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DK AT SI PL HR EE LV SK CZ BE FI RO PT HU LT NL ES IT BG FR IE CY MT SE EL LU DE
2012 46.9 41.3 45.1 26.1 25.8 20.6 3.5 11.8 10.0 0.0 9.7 8.6 6.8 11.4 9.3 7.5 0.0 6.7 5.4 3.3 0.0 4.3 1.1 2.1 6.4 0.0 0.0

2020 47.5 35.0 26.2 27.6 22.1 23.4 19.3 12.4 8.7 8.6 8.5 6.7 0.0 6.4 7.0 6.4 4.9 4.5 4.5 2.1 3.6 2.4 2.1 2.7 0.0 2.1

2021 46.1 34.7 28.5 27.6 26.8 24.3 18.3 14.5 8.6 8.4 8.8 7.0 0.0 6.4 6.6 6.2 5.6 5.1 5.1 2.2 2.7 3.1 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.0 0.0

2022 48.7 34.8 27.4 26.8 26.3 24.1 19.6 14.4 8.6 8.3 8.2 7.6 0.0 6.8 6.5 6.1 5.9 5.2 5.0 3.6 3.6 3.1 2.6 2.3 2.0 1.8 0.0
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 Figure 2  Number of incoming civil, commercial, administrative and other cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st 
instance/per 100 inhabitants) (source: CEPEJ study (1))

   3.1.	  Efficiency of justice systems                                                        

  3.1.1.	  Developments in caseload

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry 
cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases.

1 	� 2022 study on the functioning of judicial systems in the EU Member States, carried out by the CEPEJ Secretariat for the Commission: https://commission.europa.eu/
strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-rule-law/eu-justice-scoreboard_en#documents

https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/eu-justice-scoreboard-2022_en
https://europa.eu/!dBqH4r
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-r
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-r
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2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

 Figure 3  Number of incoming civil and commercial litigious cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/per 100 
inhabitants) (source: CEPEJ study)

 Figure 4  Number of incoming administrative cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/per 100 inhabitants) 
(source: CEPEJ study)
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RO BE HR LT CZ ES PT PL IT IE MT SK EL FR LV SI EE DE HU LU AT NL DK SE FI BG CY
2012 5.2 6.8 4.3 3.6 3.5 3.8 3.5 2.8 2.6 3.9 1.0 3.0 5.8 2.6 2.2 3.0 1.3 2.0 4.4 0.9 1.2 0.0 0.8 0.7 0.2 0.0 0.0

2020 6.1 6.1 2.7 3.3 2.9 2.5 2.5 2.5 1.9 2.7 1.4 2.0 0.0 1.6 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.3 1.2 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.2

2021 6.4 5.9 4.2 3.3 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.4 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.5 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.2 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.0

2022 7.0 5.7 2.5 3.1 2.9 2.9 2.5 2.3 2.2 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.3 2.0 1.6 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0
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SE CY LT DE AT NL EL RO BG ES FI FR HR PT EE PL HU LU BE SI LV SK IT CZ MT DK IE
2012 1.1 0.2 0.3 0.9 0.0 0.7 0.6 1.1 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2020 1.8 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

2021 1.7 1.2 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

2022 1.4 1.3 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, litigious civil/commercial cases concern disputes between parties, e.g. disputes about contracts. Non-litigious civil/commercial cases concern 
uncontested proceedings, e.g. uncontested payment orders. Methodology changes in EL and SK. Data for NL include non-litigious cases

*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, administrative law cases concern disputes between individuals and local, regional or national authorities. DK and IE do not record administrative 
cases separately. Removal from judicial procedure of some administrative procedures occurred in RO in 2018. Methodology changes in EL, SK and SE. In SE, migration cases have 
been included under administrative cases (retroactively applied for 2017).
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2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

 Figure 5  Estimated time needed to resolve civil, commercial, administrative and other cases in 2012, 2020 – 
2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)

DK EE LV SI AT HU LT SK NL HR BG PL FI SE CZ RO LU ES FR IT MT EL CY PT BE DE IE

2012 17 44 186 113 54 0 44 218 84 133 74 50 101 149 116 161 0 0 275 391 707 677 534 860 0 0 0

2020 17 25 28 69 63 80 68 87 91 120 107 110 97 123 170 186 158 349 554 471 414 0 1,0 0 0 0 0

2021 17 27 30 54 61 65 65 83 76 120 91 107 88 117 159 160 158 265 440 381 350 664 947 0 0 0 0

2022 17 28 34 54 62 63 68 81 82 96 99 100 103 123 148 171 183 282 297 358 404 634 761 0 0 0 0
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  3.1.2.	   General data on efficiency                                                                         

– Estimated length of proceedings –                                                                                             

 Figure 6  Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at first instance in 2012, 2020 – 
2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)

up 0

LT NL CZ HU AT SE EE RO SK LU LV PT DE DK FI FR SI ES PL HR MT IT EL BE BG IE CY
2012 88 0 174 97 135 179 167 193 437 73 241 369 183 165 325 311 318 264 195 457 685 590 469 0 0 0 0

2020 117 127 165 165 156 161 135 168 204 161 239 280 237 190 300 637 350 468 317 655 550 674 0 0 0 0 0
2021 106 0 141 145 135 148 146 150 206 154 216 253 231 238 305 495 309 344 330 559 529 560 728 0 0 0 0

2022 116 0 134 134 142 152 158 160 168 182 209 238 241 268 327 333 337 359 362 410 491 540 746 0 0 0 0
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry 
cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in 
SK. LV: the sharp decrease is due to court system reform, error checks and data clean-ups of the information system. PT: On 1 September 2013, the new Code of civil Procedure 
entered into force, establishing a new regime for the enforcement action in Portugal. It is based on a new paradigm, which states that the proceedings that are run in court must 
stand out clearly from those who run out of court. The authorities are still working to implement the mechanism in question. However, so far it has not been possible to adapt the 
collection of data and thus not possible to provide the necessary data for this figure.

(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, litigious civil/commercial cases concern disputes between parties, e.g. disputes about contracts. Non-litigious civil/commercial cases concern 
uncontested proceedings, e.g. uncontested payment orders. Methodology changes in EL and SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, up to 2016, in SK. IT: the temporary 
slowdown of judicial activity due to strict restrictive measures to address the COVID-19 pandemic affected the disposition time. Data for NL include non-litigious cases
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First instance courts (2022)	 Second instance courts (2022)	      Third instance courts (2022)

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

 Figure 7  Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at all court instances in 2022 
(*) (1st, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)

 Figure 8  Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at first instance in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st 

instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study) 

HU AT IE CZ SE EE SK LV RO BG PT FI DK SI PL BE DE HR LT LU FR MT ES EL IT CY NL
First instance courts (2022) 134 142 0 134 152 158 168 209 160 0 238 327 268 337 362 0 241 410 116 182 333 491 359 746 540 0 0
Second instance courts (2022) 106 85 0 70 101 172 206 140 207 0 95 218 185 82 232 0 391 0 72 464 489 563 343 422 753 1736 0

Third instance courts (2022) 115 102 142 149 124 148 0 138 216 237 98 151 329 73 361 378 0 334 451 216 487 0 691 0 1063 0 0
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LT SE HU BG HR PL EE LV CZ NL FI AT BE FR RO ES DE CY EL LU SI IT SK PT MT DK IE

