
1

Contribution ID: 5e905147-947b-4749-bd64-ab193da3d4de
Date: 23/01/2026 22:12:08

           

2026 Rule of Law Report - targeted stakeholder 
consultation

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

The annual Rule of Law Report lies at the centre of the Annual Rule of Law Cycle, which acts as a preventive
tool, deepening multilateral dialogue and joint awareness of rule of law issues. So far, six editions of the Rule
of Law Report have been published since 2020.

As every year, the Commission would like to invite the stakeholders to provide contributions to the 2026 Rule
of Law Report. On the basis of these contributions and on-going developments, further targeted questions may
be shared at a later stage of preparation of the 2026 Rule of Law Report, in particular in the context of country
visits, or bilateral contacts. 

The Commission invites stakeholders to provide contributions which include:

(1) developments and measures taken in relation to the recommendations in the 2025 report,
(2) developments related to topics covered in the 2025 country chapters, as well as any other new 
developments related to the rule of law.

The input should consist of a short summary, if possible in English, covering the areas referred to below.
Legislation or other documents may be referenced with a link. Contributions should focus on significant
developments since the last Rule of Law Report both as regards the legal framework and its implementation in
practice.

This questionnaire also integrates the separate questionnaire on the single market from last year. In addition to
these specific questions, respondents to the questionnaire are invited to consider the Single Market
dimension, including any relevant cross-border issues, in all their answers. 

Where questions of particular relevance under the single market dimension, this is
indicated before the relevant question. 

[1] Unless the information was already submitted in the input for the previous Rule of Law Reports.
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Type of information to be included:

Under each of the four pillars, the replies should include references to the following types of information:

A) Legislative developments

Newly adopted legislation
legislative drafts currently discussed in Parliament
legislative plans envisaged by the Government

 B) Policy developments

Implementation and enforcement of legislation
evaluations, impact assessment, surveys
white papers/strategies/actions plans/consultation processes
follow-up to reports/recommendations of Council of Europe bodies or other international organisations
important administrative measures
generalised practices

C) Developments related to the judiciary / independent authorities 

important case law by national courts
important decision/opinions from independent bodies/authorities
state of play on terms, nominations and expired mandates for high-level positions (e.g. Supreme Court, 
Constitutional Court, Council for the Judiciary, Prosecutor General, heads of independent authorities 
included in the scope of the request for input[2])

D) Any other relevant developments 

National authorities are free to add any further information, which they deem relevant; however, this 
should be short and to the point.

Where relevant, please also indicate whether the developments reported are linked to the implementation of
reforms and investments under the national Recovery Resilience Plan. To simplify your answers to the
questionnaire, if there are no developments, it is sufficient to indicate this and the information covered in the
contributions for the previous Rule of Law Reports does not need not be repeated.

[2] Such as: media regulatory authorities and bodies, national human rights institutions, equality bodies, ombudsman institutions, supreme audit 

institutions and, where they exist, transparency authorities.

About you
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I am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Civil society organisation/NGO
International organisation
Judicial association or network
Media organisation or association
Public authority or network of public authorities
Other

Organisation name
250 character(s) maximum

K-Monitor

Main Areas of Work
Justice System
Anti-corruption
Media Pluralism and Freedom
Checks and Balances
Other

Please insert an URL towards your organisation's main online presence or describe 
your organisation briefly:

500 character(s) maximum

Transparency register number
Check if your organisation is in the transparency register. It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to 
influence EU decision-making

361342143111-55

Country of origin
Please indicate the country of origin of your organisation

Austria

*

*

*
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Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czechia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovak Republic
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Other - please specify

First name

Sandor

Surname
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Lederer

Email Address of the organisation

info@k-monitor.hu

Publication of your contribution and privacy settings
You can choose whether you wish for your contribution to be published and whether you wish your details to be made 
public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous - Only your type of respondent, country of origin and contribution will 
be published. Organisation name, URL, transparency register number, first 
name and surname given above will not be published. To maintain anonymity, 
please refrain from mentioning the name of your organisation and any 
details from which your organisation an be identified in the rest of your 
contribution as we will not be able to guarantee anonymisation of these 
elements.
Public - Your personal details (name, organisation name, transparency register 
number, country of origin will be published with your contribution).
No publication - Your contribution will not be published. Elements of your 
contribution may be referred to anonymously in documents produced by the 
Commission based on this consultation.

I agree with the personal data protection provisions.

 Specific_privacy_statement_targeted_stakeholder_consultation_2026_rule_of_law_report.pdf

Questions on horizontal developments

In this section, you are invited to provide information on general horizontal developments or trends, both 
positive and negative, covering all or several Member States. In particular, you could mention issues that are 
common to several Member States, as well as best practices identified in one Member State that could be 
replicated. Moreover, you could refer to your activities in the area of the four pillars and sub-topics (an 
overview of all sub-topics can be found below), and, if you represent a Network of national organisations, to 
the support you might have provided to one of your national members.

Overview topics for contribution
 List_of_topics_for_contribution.docx

*

https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/files/13f6b6ff-97f2-4168-b489-028a1d7d55ae/f5c8a71d-1f43-4323-af2b-6753d5035fe4
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/files/13f6b6ff-97f2-4168-b489-028a1d7d55ae/41db9bc3-500c-4288-a857-4f76dbac033b
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Please provide any relevant information on horizontal developments here
5000 character(s) maximum

EU institutions have done too little to support Hungary’s compliance with the remedial measures and milestones 
established under the conditionality mechanism. This undermines the deterrent effect of what should be a 
powerful tool for addressing situations in which the EU’s financial interests are at risk in other member states as 
well. At the same time, trends restricting access to information (such as the Infosec proposal and the weakening 
of Regulation 1049/2001) are gaining momentum, while insufficient progress has been made on legislation that 
would strengthen transparency and accountability within the EU. Although the EU and leading member states 
present themselves globally as champions of democracy, civil society within the Union is more and more often 
forced to defend existing rights against member states or EU institutions than to work toward their expansion. If 
the EU believes that weakening the rule of law and human rights will allow it to compete more effectively in the 
increasingly accelerated rivalry among global powers, it risks abandoning the very values that have made it 
attractive to those who consider Europe their home precisely because of legal certainty, solidarity and high 
social standards, and the protection of fundamental rights.

Questions for contribution

Under each pillar, you are invited to provide information on measures taken to implement the
recommendations addressed to the Member State in the 2025 Rule of Law report, as well as developments
with regard to the points raised in the respective country chapter of the 2025 Rule of Law Report and any other
significant developments since January 2025 and up to the date of submission[3]. Please always include a link
to and reference relevant legislation/documents (in the national language and/or where available, in English). S

 can include challenges, positive developments and best practices, covering bothignificant developments
legislative developments or implementation and practices.

Information provided in reply to , related to the follow-up to thethe first question under each pillar
recommendations, does not need to be repeated in subsequent parts of the questionnaire, but can be cross-
referenced in the subsequent questions, where relevant. All other questions are not limited to the
recommendations, but as in previous years, cover the entire scope of the Report.
 
[3] Unless already covered in the input for the previous Rule of Law Reports.

Member State/enlargement country covered in contribution [only  ]one choice possible

If you wish to submit information concerning several Member States/enlargement countries, please fill 

in the questionnaire separately for each country. There is no limit to the number of contributions 

submitted by a single participant. 

Albania
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
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Croatia
Cyprus
Czechia
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Montenegro
Netherlands
North Macedonia
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

I. Justice System

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations
received in the 2025 Report regarding the justice system (if applicable)
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5000 character(s) maximum

A. Independence

Appointment and selection of judges, prosecutors and court presidents (incl. judicial 
review)
(The reference to ‘judges’ concerns judges at all level and types of courts as well as judges at constitutional courts)

5000 character(s) maximum

Irremovability of judges, including transfers, (incl. as part of judicial map reform), 
dismissal and retirement regime of judges, court presidents and prosecutors (incl. 
judicial review)

5000 character(s) maximum

Promotion of judges and prosecutors (incl. judicial review)
5000 character(s) maximum

Allocation of cases in courts
5000 character(s) maximum

Independence (including composition and nomination and dismissal of its members),
and powers of the body tasked with safeguarding the independence of the judiciary (e.
g. Council for the Judiciary)

5000 character(s) maximum

Accountability of judges and prosecutors, including disciplinary regime and bodies
and ethical rules, judicial immunity and criminal/civil (where applicable) liability of
judges (incl. judicial review)

5000 character(s) maximum
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Independence/autonomy of the prosecution service
5000 character(s) maximum

The prosecution service continues to have a strictly hierarchical structure. As noted by the 2025 Rule of Law 
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The prosecution service continues to have a strictly hierarchical structure. As noted by the 2025 Rule of Law 
Report as well, this, “together with the lack of internal checks and balances, means that the risk continues that 
senior prosecutors can influence the work of subordinate prosecutors, including in individual cases”. This has to 
be viewed together with the repeated conclusion of the Rule of Law Reports that Hungary has been failing to 
establish “a robust track record of investigations, prosecutions and final judgments for high-level corruption 
cases”.

