activity of the countries’ jurisdictions (in
particular registry cases).
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Figure 12. Number of incoming first instance civil litigious and non
litigious cases in first instance courts per 100.000 inhabitants in 2006
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Figure 13. Clearance rate of litigious and non litigious civil cases in
2006 (in %)
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Figure 14. Disposition time of litigious and non litigious civil cases at
first instance courts in 2006 (in days)
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Litigious divorces

Beyond the specificities of each national legislation, still too few
countries were able to give precise information on the length of
proceedings.

Figure 15. Average length of proceedings for litigious divorce cases at
first instance courts in 2006, in number of days
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10. Status and career of judges and prosecutors

Salaries of judges and prosecutors

Data which are presented in the next table must be taken with caution. Since
the allocated salaries depend on several factors which are connected with
the living standards, modalities of recruitment, seniority, etc. As a result, a
"new" judge / prosecutor in countries of common law are actually legal
professionals who benefit from long working experiences, therefore it is not
surprising that they benefit from high salaries (100.000 € per year) and are
not easy to be compared with junior judges in other countries. The main
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remuneration may not be linear during the career. It varies considerably
between the beginning and the end of career, but also according the age of
access to the function.
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Disciplinary proceedings against judges and prosecutors

Judges and prosecutors have series of responsibilities which may lead to
disciplinary proceedings in case of non-fulfilment. The legacy principle
impose that disciplinary actions only can be imposed on judges in cases
expressly determined by the status which must determinate as well the
sanctions that can be imposed. In the majority of member states, the ethic
rules concerning disciplinary misconducts are not determined and only Spain
provides for a catalogue of faults and sanctions that can be imposed on
judges. In the other countries the responsibilities of judges / prosecutors are
not detailed and they are in the majority of cases they have been established
by the case law of the authorities dealing with the disciplinary proceeding.
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10. Lawyers

The word "lawyer" is used according to Recommendation Rec2000(21) of
the Council of Europe namely: “… a person qualified and authorised
according to the national law to plead and act on behalf of his or her clients,
to engage in the practice of law, to appear before the courts or advise and
represent his or her clients in legal matters”. In certain countries, other
definitions are used, such as solicitors (a person who gives legal advice and
prepares legal documents) and barristers (a person who represents his/her
clients in court). The word attorney is also used and is similar to the term
“lawyer” as mentioned in this report (a person authorized to practice law,
conducts lawsuits or gives legal advice).

A great difference can be noticed between the countries as regards the
number of lawyers per 100.000 inhabitants, from Greece (342) to Azerbaijan
(6). The same remark can be made concerning the ratio of lawyers per
professional judge. There are on average 7 lawyers per professional judge in
the member states of the Council of Europe. But Cyprus, Malta, Spain and
above all Italy (with 26,4 lawyers per professional judge) boost the figures
higher than the norm. These differences could be attributed to the level of
‘’judiciarisation’’ of the society but also to the different functions entrusted to
lawyers.
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Figure 16. Number of lawyers per 100.000 inhabitants in 2006

342
290
288

266
244

227
192

168
163
159

147
145

115
101
98
95
92
91
90
84
83
82
82
79
78
77
76
74
68

58
57
49
46
46
44
37
36
34
32
32
29
24
22

9
6

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Greece
Italy

Luxembourg
Spain

Portugal
Cyprus
Malta

Germany
Andorra
Iceland
Bulgaria
Belgium
Norway

Switzerland
Hungary
Romania

Netherlands
Serbia

Denmark
Austria

FYROMacedonia
Monaco

Czech Republic
Slovakia
Turkey

Montenegro
France
Croatia
Poland
Georgia
Slovenia
Sweden
Estonia
Lithuania

Russian Federation
Latvia
Ireland
Finland

Bosnia and Herzegovina
UK-Northern Ireland

Moldova
Armenia

UK-England and Wales
UK-Scotland
Azerbaijan



43

Figure 17. Number of lawyers per professional judge in 2006
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11. Execution of court decisions

The status of enforcement agents is very variable. In the majority of cases
(27 states or entities), an enforcement agent has a public status. This task is
given to the judge in Spain, Croatia and in Switzerland. With the exception of
Spain, where the task is entrusted to the judge in the Constitution, the
competency of the judge in matters concerning the execution of decisions is
shared with court bailiffs in Croatia and with other enforcement agents in
Switzerland. Out of the 47 states or entities, 19 indicated that enforcement
agents exercise liberally. In certain countries, bailiffs benefit from a
monopoly of decision enforcement in civil matters: Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Monaco and the Netherlands. In certain countries, public and private status
co-exists. This is the case in countries where tax collection is the
responsibility of state agents (for example debts arising from tax in Belgium
and in France), in countries which have transfers within their organisation,
like it is the case in the Czech Republic.

It is difficult to assess the smooth execution of court decisions in civil or
commercial matters on the basis of relevant statistics, as execution is not
automatic: it if for the parties who have won the case to decide, where
appropriate, whether to request or not the execution of the court decision.
Therefore, this report does not focus on the rate of execution of court
decisions, but mainly on the organisation of the execution and the role of
enforcement agents. The CEPEJ has however tried to assess the length of
enforcement procedures, which is part of the reasonable time of proceedings
considered by the case-law of the European Court of Human Rights.

The extent of the efficiency of the enforcement measures implies the
determination of a standard allowing to define, according to the case, the
result expected. Out of 46 countries or entities having replied to the question,
29 have indicated that they have quality standards for the executions of
judicial decisions. In the case of 15 countries, these standards are directly or
indirectly established by the Ministry of Justice, and for 10 countries, by a
professional body of enforcement agents and in 3 cases, by the legislative
power. The measure of this efficiency is satisfied both in terms of the
timeframe for the enforcement and in terms of cost. 13 countries implement
a specific procedure for the execution of decisions given against public
authorities: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, France, Germany, Greece,
Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain, UK-Northern Ireland, UK-England
and Wales, UK-Scotland.

22 countries have indicated that they benefit from a rule allowing them
to measure the timeframe of the execution procedure in civil matters
and 20 countries mentioned the same in decisions given against a
public authority.
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Tableau 8. Timeframe for the notification of a court decision on debt
recovery to a person living in the city where the court is sitting

Between 1 and 5 days: Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Estonia, France, Georgia, Germany, Iceland, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Montenegro, Monaco, Russian Federation, Serbia,
Switzerland, Turkey, UK-England and Wales

Between 6 and 10 days: Cyprus, Finland, Latvia, Moldova, Ukraine

Between 11 and 30 days: Bulgaria, Hungary, Monaco, Italy, Norway,
Poland, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, UK-Scotland, UK-Northern Ireland

More than 30 days: Czech Republic, Greece.

The full report is available on the CEPEJ Web site:
www.coe.int/cepej