2012 144 126 147 150 523 112 108 300 0 163 248 0 0 302 272 427 354 1,270 1,520 0 130 886 733 0 1,457 0 0

2020 112 107 110 124 179 150 142 220 317 304 274 388 399 333 690 406 426 863 551 513 443 862 585 847 924 0 0

2021 106 102 103 125 166 151 162 256 265 265 296 312 235 299 293 352 422 844 595 524 546 756 679 792 1,356 0 0

2022 79 107 125 129 143 163 166 200 225 257 281 285 288 0 321 369 408 461 464 528 540 574 648 747 1,081 0 0
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data are available for first and second instance courts in BE and BG, 
for second instance courts in NL, for second and third instance courts in AT or for third instance courts in DE and HR. There is no third instance court in DE and MT.. Access to a 
third instance court may be limited in some Member States

(*) Administrative law cases concern disputes between individuals and local, regional or national authorities, under the CEPEJ methodology. Methodology changes in EL and SK. 
Pending cases include courts of all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately. CY: in 2018, the number of resolved cases 
increased because cases were tried together, 2 724 consolidated cases were withdrawn and an administrative court was set up in 2015
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First instance courts (2022)	 Second instance courts (2022)	      Third instance courts (2022)

 Figure 9  Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at all court instances in 2022 (*) (1st and, 
where applicable, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)

SE HU BG LT LV EE CZ FI AT RO FR ES HR DE NL LU SI IT BE PL SK PT MT EL CY IE DK
First instance (2022) 107 125 129 79 200 166 225 281 285 321 314 369 143 408 257 528 540 574 288 163 648 747 1,081 464 461 0 0
Second instance (2022) 77 0 57 170 215 152 0 0 0 0 329 325 191 460 488 228 0 0 0 647 431 1064 0 661 2310 0 0
Third instance (2022) 90 43 127 0 241 265 279 203 182 234 200 321 439 229 0 0 97 416 589 0 0 300 0 1239 0 0 0
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 Figure 10  Rate of resolving civil, commercial, administrative and other cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st 
instance/in % — values higher than 100% indicate that more cases are resolved than come in, while values below 100% 
indicate that fewer cases are resolved than come in) (source: CEPEJ study)

 Clearance rate	

IT HR PL SE CZ BE CY SI SK EL HU BG DK EE AT LV LT FI NL LU FR RO PT ES MT IE DE
2012 108.4 102.0 100.6 101.7 113.7 0.0% 87.0% 105.6 90.9% 65.4% 104.2 98.9% 101.1 111.4 99.6% 112.4 100.5 94.8% 98.8% 0.0% 100.2 95.7% 96.0% 0.0% 108.2 0.0% 0.0%
2020 103% 104% 104% 102% 98% 98% 88% 99% 113% 0% 98% 101% 101% 101% 100% 99% 97% 105% 98% 95% 94% 97% 0% 90% 91% 56%
2021 107% 97% 102% 103% 103% 105% 81% 102% 100% 91% 104% 101% 100% 99% 100% 100% 101% 102% 103% 99% 105% 102% 0% 102% 89% 75% 0%
2022 106% 104% 103% 103% 102% 102% 101% 101% 101% 101% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 99% 99% 98% 98% 97% 96% 0% 96% 87% 84% 0%
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data available for second instance courts in BE, CZ, HU, MT, AT, RO, SI, 
SK and FI, for third instance courts in CY, LT, LU, MT and PL. The supreme, or other highest court, is the only appeal instance in CZ, IT, CY, AT, SI and FI. There is no third ins-
tance court for these types of cases in HR, LT, LU and MT. The highest Administrative Court is the first and only instance for certain cases in BE. Access to third instance courts 
may be limited in some Member States. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately.

(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry 
cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. IE: the number of resolved cases is expected to be underre-
ported due to the methodology. IT: different classification of civil cases introduced in 2013.
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2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

 Figure 12  Rate of resolving administrative cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022(*) (1st instance/in %) (source: CEPEJ study)

 Figure 11  Rate of resolving litigious civil and commercial cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/in %) 
(source: CEPEJ study)

down 10

HR SK IT HU DE PT FR SI BE CZ SE AT FI NL LV LT EE LU PL ES RO EL DK MT IE BG CY
2012 95.0% 81.6% 131.3 105.1 100.4 97.7% 99.2% 101.5 0.0% 98.8% 98.8% 100.6 103.2 0.0% 117.7 100.5 112.5 172.8 88.5% 99.6% 99.0% 57.7% 109.0 113.8 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2020 85% 100% 104% 100% 98% 98% 93% 101% 99% 98% 103% 100% 94% 100% 96% 94% 100% 93% 105% 86% 100% 0% 111% 91% 51% 0% 0%
2021 81% 104% 109% 106% 105% 102% 107% 107% 106% 103% 103% 104% 100% 0% 103% 101% 100% 99% 103% 102% 102% 82% 98% 78% 72% 0% 0%
2022 145% 108% 104% 104% 104% 103% 103% 102% 102% 102% 102% 101% 100% 0% 99% 99% 99% 98% 98% 98% 96% 93% 93% 87% 71% 0% 0%
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IT EL CZ AT PT DE LV HR FI SE BG NL EE PL LT HU SI BE ES RO FR MT SK LU CY DK IE
2012 279.8 143.2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 101.7 130.5 41.1% 101.0 104.8 92.1% 97.5% 105.5 99.6% 98.1% 108.0 110.0 0.0% 123.7 78.1% 106.7 40.2% 47.2% 69.8% 74.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2020 136% 163% 113% 126% 126% 110% 107% 107% 99% 102% 100% 86% 92% 95% 97% 89% 107% 108% 99% 48% 95% 106% 87% 87% 84% 0% 0%
2021 125% 130% 119% 125% 107% 110% 93% 102% 102% 103% 100% 108% 90% 93% 98% 108% 95% 131% 99% 105% 97% 70% 80% 92% 46% 0% 0%
2022 134% 127% 126% 112% 112% 114% 107% 107% 104% 103% 101% 99% 99% 99% 98% 98% 98% 97% 97% 97% 96% 95% 93% 92% 88% 0% 0%
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(*) Methodology changes in EL and SK. IE: the number of resolved cases is expected to be underreported due to the methodology. IT: different classification of civil cases intro-
duced in 2013. Data for NL include non-litigious cases.

(*) Past values for some Member States have been reduced for presentation purposes (IT in 2012=279.8%); Methodology changes in EL and SK. DK and IE do not record admi-
nistrative cases separately. In CY, the number of resolved cases has increased because cases were tried together, 2 724 consolidated cases were withdrawn and an administrative 
court was set up in 2015.