The 14th Amendment to the Fundamental Law removed, as of 1 January 2025, the requirement that the 
Prosecutor General (PG) should be elected “from among the prosecutors”,  opening the path for the position to 
be filled in by a non-prosecutor. Although the explanatory memorandum of the bill referred to aligning the law 
with the practice (i.e. that since the transition, two out of the three PGs were not prosecutors when first elected) 
and to international examples, it provided no real justification as to why this amendment became necessary 
over a decade after the adoption of the original rules. In its June 2025 opinion, the Venice Commission 
expressed concerns about this change, pointing out that its findings and recommendations are “particularly 
relevant in a system, such as the Hungarian, where the [PG] enjoys wide powers”. In June 2025, the previous 
PG’s chief of cabinet, i.e. a sworn-in prosecutor was elected as the new PG – after the previous PG resigned 
before the end of his mandate (getting subsequently elected as Constitutional Court president), allowing the 
governing majority to elect a new PG for nine years before the national elections in 2026.

Hungary has still not implemented GRECO’s recommendation to review the possibility to maintain the PG in 
office after the expiry of their mandate by a minority blocking of the election in the Parliament of a successor. 
This possibility was criticized by the Venice Commission as early as 2012, and it “could expose [the PG] to 
undue political influence”. It also continues to be the case that the PG can only be removed from office with a 
two-thirds majority of MPs as a result of a 2021 amendment.

GRECO’s recommendation that the immunity of prosecutors be limited to activities relating to their participation 
in the administration of justice (“functional immunity”) remains not implemented.

It was also recommended by GRECO that disciplinary proceedings in respect of prosecutors be handled 
outside the immediate hierarchical structure of the prosecution service and in a way that provides for enhanced 
accountability and transparency. As a result, the respective rules were amended to involve a disciplinary 
commissioner in disciplinary proceedings. GRECO welcomed this step, but pointed out that the disciplinary 
commissioner’s “role is limited, and the superior prosecutor is still leading the overall procedure”, and that “[n]o 
measures to increase the transparency of the process has been reported” by the Hungarian authorities.

In sum, out of the four recommendations issued by GRECO in 2015 in relation to corruption prevention in 
respect of prosecutors, one remains not implemented, while two remain only partly implemented.

The statutory rules introduced as of July 2024 which granted the Ministry of Justice unlimited access to 
decisions delivered by the judiciary, the prosecution service and other autonomous state bodies and 
government agencies remain in effect. These rules allow the Ministry of Justice to acquire protected information 
to which it would not have access otherwise. It is particularly concerning that the Ministry of Justice can get 
access to decisions of the prosecutor and of the investigating authorities generated in criminal proceedings that 
can be reopened without judicial intervention. In addition to the concern that the Ministry of Justice can exert 
political influence and pressure on the prosecution service with regard to individual cases based on reviewing 
the decisions accessed, it is also disquieting that the Ministry of Justice is able to access decisions generated in 
criminal proceedings that contain highly sensitive personal information, which can potentially be extrapolated 
despite anonymisation.

This text was authored by the Hungarian Helsinki Committe but fully represents K-Monitor's position on that 
topic.
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Independence of the Bar (chamber/association of lawyers) and of lawyers
5000 character(s) maximum

Significant developments capable of affecting the perception that the general public 
has of the independence of the judiciary

5000 character(s) maximum

B. Quality of justice 
(Under this topic, you are not required to give statistical information but should provide input on the type of information outlined in the 

introduction)

 Accessibility of courts (e.g. court/legal fees, legal aid, [single market relevance]
language)

5000 character(s) maximum

Resources of the judiciary (human/financial/material), remuneration/bonuses/rewards
for judges and prosecutors, including observed changes (significant and targeted
increase or decrease over the past year)   
(Material resources refer e.g. to court buildings and other facilities. Financial resources include salaries of staff in courts and prosecution 

offices.)

5000 character(s) maximum

Training of justice professionals (including judges, [single market relevance] 
prosecutors, lawyers, court staff, clerks/trainees)

5000 character(s) maximum

Digitalisation (e.g. use of digital technology, including electronic communication and 
AI tools, within the justice system and with court users, procedural rules, access to 
judgments online)
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5000 character(s) maximum

Use of assessment tools and standards (e.g. ICT systems, including AI-based 
systems, for case management, court statistics and their transparency, monitoring, 
evaluation, surveys among court users or legal professionals)

5000 character(s) maximum

Geographical distribution and number of courts/jurisdictions (“judicial map”) and their 
specialisation, in particular specific courts or chambers within courts to deal with 
fraud and corruption cases.

5000 character(s) maximum

 Specialisation (of judges/specific courts/chambers within [single market relevance]
courts) and training for the judiciary to deal with commercial cases, as well as 
alternative dispute resolution mechanisms and mediation as regards commercial 
cases.

5000 character(s) maximum

C. Efficiency of the justice system
(Under this topic, you are not required to give statistical information but should provide input on the type of information outlined in the 

introduction)

 Developments related to efforts to improve the efficiency [single market relevance]
of the justice system (e.g. as regards length of proceedings, to address backlogs)

5000 character(s) maximum

Any other developments related to the justice system - please specify
5000 character(s) maximum
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II. Anti-Corruption Framework

Where previous specific reports, published in the framework of the review under the UN Convention against 
Corruption, of GRECO, and of the OECD address the issues below, please make a reference to the points 
you wish to bring to the Commission’s attention in these documents, indicating any relevant updates, 
changes or measures introduced that have occurred since these documents were published.

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations
received in the 2025 Report regarding the anti-corruption framework (if applicable):

5000 character(s) maximum

*All texts in this chapter have been co-authored by K-Monitor and TI Hungary's experts. *

In the 2025 Rule of Law Report, the European Commission took note of Hungary’s failure to comply with 
recommendations put forward in the 2024 Rule of Law Report, therefore, recommendations regarding both the 
anti-corruption framework and other dimensions of the Rule of Law Report were repeated. As a result, in the 
anti-corruption framework, two recurring recommendations remain. The Commission recommends Hungary to

1.        put forward comprehensive legislative reforms on lobbying and revolving doors, and further improve the 
system of asset declarations, providing for effective oversight and enforcement, and 
2.        establish a robust track record of investigations, prosecutions and final judgments for high-level 
corruption cases.

As in previous years, Hungary made no progress in either of the above fields. Even though the National Anti-
Corruption Strategy foresaw the adoption of Hungary’s new law on lobbying and on the revolving door 
phenomenon by 30 November 2025, no legislative proposal was made public. 

As far as the recommendation relating to investigation and prosecution of corruption, as well as conviction of 
corrupt perpetrators, the prosecution service keeps on contesting the concept of “high level corruption”, 
emphasizing that criminal law provisions do not distinguish between different forms or manifestations of 
corruption based on the suspected perpetrators’ seniority or political embeddedness and anti-corruption 
regulations are implemented rigorously and without bias. However, experience does not support this argument. 
For example the most significant corruption case in 2025 was related to the suspected misappropriation of 
approximately HUF 266 billion (ca. € 0.6 billion) in public money through a network of foundations endowed by 
Hungary’s Central Bank during the term of the bank’s previous Governor, György Matolcsy and persons 
belonging to his closest vicinity, including his son, Ádám Matolcsy by the employment of a non-transparent 
investment scheme comprising of corporations and shady private equity funds. Despite the opening of a 
criminal investigation on 22 January 2025 in response to a criminal complaint submitted by the State Audit 
Office (SAO), the police were unable to uncover the details of this suspected criminal offence, and the Central 
Bank’s previous Governor, supposedly the chief orchestrator of these conducts, was not interrogated, neither 
were taken any criminal procedure measures to secure recovery of misappropriated assets, e.g.: freezing of 
bank accounts or seizure of property.

Investigation and prosecution of corruption or related offences tend to be protracted or halted in other high-level 
cases, too. For instance, it took almost three years for the authorities to interrogate the suspected perpetrator of 
subsidy fraud, a mayor belonging to Hungary’s governing Fidesz party when the suspected offence occurred, in 
the case of the infamous canopy trail project, where the forest around the walkway was cut clear.
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A. The institutional framework capacity to fight against corruption (prevention and 
investigation / prosecution)

List any  as regards relevant authorities (e.g. national agencies, bodies) inchanges
charge of prevention, detection, investigation and prosecution of corruption and the
resources allocated to each of these authorities (the human, financial, legal, and
technical/specialised resources as relevant), including the cooperation among
domestic and with foreign authorities. Indicate any relevant measures taken to
effectively and timely cooperate with OLAF and EPPO 

5000 character(s) maximum

Concerns identified in our previous contributions prevail. The anti-corruption framework remained fragmented 
without a single agency empowered to lead or effectively coordinate the work of numerous stakeholders. The 
Integrity Authority did not become the lead actor of the anti-corruption arena, to the contrary, it lacks the 
necessary capacity and authorisation. The National Protective Service, once a key anti-corruption agency, has, 
since 2022, lost significant parts of its jurisdiction, and even though on paper it is still tasked with the 
coordination of the Government’s anti-corruption policies, its impact and visibility has shrunk. The competence 
to conduct reliability screenings was divided in 2022 between the National Protective Service and the 
Constitution Protection Authority, a national security agency. This not only failed to improve the efficiency of the 
fight against corruption, but as a result of the expansion of the clandestine services’ anti-corruption portfolio, 
national security considerations resulting in secrecy prevent accessibility of information relating to the 
Government’s anti-corruption activities. 

