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The purpose of this document is not to provide a synthesis of the above-mentioned reports, but
only to highlight, in an easily readable format, some of its elements and to metivate the readers
to take the time “to go further”. In this overview, only brief comments accompany the graphs and
tables extracted fromithe report, but they refer to the full report which enables an in-depth
approach with all the necessary methodological elements for rigorous analysis and comparisons
(see www.coe.int/CEPEJ).
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On average, ‘Eumpean States have increased the budget of their judicial system.significanitly

(+ 7,41 % in 2010-2012; + 8,87 % in 2012-2014). _ |
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In general, the users of the public service of justice are increasingly called
upon to finance the judicial systemu | !
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Around 9 € per capita are spent on average by the‘Eumpean States on legal aid |
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The evolution of judges' salaries during their career has remained
substantially unchanged since 2010 ;1 | \ |
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The average number of public prosecutors per 100 000 inhabitants remains stable (rising from.
14,1 to 11,3 between 2010 and 2014).
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Some States or entities have specified that, due to the peculiarities of their systems, the
provided data include other staff than prosecutors.

In 11 States an upward trend in the number of prosecutors is to be noticed for the period 201.0-
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A downward trend in the number of prosecutors is observed in UK:Enﬂand and Wales
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32 States or entities indicate that the independence of the prosecution is statutorily
guaranteed, usually by the Constitution 13 States indicate that their prosecution service
is under the authority of the Minister of Justice or another central authority. Finally,
States, some of which have already responded positively to the first questions, specified
being in a different situation. — id \ !
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One of the essential parameters for assessing the functional independence of the
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It marks a slight increase compared to the 2010 data (3,8) and s identical to that
of 2012 (3,9).
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In conclusion, a category-by-category comparison in matters of non-judge staff proves to be
inappropriate, or even impossible.
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Access to courts s a key element of the fundamental principle of access to justice _ !
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most States have invested significantly in [T_for the functioning of their courts

The direct assistance devices to judges, prosecutors and clerks and court management tools
are, however, far more developed than the electronic commiinication tools with professionals
and court users.

_ the level of financial investment in the [T_field does not appear to be related to the actual
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Court efficiency plays a crucial role for upholding the rule of law, by ensuring that all persons,
institutions and entities, both public and private, including the State, are accountable, and by
guaranteeing timely, just and fair remedies Lo | i |

This overview provides basic facts and figures on the performance of courts in 47 States or
entities. [t treats all analysed jurisdictions equally and does not intend to promote any particular

type of justice system. | | LA
I ol d x 1 1 trial within a reasonable time (ECHR Article 6)
A ] Vi I L ! | | Vi
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Data analysed here relates primarily to courts of first instance 1A |
| ! ! ! criminal civil i |
id 1 administrative cases
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| . the comparability of data across States and entities, and the interpretation of
variations over a period of time is scrutinised in close connection with the comments provided by
the States and entities on the specifics of each jurisdiction valid for both the civil and criminal
sectors
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This indicator measures the theoretical time necessary for a pending case to be solved in
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States continue their efforts towards a mere detailed understanding of the activity of their courts,
.as regards the monitoring of compliance with the fundamental principles as protected by the
E@HR and in terms of case-flow management and length of proceedings.
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On a more general level the 2014-2016 evaluation cycle suggests namely the following pathways
of development with regard to understanding and improving court efficiency:

1. E@@n@mi@ recession has certainly been one of the main reasons for the increased volume
of incoming cases and the extended duration of proceedings in some instances
1 i Ll i | i i |
] 4 | | 4 ! | — 4 1] | |

| i | i | ]

2. Economic recession has also had an impact on the resources of courts and on the
availability of legal aid for court users Lo Vo I i

| | ! i\
3. To improve timeliness and efficiency, online procedures for the processing of certain
categories of claime are increasingly being developed and applied in different Buropean

States _ | i ] | I |

4. Availability of disaggregated data is crucial to a better understanding of the effectiveness
of the courts and of the reasons behind variations over time i | |

i | - i | i



The CEPEJ internet statistical database is
available for everyone on : www.coe.int/cepej

i

i The Council of Europe is the continent’s leading human

: rights organisation. It comprises 47 member states, 28 of

: which are members of the European Union. All Council of
WWW.coe. | nt ' Europe member states have signed up to the European

I Convention on Human Rights, a treaty designed to

| protect human rights, democracy and the rule of law.

i The European Court of Human Rights oversees the

| implementation of the Convention in the member states.
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