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022
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Pending cases	

 Figure 13  Number of pending civil, commercial and administrative and other cases in 2012, 2019 – 2021 (*) 
(1st instance/per 100 inhabitants) (source: CEPEJ study)

SE LU HU LT NL BG LV EE FI DK MT FR SK RO EL CZ SI ES IT AT CY HR PL PT BE DE IE
2012 0.9 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.7 1.1 2.0 2.8 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.5 6.4 3.7 7.8 3.6 14. 0.0 7.8 6.1 5.4 9.6 3.6 15. 0.0 0.0 0.0
2020 0.9 0.9 1.4 1.3 1.6 1.3 1.5 1.6 2.4 2.3 2.2 3.0 3.3 3.3 0.0 4.0 4.9 4.2 6.0 6.0 6.3 7.5 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2021 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.8 3.3 3.1 4.0 3.8 4.3 4.2 5.7 5.8 6.6 8.6 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2022 0.8 0.9 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.8 1.9 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.8 3.2 3.4 3.5 3.5 4.1 4.4 5.4 5.9 6.5 7.3 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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 Figure 14  Number of pending litigious civil and commercial cases in 2012, 2019 – 2021 (*) (1st instance/per 100 
inhabitants) (source: CEPEJ study)

FI NL SE AT DK LU EE HU DE LV LT SK CZ SI PT MT PL EL FR ES RO IT HR BE BG IE CY

2012 .17 .33 .46 .40 .31 .65 1.2 .98 1.6 .86 2.9 1.6 2.6 3.4 2.1 1.3 4.3 2.1 2.7 2.7 5.5 5.1

2019 .11 .24 .29 .35 .46 .40 .53 .59 .90 .94 .80 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.8 2.1 2.3 2.8 2.4 2.4 2.8 3.7 3.7

2020 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.9 2.0 2.3 2.6 2.8 2.8 3.7 4.2

2021 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.3 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.6 2.8 2.8 3.8 4.3
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NO DATA

(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry 
cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. Pending cases include cases before courts of all instances 
in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. IT: different classification of civil cases introduced in 2013.

(*) Methodology changes in EL and SK. Pending cases include cases before courts of all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. IT: different classification of civil cases introduced 
in 2013. Data for NL include non-litigious cases.

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022
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 Figure 15  Number of pending administrative cases in 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/per 100 inhabitants)
(source: CEPEJ study)

– Competition –                                                                                                                      

CZ LV HU MT PL EE BE HR BG SK LT IT SI LU FR FI NL RO ES SE AT PT EL DE CY DK IE
2012 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 3.5 0.8 0.6 0.0 0.0

2020 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.0 0.9 0.6 0.0 0.0

2021 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.8 1.3 0.0 0.0

2022 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.4 0.0 0.0
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NO DATA

  3.1.3.	   Efficiency in specific areas of EU law                                                 

 Figure 16  Competition: average length of judicial review in 2013, 2019 – 2021 (*) (1st instance/in days) 
(source: European Commission with the European Competition Network)

FN IE: scenario not applicable

BG EE IE HR AT SE LT NL BE IT LU FR RO CZ PT SK EL FI SI DE DK ES HU PL LV CY MT
2013 0 0 0 0 0 311 0 692 281 0 543 450 0 0 0 800 0 865 976 0 605 778 1281 645 0 0
2020 0 0 0 98.6 0 0 0 131 485 0 322 826 496 0 139 0 0 0 0 405 1446 1129 0 0 0 3413
2021 0 0 0 138.8 299 0 406 170 341.5 794 0 655 0 821 1600 1176 1434 1882 1379 0 0 2236 0
2022 0 0 0 0 251 168 320 302 704 667.5776.5 612 909 772.5 1368 0 805 719 1077 0 1903 2764 2640
Average 2013, 2020‐22 122 267 275 349 385 482 537 546 641 771 773 785 800 813 900 1076 1091 1180 1229 1281 1705 2505 3413
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(*) Past values for some Member States have been reduced for presentation purposes (EL in 2012 = 3.5). Methodology changes in EL and SK. Pending cases include cases 
before courts of all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately.

(*) IE and AT: the scenario is not applicable as the authorities do not have powers to take respective decisions. AT: data include cases decided by the Cartel Court involving an 
infringement of Articles 101 and 102 TFEU, but not based on appeals against the national competition authority. An estimation of length was used for IT. An empty column can 
indicate that the Member State reported no cases for the year in question. The number of cases is low (below five a year) in many Member States. This can make the annual data 
dependent on one exceptionally long or short case (e.g. MT were there was only one case). 

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022

2012	 2020	 2021	 2022
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 Figure 17  Competition: average length of proceedings before the national competition authorities in 2020 - 
2022 (*) (in days) (source: European Commission with the European Competition Network)

EE IE MT DK LV IT PL ES SE PT DE NL AT LT SK HU CZ RO BE BG HR SI LU FR EL CY FI
2020 0 0 0 768 605 635 635 768 913 1089 964 1168 676 0 1517 1686 1250 2015 0 0 1786 2009 1740 2683 2171 1910
2021 0 0 0 652 696 776 871 820 0 1081 1308 900 1167 571 1064 1323 1524 1439 1021 0 1640 1409 0 2476 1200 2233 0
2022 0 0 485 0 743 746 720 978.6 582 1143 1386 1524 1291 737 1616 1531 1639 0 2242 0 2181 0 0 2700
Average 2020‐2022 587.3 650.5 706.3 766.1 777.1 848.7 1027 1044 1050 1106 1206 1291 1323 1353 1414 1550 1639 1640 1755 2009 2087 2090 2202 2305
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 Figure 18  Electronic communications: average length of judicial review in 2013, 2019 – 2021 (*) (1st instance/in 
days) (source: European Commission with the Communications Committee)

– Electronic communications –	

LU RO EE LV BG DK HU LT HR FR BE SE SI NL IE PL MT ES AT CZ DE EL FI CY SK IT PT
2013 18 187 200 179 175 497 365 730 417 301 595 239 360 450 730 879 1080 720 900 720 534 600 1600
2020 0 0 0 0 148 0 248 0 323 325 0 356 397.7 352 0 547 1270 0 623 730 913 970 1277 1354 2190
2021 0 0 0 0 68 244 404 224 292 334 215 337.7 347 390 720 143 730 1095 0 746 1095
2022 0 0 0 69 183 334 249 332 377 259 229 191 614 705 570 567 730.5 1096 1026 0 0 1944 913 2022
Average 2013, 2020‐22 18 69 178 237 240 257 332 334 391 369 418 472 472 478 655 727 760 794 861 907 970 1091 1157 1413 1792
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(*) The results for all three years (2020, 2021 and 2022) have been updated in light of an agreement between all Member States on when do they consider a case to be 
opened. For this reason, the data in the above figure cannot be compared to the data published in previous EU Justice Scoreboards. CZ: The administrative proceedings 
before the Czech NCA consist of two instances. The second instance represents the review procedure within the authority. After the adoption of the first instance decision, 
the parties to the proceedings have the right to lodge an appeal to the Chairman of the Czech NCA who then issues the second instance decision. The second instance 
decision of the Czech NCA’s Chairman is the subject to the judicial review. DK: In 2021, there was a change in the Danish competition regime caused by the transposition 
of the ECN+ Directive. As part of this, there was a change in the fining system where fines changed from criminal to civil. Consequently, handling of court cases changed 
from being handled by the public prosecutor to being handled by the Danish Competition and Consumer Authority (DCCA) which now brings the cases to the civil courts 
with a claim for a fine after the DCCA has made a decision on substance, i.e. that the undertaking has infringed the competition rules. As part of the introduction of civil 
fines, the DCCA now has the power to settle cases out of court with a civil fine in cases where the undertaking admits the infringement of the competition rules, there is 
case law on the level of the fine for comparable infringements, and the infringement as well as the evidence for the infringement is clear. This new power has resulted 
in an increase of decisions made by the DCCA in 2022. IT: In 2022, nine proceedings opened by the Italian Competition Authority (three under Article 101 TFEU and six 
under Article 102 TFEU) are not taken into account because they closed with undertakings. In 2021, six proceedings opened by the Italian Competition Authority (five 
under Article 101 TFUE and one under Article 102 TFUE) are not taken into account because they closed with undertakings. Proceedings I833 - Gare Consip per acqui-
sizione beni e servizi per informatica e telecomunicazioni –, opened by the Italian Competition Authority under Article 101 TFEU, are not taken into account because at 
the end of the proceedings did not find any breaches of Article 101 TFUE. CY: The length of proceedings is attributed to delays caused by recalls and re-examinations 
of cases and repetitions of procedures in order to comply with applicable administrative law and court decisions. Also, other factors that have contributed to the length 
of proceedings are the nature and complexity of the cases, the deadline extensions at the requests of the parties and the COVID-19 pandemic. LV: For 2020, this par-
ticular case was formally opened on 28 December 2018. Whereas only on 16 July 2020, it was recognised that the potential infringement may affect trade between 
Member States. AT: Competition law is enforced in a mixed administrative/judicial system, whereby the (administrative) Federal Competition Authority investigates 
cases of suspected infringements and, where appropriate, files applications to the (judicial) Cartel Court for decisions on the substance. The length of proceedings under 
the newly agreed methodology therefore now covers the combined duration of proceedings before the administrative NCA and the judicial NCA. Investigations and 
proceedings leading to decisions in 2021 and 2022 were impeded and delayed by the effects and limitations caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, data include 
proceedings relating to a large scale cartel in the construction sector. Due to the size of this case proceedings triggered by the same first investigative measure were 
(and still are being) led and concluded successively, gradually distorting the average length of proceedings. PT: Regarding proceedings which have led to several final 
decisions in different dates (e.g. staggered decisions for different undertakings in the same case, either all settlement decisions or a combination of decisions involving 
the settlement and “normal” procedure), the NCA reports each decision (and respective duration) separately. This approach follows the instructions of the questionnaire, 
which requests the number of final decisions, and takes into account the efficiency gains achieved in the proceedings which involve settlement procedures. SK: There 
is a two-instance administrative procedure for competition law matters. The duration of proceedings was calculated from the first investigative measure until the final 
administrative decision of the second instance.