By now it is clear that the elements of the anti-corruption framework introduced in 2022 to meet EU standards, 
such as the Integrity Authority, the Directorate for Internal Audit and Integrity (DIAI), the Anti-Corruption Task 
Force (ACTF) and the redesigned Directorate General for Audit of European Funds failed to meaningfully 
contribute to the containment of high-level government corruption. These institutions not only lack adequate 
jurisdiction, but in most cases, they do not incline to combat wrongdoing or to challenge other agencies for their 
misdeeds and omissions in the fight against wrongdoing. 

The Integrity Authority’s budget for the year 2025 remained HUF 19 billion (€ 46 million), and it employs over 
130 individuals. The Integrity Authority’s budget is projected to decrease by 26.2% to HUF 14.2 billion (€ 34 
million) in 2026, a reduction reflecting consistent underspending and the abandonment of plans for a dedicated 
headquarters.

The Government fails to propose the necessary regulatory amendments needed to secure a dedicated budget 
for the ACTF. As a result, the ACTF fails to exhaust its powers, which, although vaguely defined, would still 
enable a more proactive stance in order to expose corrupt practices and inadequate responses by the 
Government. Due to more disciplined coordination on behalf of state representatives, who are primarily inclined 
to prevent meaningful actions and critical conclusions that could embarrass the Government’s anti-corruption 
performance, and to the lacking unanimity of civil society members, the ACTF is unable to carry out its mission. 
An outstanding example of this approach relates to legal reforms believed necessary to foster the ACTF’s 
functionality. Albeit ACTF members’ unanimous support, the government fails to initiate relevant legal 
amendments, claiming that in lack of the European Commission’s consent, the underlying legal framework 
cannot be changed.

The ACTF failed to adopt its 2024 annual report following a breakdown in consensus-building that persisted 

despite postponing the statutory voting deadline from 15 March to 30 April 2025. The deadlock stemmed from a 
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despite postponing the statutory voting deadline from 15 March to 30 April 2025. The deadlock stemmed from a 
fundamental disagreement over the report’s content: state delegates produced a unilateral draft that omitted 
specific high-profile corruption cases and minimized the systemic nature of corruption, characterizing the civil 
society members’ insistence on including scandals such as the Elios case or ventilator procurements as 
unacceptable “political statements”. Conversely, civil society delegates rejected the report’s version as 
proposed by state delegates for presenting a distorted reality that ignored the severity of corruption in Hungary. 
The stalemate was finalized during the April vote when neither the state nor the civil society draft secured a 
majority, a result solidified by the abstention of the Integrity Authority’s President, who declined to cast a 
deciding vote on the grounds that the Authority performs only administrative duties and does not comment on 
the report’s content.
 
Not entirely unrelated to these trends, the ACTF decided to downscale the scope of its annual report on 
corruption for the year 2025, which is envisioned to solely focus on the issue of anti-corruption education and 
abandon topics covered in annual reports of previous years such as public tendering, public procurement 
processes, criminal prosecution of corrupt conducts and access to information. On a more positive note, the 
Integrity Authority attempts to increase efficiency by becoming more involved in the preparation of materials 
than before. All these indicate that from a practical perspective, the ACTF becomes growingly dormant.

Safeguards for the functional independence of the authorities tasked with the 
prevention and detection of corruption

5000 character(s) maximum
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Concerns raised in our previous contributions still prevail. State institutions designed to represent democratic 
checks and balances are headed by political loyalists and tend to selectively enforce the laws or underuse their 
jurisdiction to condone corrupt practices of persons closely allied with the political leadership. The Integrity 
Authority’s ability to effectively exercise its anti-corruption powers is still reliant on the cooperation of other state 
agencies, most of which are unwilling to live up to expectations. More alarmingly, even the Integrity Authority 
seems to underuse its jurisdiction and avoid politically sensitive incidents of corruption.

As a surprising exception, the SAO published three reports in March 2025, in which it concluded that the loss of 
approximately HUF 266 billion (ca. € 0.6 billion) in public money through a network of foundations endowed by 
Hungary’s Central Bank during the term of the bank’s previous Governor, György Matolcsy and persons 
belonging to his closest vicinity, including his son, Ádám Matolcsy results from the lack of due diligence and 
from the employment of a non-transparent investment scheme comprising of corporations and private equity 
funds. Previously, the Government denied malfeasance and intentionally omitted stopping or sanctioning the 
conducts concerned, even though these were widely discussed in public, due to extensive reporting by anti-
corruption watchdogs and investigative journalists. Therefore, the SAO, by conducting a multiannual audit of 
the institutions concerned and publishing the conclusions, threw the Government’s narrative into disrepute, 
which is absolutely unparalleled in the Orbán-era. Equally surprising was the reaction by the police to launch a 
criminal investigation, as the suspected misappropriation started in 2014, and the police and the prosecution 
service turned down criminal complaints submitted earlier by Transparency International Hungary (TI Hungary) 
in 2015, exhibiting no endeavour to contain the conducts concerned. However, the Police proved unable or 
unwilling to take meaningful actions to uncover the suspected criminal offences, to recover misappropriated 
public assets and to hold the Central Bank’s previous Governor and other wrongdoers accountable. The 
authorities’ failure suggests that political capture of the police and the prosecution service remains tight and has 
devastating effects. A criminal complaint filed by K-Monitor in 2025 regarding the lack of action over the years 
in this case by the Prosecutor General (PG) has been turned down too.  

Political capture of the checks and balances system also manifested in the filling up of vacancies in the 
Constitutional Court (CC), which interlinked with the replacement of the PG and resulted in a carousel of 
appointments. Three vacant positions in the CC were filled up in 2025 by the election of Péter Polt, previously 
Hungary’s PG between 2010 and 2025, Ákos Kozma, previous Commissioner for Fundamental Rights and 
Csaba Hende, deputy speaker of the house, all of them loyal protagonists of the Orbán-government. Péter Polt 
was later elected President of the CC. To replace  Péter Polt, who actually resigned three years prior to the 
expiration of his mandate, his previous chief of cabinet, Bálint Gábor Nagy was elected PG. On the one hand 
this indicates that the recruitment of key public functionaries is growingly reliant on loyalty and the Orbán-
government tends to select replacements from among incumbent political appointees. On the other hand it 
proves that the appointment procedure of key decision-makers lacks transparency and inclusiveness. 

This is most alarming in the case of the PG, who can exert overwhelming impact on the performance of the 
prosecution service, a strictly hierarchical structure, which offers practically zero independence to subordinate 
prosecutors. The election of Hungary’s new Prosecutor General down-scored the risks associated with the 14th 
Amendment to the Fundamental Law, adopted in December 2024, which opened the path for the position of the 
PG to be filled by a non-prosecutor. Instead, Bálint Gábor Nagy, a sworn-in prosecutor was elected PG. The 
correlation between these events can hardly be unseen. Péter Polt’s resignation enabled the Orbán-government 
to elect a new PG for a nine-year term before the 2026 election. Although he has been serving as the PG since 
June 2025, Bálint Gábor Nagy has done nothing to improve the robustness and the credibility of the 
investigation into the supposed misappropriation of public funds from Hungary’s Central Bank. This gives rise to 
concerns that the new PG will act leniently, and that during his nine-year mandate ending in 2034, orchestrators 
and beneficiaries of corruption will not be prosecuted even in the case of a government change following 
elections in 2026.



17

Information on the implementation of measures foreseen in the strategic anti-
corruption framework (if applicable). If available, please provide relevant objectives
and indicators

5000 character(s) maximum

The implementation of Hungary’s strategic anti-corruption framework, primarily defined by the National Anti-
Corruption Strategy (NACS) 2024–2025 and its accompanying Action Plan of 58 measures, presents a stark 
contrast between formal administrative progress and substantive legislative failure. The framework is overseen 
by a Monitoring Committee and tracked via the Monitoring Supporting Matrix, which is updated quarterly. While 
this system provides a structured overview of the strategy’s status, the 2025 Q3 assessment indicates that the 
implementation has become increasingly perfunctory, with a clear focus on “soft” measures that do not 
challenge the underlying status quo, while “hard” legislative milestones remain systematically blocked or 
hollowed out.

The most prominent failure in 2025 was the Government’s abandonment of its commitment to adopt a 
comprehensive lobbying law. The proposed November 2025 deadline passed without even a draft proposal, 
leaving Hungary with minimal rules to govern the interaction between interest groups and decision-makers. 

The reform of the asset declaration system, which was also a key requirement of the EU’s conditionality 
mechanism and the Recovery and Resilience Plan (RRP) was also stalled. According to the NACS, foreseen 
measures (an introduction of a truly digitised asset declaration database and a new sanctioning regime) were to 
be adapted in spring 2024, but as of January 2026, they are indefinitely stuck in a “preparatory phase”.  

Similarly, the mandatory evaluation and review of the judicial review mechanism of previously halted criminal 
processes – originally intended as a key safeguard to allow public challenges to dismissed corruption cases – 
has completely stalled since its December 2023 deadline, remaining indefinitely blocked at the ministerial level 
to ensure that known procedural barriers, such as restricted casefile access and prohibitively short deadlines, 
remain uncorrected and the reform’s intended impact is effectively neutralized.
The hollowing out of the NACS can be also exemplified by the Ministry of Justice’s handling of the freedom of 
information reform: after missing its March 2024 deadline to outline a draft version of amendments to the 
freedom of information framework, later in the year, only superficial amendments of the framework were 
adopted. These amendments effectively disregarded the National Data Protection and Freedom of Information 
Authority’s most substantive recommendations for legal changes – which were based on comprehensive 
research and surveys – and the Government reduced a critical reform into a “checkbox exercise”. 

The NACS also intended to address long-standing integrity gaps –including lobbying, gift policies, revolving 
doors, and conflict-of-interest risks – through the systematic adoption of ethical codes across the public sector. 
However, implementation followed a fragmented path: while administrative and judicial tiers, such as law 
enforcement, civil servants, and the Office of the Parliament, successfully updated their standards by 2025, the 
reform was hollowed out for those in the highest tiers of power. 

The implementation of the NACS achieved its most tangible results in “soft” administrative and technical 
measures. Quantitatively, these represent the majority of the completed action points, including e. g. the rollout 
of specialized e-learning modules for public officials on whistleblowing, the update of the National Protective 
Service’s training curricula or the Hungarian Export Promotion Agency’s new requirement for exporters seeking 
state aid to possess a verified anti-corruption strategy. However, despite their numerical prevalence in the 
progress report, these measures lack any breakthrough significance in the fight against systemic or high-level 
corruption. 
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B. Prevention

Measures to enhance integrity in the public sector in particular as regards high-level
officials (including as regards incompatibility rules, revolving doors, codes of conduct,
ethics)

5000 character(s) maximum

The NACS mandated the adoption of comprehensive ethical codes by 31 December 2024. As of the end of 
2025, implementation in 2025 shows a clear divide between administrative staff and top-level decision-makers.

Successful updates were recorded for lower-level tiers. The police and various law enforcement bodies updated 
their ethical codes in late 2024. The Hungarian Corps of Government Officials approved its revised Code of 
Professional Ethics on 10 July 2025, incorporating rules on avoiding conflicts of interest and managing 
interactions with lobbyists. Similarly, the Office of the Parliament adopted an Ethical and Conduct Code for 
parliamentary civil servants, though it remains accessible only on internal networks. 
The National Judicial Council (NJC) fulfilled its task by reviewing gift-acceptance rules. On 1 October 2025, the 
NJC supported an amendment to clarify the recommendation of the President of the National Office for the 
Judiciary on gifts to avoid conflicting rules. However, the 2022 Judicial Code of Ethics remains legally 
paralyzed; the challenge brought by the Kúria President before the CC has remained unresolved for over three 
years.

Meanwhile, for those in the highest tiers of power, the reform was hollowed out. The December 2024 deadline 
for Members of Parliament (MPs) was missed entirely, with no draft or conceptual plan produced for the 
legislature. For senior government officials, the commitment was reduced to a “checkbox exercise” via a narrow 
government decree on protocol gifts (in force since 1 January 2025). This decree is structurally toothless: it 
lacks enforcement mechanisms, ignores broader integrity risks like nepotism, and fails to address the 
“revolving door” phenomenon.

The lack of effective and comprehensive regulation of incompatibility rules is most visible in a sort of revolving 
door phenomenon, which has accelerated into a systemic carousel of high-level appointments. Senior officials 
frequently transition between the executive, the legislature, and supposedly independent oversight bodies 
without any cooling-off periods or substantive conflict-of-interest assessments. Notable instances in 2025 
underscore this trend: Mihály Varga transitioned directly from his role as Minister of Finance to become the 
Governor of the Central Bank, while long-time Prosecutor General Péter Polt resigned three years before the 
end of his term and was subsequently elected as a CC justice and soon after the President of the CC. Perhaps 
most illustrative is the case of Csaba Hende, who moved directly from his position as a governing party MP and 
Chair of the Parliament’s Legislative Committee the CC, where he is now required to rule on the constitutionality 
of laws he personally helped draft. Furthermore, the re-appointment of Ferenc Papcsák to lead the Central 
Bank’s Supervisory Board – while he simultaneously benefits from a private healthcare business he used to co-
own until March 2025 that capitalizes on public system weaknesses – highlights the absence of effective 
incompatibility safeguards. Ultimately, these movements reveal a system where political and institutional loyalty 
and the protection of the Government’s interest is prioritized.

Measures to enhance general transparency of public decision-making (including rules
on lobbying, asset and interest disclosure rules, gifts policy, transparency of political
party, financing)

5000 character(s) maximum
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As previously noted, the flagship strategic commitment to adopt a comprehensive lobbying law by 30 November 
2025 has been entirely abandoned, as the Government failed to produce even a draft proposal or establish a 
mandatory transparency register.
The Hungarian asset declaration system remains fundamentally unfit for its purpose, characterized by a 
deliberate subversion of transparency and a lack of substantive verification. While the Government claimed to 
fulfill its commitments to modernize the system, the implementation of “digitalization” resulted in a single, non-
searchable 2,000-page PDF file that effectively prevents automated data analysis or public oversight. This 
structural opacity is compounded by the absence of a dissuasive sanctioning regime; in 2025 alone, K-Monitor 
identified over 10 cases where MPs were simply allowed to “correct” their filings without consequence after 
omissions were exposed. The Integrity Authority remains unable to rectify these flaws as it is still denied the 
direct access to state databases required to cross-check self-reported information.

Amidst this general stagnation, the Government demonstrated its capacity for rapid legislative action when 
targeting political rivals, specifically the opposition leader and MEP Péter Magyar. In 2025, a new law was 
adopted requiring Hungarian MEPs to file domestic asset declarations, granting the National Election Office the 
power to investigate and potentially revoke mandates for inaccuracies. This reform is widely interpreted as a 
politically motivated tool for leverage rather than a genuine transparency initiative, as it imposes more stringent 
investigative consequences on MEPs than on domestic MPs. By selectively weaponizing these rules while 
maintaining a hollow framework for the ruling elite, the Government has further eroded the credibility of the 
national integrity system.
The political finance landscape in Hungary underwent a radical shift in June 2025 when the ruling coalition 
abolished long-standing legal limits on campaign spending for parliamentary elections. This change, passed in 
a snap vote just before the summer recess, removes one of the last formal constraints on political expenditure, 
institutionalizing a structural asymmetry that heavily favors the governing party. While monitoring and 
transparency rules nominally remain, the ability to spend unlimited amounts – combined with the governing 
party’s overwhelming access to state advertising and an aligned media ecosystem – ensures that the 2026 
general election will likely be the most expensive and financially imbalanced in the country’s history.

This imbalance is further reinforced by a “state-party hybrid model” that systematically leverages vast public 
resources for partisan gain. Tens of billions of forints from the national budget are deployed for “national 
consultations” (see Question IV.19.) and “government information” campaigns which mirror the governing party’
s strategic goals but do not appear on its official financial ledgers. 

The transparency of the system is further compromised by the proliferation of “third-party actors” such as the 
Center for Fundamental Rights (Alapjogokért Központ) and the Civil Alliance Forum (Civil Összefogás Fórum) , 
which campaign ostensibly independently but are tightly aligned with the governing party. This established 
ecosystem was visibly expanded in 2025 with the emergence of new, heavily-funded players, such as the 
National Resistance Movement (Nemzeti Ellenállás Mozgalma) and the Digital Civic Circles (Digitális Polgári 
Körök, DPK). These groups spend massive sums on digital mobilization and negative advertising, yet their 
financial reports for the campaign period will only become public after the 2026 election.

Another component of this ecosystem is e.g. a public interest asset management foundation, Mathias Corvinus 
Collegium (MCC), which functions as an off-budget financial reservoir funded by approximately HUF 30 billion 
(€ 78million) in annual dividends from formerly state-owned companies. In 2025, the MCC – chaired by the 
Prime Minister's political director and campaign manager, Balázs Orbán – acquired pro-government media 
portals, establishing a seamless pipeline where public wealth is converted into partisan messaging 
infrastructure. 

In December 2025, the legislative landscape was skewed further by an amendment to Act XXXIII of 1989 on 
the Functioning and Financial Management of Parties that selectively sanctions “proxy” campaigning only when 
it involves foreign funding. This measure provides a legal safe haven for domestic, state-aligned organisations 

while threatening to financially cripple civic groups and NGOs that inform public debate. By selectively 
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while threatening to financially cripple civic groups and NGOs that inform public debate. By selectively 
weaponizing transparency rules against foreign-linked entities while allowing the unhindered use of public and 
shadow funds for the ruling party, the Government has effectively dismantled the conditions for a fair and 
transparent campaign.

Measures to prevent conflicts of interest in the public sector. Please specify the
features and scope of their application (e.g. categories of officials concerned, types of
checks and corrective measures depending on the category of officials concerned)

5000 character(s) maximum

In lack of any development, concerns identified in previous reports persist and the framework for managing 
conflicts of interest has remained complex and fragmented. 
In the realm of public procurement, conflict-of-interest management remains superficial. Despite new guidance 
from the Public Procurement Authority in 2024, the Integrity Authority noted that declarations are collected as a 
“checkbox exercise” without any substantive verification of their accuracy. The Government has consistently 
rejected recommendations to grant oversight bodies the legal power to cross-check these declarations against 
state databases, ensuring that actors face minimal risk of exposure for inaccurate filings.