(*) The number of cases varies from one Member State to another. An empty column indicates that the Member State reported no cases for the year (except PT for 2020, 
and RO no data). In some instances, the limited number of relevant cases (BG, CY, MT, NL, SK, FI, SE) can make the annual data dependent on one exceptionally long 
or short case and result in wide variations from one year to the next. DK: quasi-judicial body in charge of 1st instance appeals. EE: The average length of judicial review 
cases in 2013 was 18 days. ES, AT, and PL: different courts in charge depending on the subject matter. 
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– EU trademark –	

 Figure 19  EU trademark: average length of EU trademark infringement cases in 2013, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/
in days) (source: European Commission with the European Observatory on infringements of intellectual property rights)

 Figure 20  Consumer protection: average length of judicial review in 2013, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) 
(source: European Commission with the Consumer Protection Cooperation Network)

AT PL MT RO DE HU LU ES LV PT SE FI DK EL CZ IE FR IT HR SI EE SK BE BG CY LT NL
2013 25 251 104 152 220 204 345 365 306 365 365 251 495 0 0 1113 619 0 0 746 162 941 0 0 0 0 0
2020 114.4 180 0 319 326.3 0 396 611 365 0 436 606 719 52 863 792 258 660.5 1420 0
2021 271.3 330 466 0 273 161 365 425 0 0 600 48 0 567 522 378.75 0
2022 150 143.5 154 359 327 0 307 681.5 553 1317 665 229 785.55 572 0
Average 2013, 2020‐22 88 139 154 235 327 333 345 350 353 365 369 460 495 606 622 633 639 660 684 686 791 941
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EE PT HU SE LT BG RO ES DK HR LV NL CZ IT FR SK SI PL CY EL BE IE MT FI
2013 30 146.99 155 270 365 283 830 166 540 508 775 548 516 270 730 0 0 0 0
2020 0 180 466 166 164 230 230 374.25 470 141 376 413 0 477 734 1853 1825 0
2021 0 365 275 176 217.5 427.03 210.4 245 392 85 620 535.5 486 1471 2555 0 0
2022 92 447 0 246 227.5 401.81 330.5 292 74 486 635 789 1775 744 1915 0
Average 2013, 2020, 2021, 2022 30 39 166 166 212 212 244 332 355 394 406 424 486 548 622 676 797 978 1853 1963
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(*) FR, IT, LT, LU: a sample of cases used for data for certain years. DK: data from all trademark cases (not only EU) in Commercial and Maritime High Courts; for 2018 
and 2019, no data on average length due to changes in data collection system. EL: data based on weighted average length from two courts. ES: cases concerning other 
EU IP titles are included in the calculation of average length. 

(*) DE, LU, AT: scenario is not applicable as consumer authorities are not empowered to decide on infringements of relevant consumer rules. The number of relevant 
cases for 2020 is low (fewer than five) in IE and FI. An estimate of average length was provided by EL and RO for certain years. 
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 Figure 21  Consumer protection: average length of administrative decisions by consumer protection authorities in 
2014, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: European Commission with the Consumer Protection Cooperation Network)

EE HR RO SI LT BG BE SK IE CZ ES DK FR CY SE IT EL NL LV HU FI PL PT MT
2014 13.8 19 22 42 28 70 0 64 107 134 250 296 75 183 200 105 237.5 203 365 641 0
2020 50 30 45 48 70 65 0 0 23 215 443 200 329 233 494 270 555 413 0
2021 45 17 45 59 313.4 151.5 92 218 223 172 70 194 401 302 405 837
2022 26.25 17 106 92 80.66 28 135.15 34 338 139 152 70 431 270 646 461.5
Average 2014, 2020, 2021, 2022 19.4 23.9 29.2 31.6 55.0 67.5 92.0 106.7 107.0 115.1 129.9 133.1 142.3 155.0 157.3 183.0 200.0 213.6 228.6 250.3 296.8 553.3 768.5
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 Figure 22  Money laundering: average length of court cases in 2014, 2020 – 2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: 
European Commission with the Expert Group on Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism)

BE EE SE DK NL LU CY BG LV AT CZ FI IE HU PT EL LT HR PL SK MT RO SI ES DE FR IT
2014 139 251 365 65.1 663 111 163 297 310 373 422 650 172 568 300 291 545
2020 144 170 187 149 307 214 307 260 258 317.7 255 220 646 925 675
2021 27 265 205.5 156 233 206 265 244 253 278 276 248 374.3 410.4 293 363 520 635 742.1 1043 962
2022 107.7 25 177 167.6 203 201.35 248 165 235 285 280 330 257.5 435 908 637 597 791 694 1142.9 631 974
Average 2014, 2020‐22 107.7 108.09172.66173.49192.98197.18205.68228.83243.45244.29266.01274.88304.15307.86423.66481.68525.04526.17 568 644.14 665.9 758 802.23889.31
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(*) DE, LU, AT: scenario is not applicable as consumer authorities are not empowered to decide on infringements of relevant consumer rules. An estimate of average 
length was provided by DK, EL, FR, RO and FI for certain years. 