A more stringent and proactive conflict-of-interest regime nominally governs the management of EU funds in 
Hungary, yet its practical impact remains remarkably meager. Centred by the DIAI, the system relies on a 
specialized framework of mandatory declarations and random audits. However, the yields from these activities 
are negligible; for instance, a 2024 random review by the DIAI of 480 declarations successfully identified only 
10 cases of conflict of interest. The DIAI also operates a specific whistleblowing channel for reporting conflict of 
interest cases, but its nearly non-existent: the platform received a mere 13 reports in 2024, most of which 
contained no actionable information.
A critical failure involves the governance of public interest asset management foundations. Conflict of interests 
manifests most apparently in the case of these foundations’ leadership, whose members are often recruited 
from among key public functionaries. For instance, János Lázár, Minister of Construction and Transport is a 
member of the board of trustees of two foundations Cropland of the New Generation Foundation (Jövő 
Nemzedék Földje Alapítvány) and Blue Planet Climate Protection Foundation (Kék Bolygó Klímavédelmi 
Alapítvány). The Government keeps on endowing public interest asset management foundations at the expense 
of public coffers, for instance the one of the two foundations where Minister János Lázár is a board member 
became the asset manager of eight thousand acres of government owned cropland. Besides, the Government 
keeps on endowing new public interest asset management foundations, too. The ZalaZONE Foundation 
(ZalaZONE Alapítvány) has been established by Act LIII of 2025, with its board of trustees chaired by former 
minister, currently government commissioner László Palkovics, while the Frontiers Top Research and Talent 
Development Foundation (Élvonal Csúcskutatási és Tehetséggondozó Alapítvány) was established by Act LII of 
2025.

Under the requirements set out in the December 2022 Council Implementing Decision regarding public interest 
asset management foundations, the Government is expected to settle the conflict of interests schemes that 
characterise such foundations.
In 2024, the governing majority adopted Act LIII of 2024 to introduce term limits and some conflict-of-interest 
rules for board members, but the reform was subverted by a conditional entry-into-force clause linked to the 
release of EU funds. The European Commission subsequently found that the amendment failed to address 
underlying risks – such as the eligibility of politically exposed officials – and the rules have not entered into 
force. Nonetheless, even if this law had entered into force, it would only have concerned those public interest 
asset management foundations that are tasked to maintain higher education institutions and receive EU funds, 
and legal entities established by them. The very foundations mentioned above would not have fallen under the 
scope of this law, as none of them manages higher education institutions. Ultimately, the Commission found that 
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scope of this law, as none of them manages higher education institutions. Ultimately, the Commission found that 
the less-then-halfhearted solution offered by the Government failed to remedy the reasons that led to the 
Council Implementing Decision on prohibiting from entering into legal commitments with such foundations. 

Conflict of interests result in a delicate form of lacking separation of state and party in the case of parliamentary 
candidates of the governing Fidesz-party, who simultaneously hold government positions or municipal 
functions. Transparency International Hungary identified 14 such cases, including 7 mayors or deputy mayors, 
2 county-chiefs (főispán), one administrative county-chief (főigazgató) and one chief of a regional government 
office. Although neither government office holders, nor municipal functionaries are excluded from the candidacy 
at the parliamentary elections, the law fails to clarify how to separate the candidates’ political activities and their 
public duties. Beyond blurring the lines between state and party, this entails the possibility that such candidates 
are going to exploit their public functions, and, ultimately, use public assets in order to promote their political 
campaign.

--> For the three previous points, please also provide information and figures on their application
 such as number of detected breaches/irregularities of the various rules in/enforcement if available to you,

place and the follow-up given (investigations, sanctions, etc.)

Measures to ensure whistleblower protection and encourage reporting of corruption,
including their application (i.e. number of reports received, and the follow-up given)

5000 character(s) maximum

Concerns raised in our previous contributions remain. Based on a recent Eurobarometer survey on citizens’ 
attitudes towards corruption, nine of 10 people who experienced corruption did not report it in Hungary, which is 
below the EU average (79%). More than 60% of the population did not know where to report corruption, which 
is among the worst ratios among Member States. Only less than half of the population (39%) would trust the 
police to report a crime.

Apart from whistleblower reports disclosed to the media, which are left without protection, a clear infringement 
upon the obligation to fully and properly transpose Article 15(2) of the Whistleblower Protection Directive, 
Hungary’s law to transpose the Directive, the Whistleblower Protection Act (WPA) is, in most aspects, in 
conformity with the Directive. However, transposition followed a minimalistic approach that entailed the lack of 
intention to go beyond what is required by the Directive, coupled with the endeavour to exhaust all potential 
derogations. The WPA chose to create a fragmented protection system by introducing a regime for reports of 
breaches of EU law in the areas of the Directive and, simultaneously, introducing a separate regime to govern 
all other reports outside the Directive’s scope, which leaves many potential whistleblowers with no or just very 
feeble protection and fails to clarify where and how citizens and potential whistleblowers can turn to in cases of 
wrongdoing, how they can preserve their anonymity and be protected from retaliation.

In Hungary, there is no single authority responsible for whistleblower protection or for managing and examining 
whistleblower reports, nor is any government agency entrusted with the necessary powers to oversee the WPA 
or the way it is put into practice. Although certain oversight duties are accorded to the Commissioner for 
Fundamental Rights, in lack of the power to impose sanctions on those who fail to properly enforce the 
regulation, malpractice stays unassessed and often even unrecognised.

In 2024, the Commissioner for Fundamental Rights’ protected electronic system received 599 submissions – a 
16% increase from the previous year – yet only 69% of these qualified as actual reports under the law, and the 
vast majority did not concern corruption. This highlights a persistent gap between the public’s grievances and 
the functional use of the system as an anti-corruption tool. While some specialized bodies show better results – 
for instance, the Public Procurement Authority initiated formal procedures in 43% of the 58 reports it received in 
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for instance, the Public Procurement Authority initiated formal procedures in 43% of the 58 reports it received in 
2025 – the specialized channels for reporting fraud related to EU funds remain nearly dormant, with portals like 
anti-lop.hu receiving only nine reports throughout the entire year.

A significant factor behind this is the Government’s failure to implement the broad public awareness campaigns 
promised in the NACS. Instead of a wide-reaching program to build public trust, the initiative was downgraded 
to a limited “B2B information-sharing exercise” between the Prime Minister’s Cabinet Office and the Chamber 
of Commerce. This limited outreach targets only the corporate sector, leaving the general citizenry uninformed 
about their rights and protections. While the Government did launch internal e-learning modules for public 
officials in early 2025, these measures focus on administrative processing rather than proactively encouraging 
citizens to step forward, ensuring that whistleblowing remains an uncommon and marginalized practice.

Problems stemming from the Directive’s ill-advised transposition and the lack of a culture that would support 
whistleblowing are exemplified in the case of Gábor Kuslits, the former director of the Regional Child Protection 
Service in Budapest. Mr Kuslits had been dismissed prior to publicly exposing in an interview to the press 
serious issues in child protection, including allegations of sexual exploitation of minors and the condoning of 
such practices by high ranking members of the Government. Following the publication of the interview, the 
Government’s Social and Child Protection Directorate reported Mr Kusltis to the police for defamation and for 
failing to report an incident endangering a minor. The Ministry of Justice asserts that a criminal investigation into 
the conducts described by Mr Kuslits has been underway but so far no evidence supports the involvement of 
any member of the Government in the wrongdoings concerned. Hungary’s emerging child protection scandal 
entails further incidents where competent authorities failed to follow up on reports on wrongdoing, contributing 
to the decade-long impunity of a suspected sexual predator, who, after 10 years, is detained and charged with 
abuse of the powers accorded to him as the director of a juvenile correctional institution in Budapest’s Szőlő 
street, and with prostitution of juvenile detainees.

 Specific measures to enhance transparency, integrity [single market relevance]
and accountability in sectors , with a view to monitor and with high risks of corruption
prevent corruption and conflict of interests, and where applicable measures to 
prevent and address corruption committed by organised crime groups. 

Such high-risk sectors could include: public procurement, including construction, transport/infrastructure, 

defence, cohesion, agriculture, environment, healthcare, investor residence schemes, large-scale 

investments of national interest and the spending of EU funds, urban planning.

In particular, measures to mitigate high risks of corruption in the area of public procurement, such as 

enhancing transparency and oversight (for example through digital technologies) and promoting fair 

competition and accountability in public procurement (e.g. targeted actions to address the high share of 

single bids) and measures to guarantee the effective and independent functioning of the public 

procurement review bodies.

5000 character(s) maximum

The flow of EU funds to Hungary has been interrupted for four years. This process has had a dramatic impact 
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The flow of EU funds to Hungary has been interrupted for four years. This process has had a dramatic impact 
on public investment and public procurement: reforms have been launched to improve the transparency of 
public procurement and reduce the risk of corruption and the value of available contracts has fallen significantly 
compared to the more prosperous years. However, despite the downward trend in the proportion of single-bid 
tenders, there has been no improvement in the lack of competition on the public procurement market. 