(*) No data for 2022: BG, DE, IE and PL. For PT: the database was filtered, for each and every judicial county, by the relevant criteria to reach the information related 
to money laundering files; regarding the average number of days, the dates of infraction and the date of final decision or closure were considered. CY: Serious cases, 
before the Assize Court, are on average tried within a year. Less serious offences, before the District Courts, take longer to be tried. SK: data correspond to average 
length of the whole proceedings, including at appeal court.

- Money laundering –                                                                                                                     
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 Figure 23  Corruption (bribery): average length of court cases in 2021 and 2022 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: 
European Commission with the National Contact Points for Anti-corruption)

 Figure 24  Income threshold for legal aid in a specific consumer case, 2023 (*) (differences in % from Eurostat 
poverty threshold) (source: European Commission with the Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe (CCBE) (2))

– Anti-corruption –	

BG EE FI PL DK BE AT SK HU LT PT LV RO EL SE CZ LU NL HR FR SI DE IE ES IT CY MT
2021 95.9 0 150 180 106.8 0 285 254.7 190 330 377 313 426.7 0 462 472 367.3 443 632 529 793 0 0 0 0 0 0
2022 36 221.3185.9 377 236 164 364 237 247 282 323.4 431 516 643 645 531 638 889 0
Average 2021‐2022 71.1 75.97177.2 180 196.8 236 250.8254.7260.1284.8298.5299.1382.7 431 462 490.5505.2 557 571.8595.5861.6
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– Legal aid, court fees and legal fees –                                                                                                                      

  3.2.1.	   Accessibility                                                                                                

DK LV RO ES PT IT DE BE NL SE SI IE LT FI FR MT SK LU HU EL CZ AT PL EE CY BG HR
Full legal aid 141%109% 45% 43% 38% 18% 15% 12% 0% 0% 0% 0% ‐3% ‐8% ‐11% ‐13% ‐15% ‐20% ‐76% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
Partial legal aid 0% 0% 0% 0% 42% 0% 68% 33% 69% 44% 13% 3% 45% 45% 33% 0% ‐2% ‐20% ‐76% 0% 0% 0% 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
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(*) No reply to this question from DE, IE, ES, IT, CY, MT, PL, SK and SE. NL: In this calculation, the period starts to run at the date the Public Prosecution Service (PPS) summo-
ned the defendant to appear in court: the period ends on the day when the judge of first instance delivers the final verdict. The average processing time for the aforementioned 
35 cases is 645 days. However, account must be taken of the fact that a case is often not ready for the hearing at the moment the period starts to run. As a result, it takes some 
time before the case is presented for hearing. The average lenth from first hearing until delivery of the final verdict is 194 days.

(*) Calculations are based on 2022 at-risk-of-poverty (AROP) threshold values. BE, DE, ES, FR, HR, IE, IT, LT, LU, NL, SI, SK, FI: legal aid has to also take into account the appli-
cant’s disposable assets. EL: Beneficiary of legal aid is a person whose capital annual income does not exceed the 2/3 of the lowest annual salaries as provided by the existing 
legislation. LU: A partial legal aid regime was introduced. There is no specific threshold, the granting of the legal aid depends on the overall financial and family situation of the 
applicant. HR: no data provided.

2 	� The 2023 data are collected using replies from Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe (CCBE) members to a questionnaire based on the following specific scenario: a 
dispute of a consumer with a company (two different claim values indicated: EUR 6 000 and the Eurostat AROP threshold for each Member State). Given that conditions for 
legal aid depend on the applicant’s situation, the following scenario was used: a single 35-year-old employed applicant without any dependant or legal expenses insurance, 
with a regular income and a rented apartment.
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 Figure 25  Court fee to start judicial proceedings in a specific consumer case, 2023 (*) (amount of court fee as 
a proportion of the value of the claim) (source: European Commission with the Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe 
(CCBE) (3))

ES FR LU SK IE LT BG PL BE NL SE CZ HU AT LV DK SI EL DE EE CY PT FI IT RO HR MT
Court fee for a €6000 claim (in %) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 3.2% 1.4% 4.1% 5.0% 6.0% 5.6% 7.9% 1.7% 4.8% 1.1% 9.1% 9.9% 2.0% 3.4% 8.8% 4.0% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Court fee for a low value claim (*) (in %) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7% 4.7% 5.4% 5.8% 6.0% 6.8% 8.2% 8.2% 12.1% 12.3% 12.7% 18.7% 23.6% 27.3% 37.0% 39.9% 55.7% 97.8% 0.0% 0.0%
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 Figure 26  Rate of legal aid paid to criminal defence lawyers in a specific criminal case, 2023 (*) (source: 
European Commission with the Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe (CCBE) (4))

– Accessing alternative dispute resolution methods –                                                                 

DK SE CY LT ES HU IE PT PL FR BG BE CZ SK EE SI DE FI LU NL IT EL HR LV MT AT RO

Expenses 0 13 0 30.4 0 77.7 0 0 62.5 67 0 54 232 0 40 12.6 359.2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fee 167 275 351.14 232.3 631.67 414.6 383.88 768 500 921.67 666 796 1116 1092 1447 2200 2400 2764.6 2394.67 0 0 0 0 0 0

Weighted fee and expenses 181.5217391 364.556962 365.7708333 386.3235294 444.8380282 559.4318182 629.3114754 691.8918919 847.4576271 855.8 872.6190476 925.5813953 1138.77551 1287.640449 1540.366972 1746.031746 1781.021898 2373.675214 2726.60396
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DK SE CY LT ES HU IE PT PL FR BG BE CZ SK EE SI DE FI LU NL IT EL HR LV MT AT RO

Expenses 0 13 0 30.4 0 77.7 0 0 62.5 67 0 54 232 0 40 12.6 359.2 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fee 167 275 351.14 232.3 631.67 414.6 383.88 768 500 921.67 666 796 1116 1092 1447 2200 2400 2764.6 2394.67 0 0 0 0 0 0

Weighted fee and expenses 181.5217391 364.556962 365.7708333 386.3235294 444.8380282 559.4318182 629.3114754 691.8918919 847.4576271 855.8 872.6190476 925.5813953 1138.77551 1287.640449 1540.366972 1746.031746 1781.021898 2373.675214 2726.60396

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

NO DATA

C
o
u
r
t
 D

is
c
r
e
t
io

n

(*) Calculations are based on 2022 at-risk-of-poverty (AROP) threshold values. ‘Low value claim’ is a claim corresponding to the Eurostat poverty threshold for a single person in 
each Member State, converted to monthly income (e.g. in 2022, this value ranged from EUR 269 in BG to EUR 2266 in LU). BE: 24€ contribution to the Fund for the second line 
legal aid; Court registry fees: 50€ or 165€ Afterwards, if dismissed/convicted: possibly 1350 € for the procedural indemnity. NL: Court fees values correspond to a litigant with 
less than EUR 30 000 annual income. SE: The court fee is valid if value of claim exceeds € 2329

(*) The data is gathered based on a specific case study. The amounts are all in EUR, and where needed they were converted from national currencies . To take account of the 
economic differences between Member States the added value of the fee and exepense were divided by the comparative price level indices expressed in percentage where the 
EU average is 100%, DK is 149% and BG is 59% . This adjusts the sum of fee and expenses that the lawyers receive. AT: The Austrian legal aid system is state funded and 
based on the solidarity of all Austrian lawyers who all participate on a rotation based system in the legal aid system. In general, the single individual lawyer does not receive any 
direct remuneration for legal aid services. Instead, the Austrian state pays a yearly lump sum to the Austrian Bar for the total of legal aid services rendered by all lawyers. The 
Austrian Bar distributes this sum to the regional Bars on the basis of the number of registered lawyers who provided legal aid services and on the basis of the number of legal 
aid cases, which were handled by the regional Bars. The money is used for the lawyers’ social security and pension scheme which is not state funded.

3 	� The data, referring to income thresholds valid in 2022, have been collected using replies from Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe (CCBE) members to a 
questionnaire based on the following scenario: a consumer dispute between an individual and a company (two different claim values indicated: EUR 6 000 and the Eurostat 
AROP threshold for each Member State). 

4 	� The data, referring to income thresholds valid in 2022, have been collected using replies from Council of Bar and Law Societies in Europe (CCBE) members to a 
questionnaire based on the following scenario: a consumer dispute between an individual and a company (two different claim values indicated: EUR 6 000 and the Eurostat 
AROP threshold for each Member State). 
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 Figure 32  General government total expenditure on law courts in EUR per inhabitant, 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*)
(source: Eurostat)

LU DE IE NL MT SE AT BE SI IT ES FI FR DK BG PL LV CZ PT HR EE HU EL RO SK LT CY
2012 180 137 122 117 56 126 104 106 97 85 83 86 73 90 34 54 44 44 55 52 36 41 53 23 42 30 30
2020 240 158 124 133 89 123 121 104 108 98 92 102 84 89 64 76 74 66 71 70 65 59 63 48 54 47 38
2021 253 164 141 132 113 134 125 110 113 101 98 103 92 93 74 79 82 68 72 68 65 61 61 56 54 47 37
2022 281 181 158 140 136 131 127 123 116 112 104 103 98 96 87 86 83 77 72 72 70 61 61 60 59 48 43
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  3.2.2.	   Resources                                                                                                   

– Financial resources –                                                                                                                  

 Figure 33  General government total expenditure on law courts as a percentage of GDP, 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*)
(source: Eurostat)

BG PL SI MT HR LV RO DE ES HU IT EL PT SK CZ BE EE NL AT FR SE LU FI LT IE DK CY
2012 0.59 0.54 0.55 0.32 0.50 0.40 0.33 0.40 0.37 0.41 0.32 0.31 0.34 0.31 0.28 0.30 0.27 0.30 0.28 0.23 0.28 0.21 0.23 0.27 0.32 0.20 0.13
2020 0.72 0.56 0.48 0.34 0.56 0.47 0.42 0.39 0.39 0.42 0.35 0.41 0.36 0.32 0.33 0.26 0.31 0.29 0.28 0.25 0.27 0.23 0.24 0.27 0.16 0.17 0.15
2021 0.71 0.52 0.45 0.38 0.46 0.46 0.45 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.33 0.36 0.34 0.29 0.30 0.25 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.25 0.26 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.16 0.16 0.13
2022 0.65 0.50 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.40 0.39 0.37 0.35 0.34 0.31 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.25 0.25 0.24 0.21 0.20 0.16 0.15 0.14
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(*) Member States are ordered according to their expenditure in 2022 (from highest to lowest). Data for 2021-2022 for EL, ES, FR and NL are provisional. Data for BE, CY, HU, 
PT and RO for 2022 are provisional. Data for 2019-2022 for DE are provisional. Data for BG and PL have a break in series in 2022.  

(*) Member States are ordered according to their expenditure in 2021 (from highest to lowest). Data for other years is provisional for BE, DE, ES, FR and PT. 
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 Figure 36  Ratio of annual salaries of judges and prosecutors with annual average gross salary in the country 
in 2022 (*) (source: Council of Europe’s European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) study)

BE BG CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR HR IT CY LV LT LU HU MT AT PL RO SI SK FI SE NL PT

Starting salary of judicial staff 0.7 1.1 0.7 0.8 0.6 1.2 0.6 0.6 1.2 0.7 0.7 1.0 1.1 0.7 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6
Judicial staff after ten years of experience 1.0 1.9 0.9 1.1 0.7 1.4 0.7 0.7 1.6 0.7 1.0 1.0 1.6 0.9 0.7 1.3 1.2 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.7
Starting salary of public prosecution staff 0.7 1.1 0.8 0.7 0.6 1.1 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.8
Public prosecution staff after ten years of experience 1.0 1.9 0.7 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.0 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.2 1.3 0.8
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 Figure 37  Number of judges, 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (per 100 000 inhabitants) (source: Council of Europe’s European 
Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) study)

– Human resources –                                                                                                             

HR SI EL LU BG AT LV CZ PL HU LT SK DE RO FI PT EE CY NL BE IT SE ES FR MT DK IE

2012 45.3 47.1 23.3 40.4 30.7 18.3 21.5 29.1 26.2 27.9 25.6 24.2 24.7 20.2 18.1 19.2 17.7 11.9 14.4 14.3 10.6 11.8 11.2 10.7 9.5 6.6 3.1

2020 40.7 41.5 36.0 36.1 31.6 29.0 29.1 28.1 25.2 28.2 26.5 23.9 25.0 24.0 19.5 19.4 17.6 14.1 14.9 13.2 11.9 11.6 11.2 11.2 8.2 6.6 3.3

2021 42.4 40.8 37.6 35.6 32.1 26.6 29.1 28.4 25.8 28.0 25.6 25.5 25.2 24.1 20.9 19.5 17.7 14.3 15.1 14.4 12.1 11.9 11.4 11.2 9.1 6.6 3.3

2022 42.4 40.7 37.3 35.1 33.9 29.4 28.3 28.2 28.0 27.7 26.1 25.7 24.7 22.9 20.6 19.5 17.8 15.5 15.0 14.4 12.2 11.7 11.7 11.3 9.0 6.5 3.3
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(*) Member States specific comments on the data are accessible in the CEPEJ study (5).

(*) This category consists of judges working full-time, in accordance with the CEPEJ methodology. It does not include the Rechtspfleger/court clerks that exist in some Member 
States. AT: data on administrative justice have been part of the data since 2016. EL: since 2016, data on the number of professional judges include all the ranks for criminal 
and civil justice as well as administrative judges. IT: Regional audit commissions, local tax commissions and military courts are not taken into consideration. Administrative 
justice has been taken into account since 2018. 