On the one hand, the number of bidders can be easily increased by means of supporting bids. For example, 
Facekom Kft., which was previously linked to the circle of István Tiborcz, the Prime Minister’s son-in-law, was 
able to win the contract for the procurement of the facial recognition program for the Digital Citizenship Program 
without competition because the two other bidders did not submit the missing information and were ultimately 
excluded from the competition.

On the other hand, while competition has intensified for smaller-value procurements avoided by the dominant 
suppliers of the Government, the largest tenders continue to be won by actors close to the government. TI 
Hungary’s Tender Champion database shows that Viktor Orbán’s childhood friend, the wealthiest Hungarian, 
Lőrinc Mészáros continued to stand out among the most successful bidders in the 2021–2023 period, winning 
public procurement contracts worth a total of more than HUF 1,090.4 billion (€ 2,6 billion). This accounted for 
8.6% of the total value of all tenders examined, which indicates a substantial concentration in the market. In the 
case of construction orders, the truly significant orders in 2024 continued to be won mainly by the companies of  
Lőrinc Mészáros and his consortium partner, László Szíjj.

Market monopolization was also backed by framework agreements which have become increasingly important 
in the Hungarian public procurement market. In 2024, framework agreements were concluded with a total value 
of HUF 3,219 billion (€ 8,4 million). Almost half of  them were financed from EU funds. Such agreements can 
shut out market competition for years, especially since in 2024, 69% of framework agreements did not reopen 
competition, as they were concluded with only one market participant. This is also a cause for concern as 
framework agreements are not included in government numbers on single-bid tenders. 

The use of framework agreements is particularly widespread in the case of so-called central purchasing bodies. 
The involvement of these organisations is mandatory for the procurement of many goods and services and for 
almost all public institutions. In this structure, a single supplier can gain exclusive access to a significant portion 
of the public sector's needs for years. This phenomenon is particularly significant in the case of tenders by the 
National Communications Office, where – according to TI Hungary’s measurements –  a single entrepreneur, 
Gyula Balásy’s companies won 74% of the contracts between 2021 and 2023. The companies have been 
under investigation since 2024 on suspicion of embezzlement, but no interrogations have taken place until the 
fall of 2025. In fact, the National Police Headquarters itself has entrusted Gyula Balásy’s companies with 
communication tasks.

Another obstacle to transparency, and thus to competition is also the fact that investee companies of private 
equity funds are also frequent winners of public contracts, while their ownership structure remains opaque even 
for oversight authorities, leaving room for potential conflicts of interest. State organisations regularly treat these 
organisations as partners, even though Hungary’s Fundamental Law stipulates that national assets must be 
managed in accordance with the principles of transparency and accountability. TI Hungary found that these 
companies collectively won HUF 2,603 billion (€ 6,8 million) in public funds between 2021 and 2024. Among 
private equity-backed companies, B+N Zrt. stands out securing  approximately one-third of all contracts 
awarded to firms with private equity ownership. Most of them are framework agreements covering several 
years, where the contracting authority was these times as well one single central purchasing body, the 
Directorate-General for Public Procurement and Supply.

The Government’s action plan to boost competition in public procurement (originally established by Decisions 
1118/2023. and 1082/2024.) was reviewed in 2025. The action plan has limited ambitions, which raises doubts 

about their potential to enhance competition. The action plan hardly takes into consideration the findings and 
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about their potential to enhance competition. The action plan hardly takes into consideration the findings and 
the proposals of the Integrity Authority and the non-governmental members of the ACTF. In the case of central 
purchasing bodies, the only relevant new commitment is to create a web-based system for contracting 
authorities to evaluate the services of central purchasing bodies.

 Measures for the prevention of corruption in relation to [single market relevance]
the issuing of official permits (e.g. related to environment, energy, service provision 
and various types of construction)

5000 character(s) maximum

The primary mechanism for undermining standard permitting processes in construction and real estate is the 
designation of projects as being of “national economic priority” (nemzetgazdasági szempontból kiemelt 
jelentőségű beruházás). This status allows the Government to exempt specific developments from local building 
codes, urban planning regulations, and standard environmental impact assessments.

A defining example in 2025 was the “Mini-Dubai” (Rákosrendező) case, which would have served as a 
textbook illustration of how tailor-made legislation can neutralize administrative safeguards to serve private 
interests. Under the proposed framework, the project would have been pushed through via an international 
agreement that designated a specific investor without a tender, effectively bypassing standard municipal urban 
planning and environmental permitting processes. This process would have turned official permits into a mere 
formality, stripping them of their role as tools for public accountability. While the multibillion-euro deal was 
ultimately derailed in early 2025 because the Municipality of Budapest discovered and successfully exercised a 
pre-emption right to the land, the case exposed a structural vulnerability where institutional safeguards would 
have been powerless to prevent such opaque lobbying if not for a legal technicality and intense political 
pressure.

C. Repression

The legal framework on the criminalisation and sanctions for corruption and related
offences, including foreign bribery

5000 character(s) maximum
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The 2025 updates to Hungary’s legal framework on corruption present a facade of technical tightening that 
primarily serves to capture “petty” corruption while leaving high-level, systemic graft effectively shielded. While 
the Government enacted legislative amendments – partly under international pressure from the OECD – to 
close procedural loopholes, these changes are undermined by a prosecutorial culture of selective inaction and 
the institutionalization of “legalized corruption”.

Although the definitions of classical corruption offenses remained unchanged, the 2025 amendments expanded 
investigative powers, such as authorizing covert surveillance (wiretaps) for all forms of bribery (active and 
passive) regardless of the penalty range. While ostensibly a tool for more effective detection, its practical 
application has been largely confined to low-level cases, such as healthcare gratuity payments.
Furthermore, the introduction of a tiered investigative deadline (extending up to three years) is a double-edged 
sword; while intended for complex cases like foreign bribery, it may contribute to the growing sluggishness of 
the justice system. Extreme delays frequently result in mitigated sentences or allow high-profile defendants to 
flee the country, rendering the sanctions practically unenforceable and stripping them of any deterrent effect.

On paper, corporate criminal liability was significantly sharpened in 2025, introducing turnover-based penalties 
of up to 5% for executive negligence. 
A new requirement for companies to possess anti-corruption strategies for state-aided foreign investments 
appears more as an administrative “checkbox exercise” to satisfy the OECD Anti-Bribery Working Group than a 
genuine shift in enforcement.
The legislative process for transposing the new EU Directive on asset recovery, which began in late 2025, faces 
similar structural barriers. While the proposed law targets indirect wealth and assets transferred to third parties, 
it offers no avenue for recovering resources lost through “legally engineered” corruption. Since lawmakers are 
shielded from liability for “damage caused by legislation”, the most significant transfers of national wealth 
remain legally unimpeachable.

In 2022, the judicial review process was introduced in Hungary’s criminal procedure framework to enable non-
state players and, with certain restrictions, the Integrity Authority, to take action if they believe that the 
investigative authority mishandled a corruption case. Law-enforcement agencies, however, are inclined to 
abusively interpret the law citing, for example, the statute of limitations to justify dismissals in order to prevent 
the court from ordering the continuation of a previously dismissed or halted investigation. Nonetheless, 
successful motions for judicial review indicate that the court can provide an effective forum for remedy, often the 
only chance for a thorough investigation. According to information received from the judiciary, 85 motions for 
judicial review were submitted to the competent court, out of which the court dismissed 71 motions and granted 
seven motions, ordering the investigation authority to start an investigation or continue the previously 
discontinued process, while the adjudication of seven motions was still pending on 31 December 2025. By way 
of comparison, out of 80 motions submitted in 2024, the court dismissed 73 and granted seven. According to 
our knowledge, no private prosecution took place since the introduction of the judicial review process. K-
Monitor has so far submitted four successful motions for review, with the court or the prosecution stating in all 
cases that the investigative authorities had not considered or carried out all necessary steps before making a 
decision on the cases concerned (details on k.blog.hu).

In a conference talk delivered in April 2025, former Prosecutor General Péter Polt asserted that the judicial 
review process was like a “triggered detonator”, whose harmful effects can only be prevented by stopping it at 
the very beginning of the process.
The revision of the judicial review procedure was incorporated into the action plan for the NACS. The most 
recent update on the implementation of the action plan (Q3 2025)  indicated that the draft report has been 
revised, and the final agreed version is awaiting a ministerial decision on its submission to the Government. The 
content of the report and any potential legislative amendment proposals are not known.
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Official data on the number of investigations, prosecutions, final judgments and the
application of sanctions for corruption offences (differentiated by offence if possible).
Please indicate whether the cases: involve legal persons; are related to the
implementation of EU or national funds; involve high level corruption. Please indicate
which data is publicly available and how policy-making is informed by the data

5000 character(s) maximum

According to the latest parliamentary report of the Prosecutor General, 3,834 corruption offences were 
registered in 2024, almost the double of the 2,000 cases registered in 2023. The rise was most significant in the 
case of the passive economic bribery offence, out of which 2,950 cases were registered in 2024, four times the 
number of passive economic bribery cases registered in 2023 (655). The rise in the number of registered active 
official bribery cases (322 in 2024, while only 90 in 2023) is also spectacular.
Note that covert surveillance, combined with the “integrity tests” conducted by the National Protective Service, 
has led to a high volume of detected offenses in the healthcare and social sectors. However, these statistics are 
heavily distorted by the legal principle of “multiplicity of offences”, where a single doctor accepting small 
“gratitude” payments from dozens of patients is recorded as hundreds of individual crimes. While this produces 
impressive data on “detected corruption”, it has absolutely no impact on high-level graft.