5 	� https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-rule-law/eu-justice-scoreboard_en#documents

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-r
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 Figure 38  Proportion of female professional Supreme Court judges 2021 – 2023 (*) (source: European 
Commission (6))

RO BG LV EL HU LU SK FR SI CY LT AT NL DE IT IE PT HR EE SE BE FI PL ES CZ DK MT
2021 76.9% 76.6% 65.6% 32.9% 61.8% 50.0% 50.6% 51.6% 41.4% 30.8% 37.9% 40.0% 40.0% 36.8% 35.3% 25.0% 33.3% 33.3% 26.3% 31.3% 34.5% 28.6% 21.9% 19.2% 14.3% 22.2% 20.0%

2022 77.4% 75.6% 70.6% 32.9% 61.8% 75.0% 63.3% 50.8% 33.3% 41.7% 37.5% 38.3% 42.9% 34.9% 33.4% 33.3% 35.1% 35.3% 31.6% 25.0% 31.0% 45.0% 19.8% 22.4% 16.9% 21.1% 14.3%

2023 76.7% 76.4% 68.6% 65.1% 59.1% 55.6% 53.3% 49.2% 46.4% 45.5% 45.2% 41.7% 41.7% 37.5% 35.1% 33.3% 32.8% 32.3% 31.6% 31.3% 31.0% 30.0% 24.8% 19.2% 18.6% 16.7% 14.3%
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 Figure 39  Number of lawyers, 2012, 2020 – 2022 (*) (per 100 000 inhabitants) (source: Council of Europe’s 
EuropeanCommission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) study)

UK: Data for 2010 and 2014. CY LU EL IT PT ES MT IE HU BG DE BE PL CZ HR DK RO SK FR NL SI EE LT AT FI LV SE
2012 295.4 384.8 380.7 379.0 270.2 285.5 331.4 240.8 131.2 164.9 200.5 155.3 114.1 104.1 103.0 107.5 98.2 96.3 85.7 101.7 68.8 65.8 59.8 68.1 35.7 65.7 54.9

2020 476.9 485.2 416.1 398.2 321.6 303.7 342.4 282.4 131.1 201.9 199.2 163.8 150.0 114.6 119.8 117.6 122.1 114.8 104.0 102.8 87.0 82.4 80.6 75.1 73.9 72.4 60.3

2021 483.8 503.1 404.9 389.6 327.8 304.9 255.0 0.0 119.9 198.9 198.9 165.6 156.6 117.8 129.2 120.3 122.4 119.0 104.7 103.4 88.1 80.7 81.1 76.6 75.2 72.0 61.6

2022 505.2 492.6 441.5 398.7 338.5 308.9 292.8 275.3 210.6 209.2 195.8 165.1 163.0 132.1 129.3 123.0 121.4 118.4 106.6 102.3 88.4 81.7 80.4 76.7 73.7 71.7 62.5
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(*) The data are sorted by 2023 values, from the highest to the lowest.

(*) In accordance with the CEPEJ methodology, a lawyer is a person qualified and authorised by national law to plead and act on behalf of their clients; to engage in the practice 
of law; to appear before the courts or advise and represent their clients in legal matters (Recommendation Rec (2000)21 of the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe 
on the freedom of exercise of the profession of lawyer). DE: no distinction is made between different groups of lawyers in Germany, such as between solicitors or barristers. FI: 
since 2015, the number of lawyers provided includes both the number of lawyers working in the private sector and the number of lawyers working in the public sector. 

6 	� European Institute for Gender Equality, Gender Statistics Database: https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_jud_natcrt__wmid_natcrt_supcrt/datatable

https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_jud_natcrt__wmid_natcrt_supcrt/datatable
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  3.3.1.	  �Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment           
protection                                                                                                       

 Figure 52  Main reasons among the general public for the perceived lack of independence (share of all 
respondents - higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (7))

DK FI AT SE LU DE IE NL EE MT BE LT FR CZ PT RO CY SI LV HU EL ES IT SK PL BG HR
The status and position of judges do not

sufficiently guarantee their independence 5.6% 6.6% 5.8% 9.6% 6.2% 7.6% 13.1% 12.1% 10.8% 18.3% 19.3% 24.3% 19.0% 23.2% 27.3% 20.0% 27.3% 29.5% 16.8% 23.0% 39.1% 28.0% 29.1% 43.4% 47.3% 40.9% 45.7%

Interference or pressure from
economic or other specific interests 5.8% 7.2% 7.5% 9.2% 6.2% 8.3% 12.5% 12.0% 11.2% 17.7% 20.8% 28.7% 22.3% 27.6% 33.8% 26.3% 32.9% 37.9% 20.4% 27.8% 50.0% 37.0% 35.0% 47.5% 44.7% 51.5% 56.2%

Interference or pressure from
government and politicians 6.1% 7.5% 8.5% 9.2% 6.3% 9.3% 13.3% 12.9% 11.0% 24.0% 21.4% 29.2% 25.0% 28.6% 32.0% 27.2% 31.7% 39.4% 20.0% 30.0% 51.4% 39.5% 34.4% 54.3% 55.1% 52.3% 59.9%
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7 	�� Eurobarometer survey FL540, replies to the question: ‘Could you tell me to what extent each of the following reasons explains your rating of the independence of the justice 
system in (our country): very much, somewhat, not really, not at all?’ if reply to Q1 is ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad’.

3. Key findings of the 2023 EU Justice Scoreboard 45

    3.3. Independence     3.3.1. Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection

3.3.1.  Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment 
protection

Figure 51 How the general public perceives the independence of courts and judges (*) (source: Eurobarometer (111) - 
light colours: 2016, 2022 and 2023, dark colours: 2024)

Very good Fairly good Fairly bad Very bad Don't know

(*) Member States are ordered first by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good or fairly good (total good); if some Member 
States have the same percentage of total good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is fairly bad or very 
bad (total bad); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good and total bad, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the inde-
pendence of courts and judges is very good; if some Member States have the same percentage of total good, total bad and of very good, then they are ordered by the percentage 
of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very bad.

Figure 52 shows the main reasons given by respondents for a perceived lack of independence of courts and judges. Respondents 
among the general public who rated the independence of the justice system as being ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad’ could choose be-
tween three reasons to explain their rating. The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 51.

Figure 52 Main reasons among the general public for the perceived lack of independence (share of all respondents - 
higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (112))

The status and position of judges do not
sufficiently guarantee their independence

Interference or pressure from
economic or other specific interests

Interference or pressure from
government and politicians

111 Eurobarometer survey FL540, conducted between 14 and 27 February 2024. Replies to the question: ‘From what you know, how would you rate the justice system in (your 
country) in terms of the independence of courts and judges? Would you say it is very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad?’, see: https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-
and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-rule-law/eu-justice-scoreboard_en#surveys; FL519 (2023), FL503 (2022), FL435 (2016), also available at: 
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/screen/home.

112 Eurobarometer survey FL540, replies to the question: ‘Could you tell me to what extent each of the following reasons explains your rating of the independence of the justice 
system in (our country): very much, somewhat, not really, not at all?’ if reply to Q1 is 'fairly bad' or 'very bad'.

 DK  FI  AT  SE  LU  DE  IE  NL  EE  MT  BE  LT  FR  CZ  PT  RO  CY  SI  LV  HU  EL  ES  IT  SK  PL  BG HR
Don't know 8% 5% 7% 6% 14% 13% 10% 12% 19% 5% 8% 12% 12% 7% 7% 7% 15% 10% 31% 20% 4% 13% 11% 6% 10% 10% 8%
Very bad 2% 2% 1% 4% 2% 6% 4% 5% 3% 11% 8% 8% 9% 13% 6% 19% 11% 16% 6% 13% 22% 19% 18% 19% 23% 34% 32%
Fairly bad 7% 10% 10% 11% 8% 9% 14% 13% 12% 20% 23% 24% 25% 25% 34% 21% 25% 29% 20% 26% 34% 31% 36% 42% 39% 31% 37%
Fairly good 48% 57% 58% 50% 61% 49% 54% 52% 56% 43% 53% 53% 49% 46% 46% 46% 43% 40% 40% 36% 35% 30% 32% 30% 25% 22% 15%
Very good 35% 26% 24% 29% 16% 23% 17% 18% 10% 21% 8% 3% 5% 9% 7% 6% 7% 4% 3% 5% 6% 7% 4% 3% 3% 2% 8%
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 Figure 51  How the general public perceives the independence of courts and judges  (*) 
(source: Eurobarometer (*)

(*)	 Member States are ordered first by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good or fairly good 
(total good); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the 
independence of courts and judges is fairly bad or very bad (total bad); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good and total bad, then 
they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good; if some Member States have the same 
percentage of total good, total bad and of very good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and 
judges is very bad.