Potential obstacles identified in law or in practice to the investigation and prosecution
of high-level and complex corruption cases (e.g. political immunity regulation,
procedural rules, statute of limitations, cross-border cooperation, pardoning)

5000 character(s) maximum

Concerns raised in our previous contributions regarding impunity in high-level corruption cases continue to 
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Concerns raised in our previous contributions regarding impunity in high-level corruption cases continue to 
persist. The Prosecutor Service maintains his position regarding the lack of a definition for high-level corruption, 
which is why the prosecution service does not collect separate statistical data on this. Although he mentions 
cases that fall within this category, in his response to the 2024 Rule of Law Report, the former Prosecutor 
General maintained his reference to the lack of conceptual clarity, adding that “the prosecution office is still 
awaiting feedback on what the European Commission’s interpretation of high-level corruption cases entails”.

The courts failed to reach a first instance deliberation on the merits of the cases enumerated in our previous 
contribution, which is another indication that impunity of suspected high-level perpetrators of grand corruption 
prevails. As a consequence of protraction, the mitigation of potential punishments in both the so-called Schadl–
Völner case, where the prosecution service indicted the former Deputy Minister of Justice Pál Völner for 
allegedly having rigged the appointment of bailiffs in exchange of bribes and in the suspected budgetary fraud 
case of former governing party MP György Simonka is to be anticipated.

However, all these concerns are overshadowed by the newest high level corruption case related to Hungary’s 
Central Bank (see Question 1 on follow-up to previous recommendations). Although reckless management of 
public funds was widely discussed in public, the Government failed to take action. The Central Bank’s previous 
Governor, supposedly the chief orchestrator of the suspected misappropriation was not interrogated, neither 
were any other individuals involved with the conducts concerned. The police also failed to take measures to 
recover misappropriated assets. The Central Bank’s current Governor, Mihály Varga, although inclined to put 
questionable asset management practices at the Central Bank to an end, used to serve as the Minister of 
Finance, and, in this capacity, designated two members of the Central Bank’s Supervisory Board. As a result, 
Mihály Varga ought to have received direct information about the acts of misappropriation, still did not take 
action to halt the conducts concerned and to redirect assets diverted from the Central Bank’s public coffers. 
The omission by Mihály Varga gives rise to the suspicion that as Minister of Finance he may have abetted the 
misappropriation.

Investigation and prosecution of corruption or related offences tend to be protracted or halted in other high-level 
cases, too. For instance, it took almost three years for the authorities to interrogate the suspected perpetrator of 
subsidy fraud, a mayor belonging to Hungary’s governing Fidesz party when the suspected offence occurred, in 
the case of the infamous canopy trail project, where the forest around the walkway was cut clear.
On the other hand, actions by the police and the prosecution service can occur swiftly in politically sensitive 
cases, as exemplified by the investigation against Ferenc Biró, President of the Integrity Authority, who is 
suspected to have abused his office and improperly used public funds on multiple occasions, including the 
lease of a vehicle for his wife’s private use and the commissioning of a consultancy to help the Integrity 
Authority’s strategic communication at the European Union’s level and the establishment of the Integrity 
Authority’s diplomatic representation to the European Commission – charges Ferenc Biró vehemently denies. 
While the alleged abuse and financial irregularities appear to be relatively minor, the scale and intensity of the 
raid, and the ensuing investigation are perceived as disproportionate and intimidating, especially when 
compared to the typically muted responses in similar, yet much larger and more complex corruption 
investigations in Hungary, such as the above described misappropriation case associated with Hungary’s 
Central Bank. This apparent overreach and the disproportionate response from the prosecution service raise 
serious questions about the motives behind the investigation. More concern results from the fact that although 
Ferenc Biró was interrogated two times as a criminal suspect and accusations were communicated to him in 
January and in February 2025, the prosecution service has failed to close the investigation and decide whether 
to dismiss the case or to press charges. Given that the acts Ferenc Bíró is accused of are relatively simple in 
nature, the protraction of the criminal procedure pending against him gives rise to the speculation that the 
prosecution service rather aims to intimidate the Integrity Authority’s president instead of attempting to bring full 
clarity to the cases concerned.
These incidents reveal the depth of political capture of key components of the anti-corruption framework, 
including the police and the prosecution service.
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Information on effectiveness of criminal and non-criminal measures and of sanctions 
(e.g. recovery measures and administrative sanctions) on both public and private 
offenders

5000 character(s) maximum

The prosecution brought charges against a total of 54 individuals in the corruption case related to EU tenders, 
including the former Deputy State Secretary of the Ministry of Finance and other high-ranking officials in 
February 2024. The indictment reveals the possibility of the unchecked operation of a corruption network 
spanning across ministries. Some of the indictees were also responsible for implementing the NACS.
The precedent to settle pecuniary sanctions at the expense of public resources instead of holding the crony 
companies that were caught for misusing EU funds accountable prevails. Moreover, the Government fails to 
recover the amount of the sanction from the companies concerned by launching either a criminal process, or a 
civil lawsuit, or by employing other legal means. As a result, even when public funds misuse comes to light, 
there is very low financial or criminal risk at the level of government-linked relationships. The loss of funds due 
to the withholding of EU resources also impacts the Hungarian budget, from which government-linked 
companies, such as those owned by the Prime Minister’s son-in-law, István Tiborcz, continue to receive 
substantial support. The Hungarian legal system thus lacks any deterrent force against the misuse of public 
funds or the behaviour of companies benefiting from it.
Companies harming the interests of the Prime Minister’s inner circle, or which have fallen out of favour, are 
typically subjected to extensive investigations and sanctions. The most recent examples of this are the fines 
imposed by the Competition Authority for cartel activity, such as the HUF 11 billion (€ 26,7 million) fine imposed 
on the company of the large entrepreneur László Bige, who has not joined the government interest group, and 
the HUF 1.2 billion (ca. € 3 million) fine imposed on the companies of Zsolt Homlok, the disgraced son-in-law of 
Lőrinc Mészáros, who divorced the latter’s daughter. In the former case, the court found the fine to be unlawful.

Any other developments related to the anti-corruption framework - please 
specify

5000 character(s) maximum
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Concerns raised in our previous contributions regarding accessibility of public interest information prevail. As a 
result of legislative amendments adopted in the last two years, public bodies are no longer obliged, among other 
things, to fulfil a request for information that is not aimed at data held directly by them, but by their subordinate 
entities. In addition, state-owned enterprises were authorised to keep the data of their foreign investments 
secret for 10 years, while the Government can block some of its decisions for 20 years instead of the previous 
10 years. Moreover, Act CXXVIII of 2025 introduced a new ground for rejection in case of cybersecurity 
concerns. These legal amendments contradict Hungary’s obligations to enhance transparency of public 
spending.
Further restrictions stem from an amendment to Act CVI of 2007 on State Assets. New provisions restrict state 
assets to corporate quotas and shares directly owned by the Hungarian state, while indirectly owned quotas 
and shares used to be covered by the respective legal definition prior to this amendment. Consequently, 
information relating to corporate quotas and shares indirectly owned by the state no longer qualify as public 
interest information.

No rule has been adopted to ensure compliance with the 2020 CC decision that required providing judicial 
remedy against companies receiving public funds.
Moreover, the Kúria’s case law becomes alarmingly controversial.  On the selection of subcontractors of the 
Belgrade–Budapest railway investment, the Kúria found that the judicial review of the Foreign Minister’s 
decision to deny access to the requested data would contradict the principle of the separation of powers, 
therefore the discretionary decision by the Minister of Foreign Affairs to deny access to information based on 
foreign policíy considerations cannot be reviewed by the court. This means that no judicial remedy would be 
provided for those contesting the Minister’s decision. This understanding was confirmed by the CC, and has 
begun to affect the practice of the lower courts as well, making information related to foreign policies and 
investments practically inaccessible. In another decision, the Kúria ruled without previously assessing the 
requested documents and found that invoices issued by a state owned hospital of services to private patients 
dispatched by an intermediary company cannot be accessed even if personal data are erased of the invoices, 
because such invoices may residually contain information that allows the identification of the patients. 

On government resolutions, it ruled that the rejection of requests to access large data sets may not be 
challenged in a single lawsuit, instead, separate claims shall be submitted in separate lawsuits regarding each 
and every element of the dataset sought for. Following this decision it will be more difficult to request larger sets 
of data and to enforce access to them before the courts.

Uniformity complaint proceedings suspending the execution of judgements delay access to information, as the 
Kúria has no set deadline to conclude them. This remedy can temporarily prevent the applicant from turning to 
the CC. State bodies began relying on this remedy following the abolition of their standing before CC. 

Public interest asset management foundations and publicly owned companies fall out of the scope of the 
Central Public Data Information Registry. Only metadata of contracts is required to be uploaded to the Registry, 
not the contracts. It still does not allow searching for contractors within the entire database, only within the 
documents of the contracting authority.