(*)	 Eurobarometer survey FL540, conducted between 14 and 27 February 2024. Replies to the question: ‘From what you know, how would you rate the justice 
system in (your country) in terms of the independence of courts and judges? Would you say it is very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad?’, see: https://
commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/policies/justice-and-fundamental-rights/upholding-rule-law/eu-justice-scoreboard_en#surveys; FL519 (2023), FL503 
(2022), FL435 (2016), also available at: https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/screen/home.
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 Figure 54  Main reasons among companies for the perceived lack of independence (rate of all respondents - 
higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (8)) 

FI DK IE AT SE NL LU DE BE LT EE CZ MT RO EL FR CY PT IT LV SI HU SK ES HR BG PL

The status and position of judges do not
sufficiently guarantee their independence 4% 5% 8% 10% 5% 4% 2% 8% 15% 14% 8% 22% 22% 20% 37% 20% 23% 35% 31% 13% 25% 22% 42% 35% 41% 40% 42%

Interference or pressure from
economic or other specific interests 5% 6% 9% 13% 6% 3% 4% 9% 15% 17% 9% 25% 23% 28% 41% 21% 33% 38% 39% 17% 31% 21% 48% 41% 54% 49% 40%

Interference or pressure from
government and politicians 4% 6% 7% 13% 4% 4% 4% 12% 17% 17% 10% 23% 28% 28% 40% 20% 31% 39% 37% 16% 34% 26% 51% 47% 51% 47% 49%
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 Figure 55  How companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts (*) 
(source: Eurobarometer (9)

LU FI IE DK MT SE AT NL SI FR CZ BE DE RO LT IT PT HR EE HU BG ES LV PL SK CY EL
Don't know/No Answer 6% 2% 1% 4% 8% 6% 6% 11% 5% 7% 5% 4% 9% 2% 6% 5% 2% 7% 9% 19% 4% 4% 14% 12% 4% 3% 1%
Very unconfident 4% 2% 4% 5% 5% 5% 10% 6% 14% 10% 11% 6% 18% 9% 12% 18% 14% 14% 8% 8% 18% 21% 12% 22% 19% 26% 22%
Fairly unconfident 6% 14% 13% 11% 7% 12% 14% 16% 17% 21% 23% 30% 13% 31% 29% 23% 33% 32% 37% 28% 37% 34% 36% 33% 44% 41% 49%
Fairly confident 44% 59% 55% 39% 43% 46% 47% 50% 54% 49% 48% 48% 35% 51% 46% 48% 38% 41% 40% 37% 34% 31% 34% 27% 31% 26% 25%
Very confident 39% 23% 27% 41% 36% 31% 23% 17% 11% 13% 13% 12% 24% 7% 9% 6% 12% 7% 6% 8% 9% 10% 5% 7% 2% 5% 3%
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    3.3. Independence     3.3.2. Structural independence   

Figure 55 How companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts (*) (source: 
Eurobarometer (115) - light colours: 2022 and 2023, dark colours: 2024)

Very confident Fairly confident Fairly unconfident Very unconfident Don't know/no answer

(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts 
(total confident).

Figure 56 shows the main reasons given by companies for the perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection. Respond-
ents which rated their level of confidence as ‘fairly unconfident’ or ‘very unconfident’, could choose four reasons to explain their 
rating (and some indicated “other”). The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 55.

Figure 56 Main reasons among companies for their perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection (rate 
of all respondents - higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (116))

Unpredictable, non-transparent administrative conduct, and
difficulty to challenge administrative decisions in court  

Difficulty to obtain a fair compensation/
to protect property when something goes wrong

Frequent changes in legislation or concerns about
quality of the law making process 

Difficulty to enforce rights in court due to concerns about quality,
efficiency or independence of justice  

Other

While EU law may not solve every challenge investors may face in their activities, it does provide high level of protection for 
the rights of EU investors within the single market. This framework permits access to the market, operations on the market and 
retreat from the market across all Member States. Investors retain the ability to invoke their rights before administrative bodies 
and courts.

115 Eurobarometer survey FL541, conducted between 14 February and 5 March 2024, replies to the question Q3: 'To what extent are you confident that your investments are 
protected by the law and courts in (your country) if something goes wrong?' For the purpose of the survey, investment was defined as including any kind of asset that a 
company owns or controls and that is characterised by the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit or the assumption of risk.

116 Eurobarometer survey FL541; replies to the question: 'What are your main reasons for concern about the effectiveness of investment protection?' if the response to Q3 was 
'fairly unconfident' or 'very unconfident'.

(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts 
(total confident). 

8 	�� Eurobarometer survey FL541; replies to the question: ‘Could you tell me to what extent each of the following reasons explains your rating of the independence of the justice 
system in (your country): very much, somewhat, not really, not at all?’ if the response to Q1 was ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad’.

9 	�� Eurobarometer survey FL541 , conducted between 14 February and 5 March 2024, replies to the question Q3: ‘To what extent are you confident that your investments are 
protected by the law and courts in (your country) if something goes wrong?’ For the purpose of the survey, investment was defined as including any kind of asset that a 
company owns or controls and that is characterised by the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit or the assumption of risk.
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 Figure 56  Main reasons among companies for their perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection 
(rate of all respondents - higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (10))

LU FI IE DK MT SE AT NL SI FR CZ BE DE RO LT IT PT HR EE HU BG ES LV PL SK CY EL
Other 1% 1% 0% 2% 2% 3% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 2% 0% 7% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 4% 3% 1% 3% 1%

Unpredictable, non‐transparent administrative conduct, and difficulty
to challenge administrative decisions in court 5% 7% 10% 7% 9% 6% 11% 10% 14% 23% 24% 27% 11% 28% 24% 24% 25% 32% 26% 25% 32% 44% 19% 42% 48% 32% 48%

Frequent changes in legislation or concerns about quality of the law
making process 4% 7% 8% 6% 7% 6% 12% 9% 18% 19% 27% 24% 16% 35% 27% 18% 20% 32% 27% 23% 22% 43% 23% 37% 48% 25% 59%

Difficulty to obtain a fair compensation/ to protect property when
something goes wrong 6% 8% 7% 4% 6% 7% 6% 15% 16% 21% 27% 28% 15% 28% 23% 17% 23% 27% 30% 19% 22% 43% 14% 29% 48% 43% 51%

Difficult to enforce rights in court due to concerns about quality,
efficiency or independence of justice 7% 4% 7% 5% 7% 8% 14% 9% 18% 20% 24% 21% 15% 26% 26% 24% 29% 28% 22% 19% 30% 45% 17% 33% 46% 42% 47%
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts 
(total confident). 

10 	�� Eurobarometer survey FL541; replies to the question: ‘What are your main reasons for concern about the effectiveness of investment protection?’ if the response to Q3 was 
‘fairly unconfident’ or ‘very unconfident’.
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