III. Media pluralism and media freedom

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations 
received in the 2025 Report regarding media pluralism and media freedom (if 
applicable)
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5000 character(s) maximum

A. Media authorities and bodies
(Cf. Article 30 of Directive 2018/1808)

Measures taken to ensure the independence, enforcement powers and adequacy of
resources (financial, human and technical) of media regulatory authorities and bodies

5000 character(s) maximum

Conditions and procedures for the appointment and dismissal of the head / members 
of the collegiate body of media regulatory authorities and bodies

5000 character(s) maximum

Existence and functions of media councils or other self-regulatory bodies
5000 character(s) maximum

B. Safeguards against government or political interference and transparency and 
concentration of media ownership

[single market relevance] Measures taken to ensure the fair and transparent
allocation of state advertising 

5000 character(s) maximum

Safeguards against state / political interference, in particular:

safeguards to ensure editorial independence of media (private and public)
specific safeguards for the independence of heads of management and 
members of the governing boards of public service media (e.g. related to 
appointment, dismissal), safeguards for their financial and operational 
independence (e.g. related to reporting obligations and the allocation of 
resources) and safeguards for plurality of information and opinions
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 [single market relevance] information on specific legal provisions and 
procedures applying to media service providers, including as regards granting
/renewal/termination of licenses, company operation, capital entry requirements, 
concentration and corporate governance

5000 character(s) maximum

 Transparency of media ownership and public availability [single market relevance]
of media ownership information, including on direct, indirect and beneficial owners

5000 character(s) maximum

C. Framework for journalists' protection, transparency and access to documents

Rules and practices guaranteeing journalists' independence and safety, including as
regards protection of journalistic sources and communications, referring also, if
applicable, to follow-up given to alerts lodged with the Council of Europe’s Platform to
promote the protection of journalism and safety of journalists

5000 character(s) maximum

Law enforcement capacity, including during protests and demonstrations, to ensure 
journalists' safety and to investigate attacks on journalists

5000 character(s) maximum

Access to information and public documents by public at large and journalists (incl. 
transparency authorities where they exist, procedures, costs/fees, timeframes, 
administrative/judicial review of decisions, execution of decisions by public 
authorities, possible obstacles related to the classification of information)

5000 character(s) maximum
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The general problems noted in our previous contribution still prevail. Access to data regarding public funds 
remains restricted based on the constitutional amendment that narrowed down the definition of public funds. 
The Parliament is still in failure to comply with the legislative duty ordered in a 2020 Constitutional Court 
decision that set a due date of 31 December 2020 to amend the Act of Parliament regulating freedom of 
information (FOI) procedures since the current law does not guarantee judicial remedy in case public 
information is not held by a public authority but by an organisation which entered into financial relations with a 
public body. Currently, this omission results in the lack of legal remedies for those requesting such public data, 
as courts dismiss these cases without examining the case on the merits. The Constitutional Court rejected 
complaints invoking the lawmaker’s omission.

Also, the legal amendments noted in our previous contributions “overcodifying” certain decisions and therefore 
barring journalists from obtaining public data were not undone. Please note that other irregularities are detailed 
under Question II.15. of this contribution.
The Constitutional Court rejected a complaint without examining the merits regarding a case K-Monitor initiated 
against the Ministry of Interior to obtain a report on the reform of the healthcare system. The court held that it 
found no factor establishing that the case would constitute a constitutionally relevant question or 
unconstitutionality affecting decisions of the lower courts.

Access to information was severely restricted by a decision of the Constitutional Court. A journalist required 
data regarding the construction of the Budapest–Belgrád railway. The data – that is connected to the spending 
of HUF 700 billion  (€ 1.8 billion) – was withheld as a result of the decision of Foreign Minister Péter Szíjjártó, 
without any reasoning. Independent newspaper hvg.hu and journalist Babett Orosz initiated court proceedings. 
The Constitutional Court held that access to public data can be denied based on reasons related to foreign 
policy, and in such case courts can only examine whether the exception was based on an Act of the Parliament; 
and that the responsible minister gave the statement related to the denial. That is, the courts cannot examine 
such denials substantively, only the formal criteria. This is arguably a not necessary and proportionate 
restriction of the fundamental right of access to information, also, it questions whether the right to appeal 
prevails. The case law followed suit: a few months later access to data was denied on similar grounds, without 
meaningful reasoning in a case related to data on a military mission in Chad.

Two controversial decisions of the Kúria are to be mentioned. One of the cases concerned the controversial 
“VIP department” of the state hospital Uzsoky. Transparency International Hungary requested data covering 
inter alia the invoices, the Kúria, however, overturning the previous judgements awarded in the case concerned, 
found without previously assessing the requested document that invoices issued by a state owned hospital of 
services to private patients dispatched by an intermediary company cannot be accessed even if personal data 
are erased of the invoices, because such invoices may residually contain information that allows the 
identification of the patients. This contradicts previous judgments by the Kúria, which expect courts to assess 
the document sought prior to ruling. The other case concerned non-transparent government resolutions 
requested by Transparency International Hungary. The Kúria, overturning the judgment by the appeals court, 
ruled that the rejection of requests to access large data sets may not be challenged in a single lawsuit, instead, 
separate claims shall be submitted in separate lawsuits regarding each and every element of the dataset sought 
for. Following this decision it will be more difficult to request larger sets of data and to enforce access to them 
before the courts.

This text has been co-authored by lawyers of HCLU, K-Monitor, TI Hungary 
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Lawsuits (incl. SLAPPs - strategic lawsuits against public participation) and 
convictions against journalists (incl. defamation cases) and measures taken to 
safeguard against manifestly unfounded and abusive lawsuits

5000 character(s) maximum

Any other developments related to media pluralism and freedom - please 
specify

5000 character(s) maximum

IV. Other institutional issues related to checks and balances

Please provide information on measures taken to follow-up on the recommendations 
received in the 2025 Report regarding the system of checks and balances (if 
applicable)

5000 character(s) maximum

A. The process for preparing, enacting and implementing laws

[single market relevance] Framework, policy and use of impact assessments and
evidence based policy-making, stakeholders'*/public consultations (including rules
and practices on the transparent participation of civil society to policy development
and decision-making processes), and transparency and quality of the legislative
process in the preparatory, the parliamentary and implementation phase (including
guidance on how to implement legislation)  
 * This includes also the consultation of social partners

5000 character(s) maximum

[single market relevance] Rules and use of fast-track procedures and emergency
procedures (for example, the percentage of decisions adopted through emergency
/urgent procedure compared to the total number of adopted decisions)

5000 character(s) maximum
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 Safeguards to ensure legal certainty, the stability of the [single market relevance]
legal framework and non-discrimination.

5000 character(s) maximum

Rules and application of states of emergency (or analogous regimes), including 
judicial review and parliamentary oversight

5000 character(s) maximum

Regime for constitutional review of laws
5000 character(s) maximum

B. Independent authorities

Independence, resources, capacity and powers (including effectice access to 
relevant data) of national human rights institutions (‘NHRIs’), of ombudsman 
institutions if different from NHRIs, of equality bodies if different from NHRIs and of 
supreme audit institutions
(Cf. the website of the European Court of Auditors: https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/SupremeAuditInstitutions.aspx#)

5000 character(s) maximum

Statistics/reports concerning the follow-up to recommendations by National Human
Rights Institutions, ombudsman institutions, equality bodies and supreme audit
institutions in the past year

5000 character(s) maximum

 Safeguards to ensure the effective independence of [single market relevance]
supervisory and regulatory authorities with a direct impact on economic operators 
such as national economic oversight, enforcement and competition authorities
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C. Accessibility and judicial review of administrative decisions

[single market relevance] Transparency of administrative decisions and sanctions
(incl. their publication and rules on collection of related data) and respect of the good
administration principle (including the obligation of the administration to give reasons
for decisions)

5000 character(s) maximum

[single market relevance] Judicial review of administrative decisions: short
description of the general regime (in particular competent court, scope, suspensive
effect, interim measures, and any applicable specific rules or derogations from the
general regime of judicial review)

5000 character(s) maximum

 Safeguards (other than judicial review) regarding [single market relevance]
decisions or inaction of administrative authorities, including remedies (e.g. 
administrative review)

5000 character(s) maximum

[single market relevance] Rules and practices related to the application by all
courts, including constitutional jurisdictions, of the preliminary ruling procedure (Art.
267 TFEU)

5000 character(s) maximum

[single market relevance] Implementation of final judgments by the public
administration and State institutions and follow-up given to supranational judgments,
including decisions from the European Court of Human Rights, as well as available
remedies in case of non-implementation

5000 character(s) maximum



36

Oversight, including by courts, of the use of intrusive surveillance software by national 
authorities

5000 character(s) maximum

D. The enabling framework for civil society

Measures regarding the framework for civil society organisations and human rights 
defenders (e.g. legal framework and its application in practice incl. registration, 
transparency and dissolution rules)

5000 character(s) maximum

Rules and practices having an impact on the effective operation and safety of civil
society organisations and human rights defenders. This includes measures to protect
them from attacks – verbal, physical or on-line –, intimidation, legal threats incl.
SLAPPs, negative narratives or smear campaigns, measures capable of affecting the
public perception of civil society organisations, etc. It also includes measures to
monitor threats or attacks and dedicated support services, as well as available
remedies

5000 character(s) maximum

Organisation of financial support for civil society organisations and human rights
defenders (e.g. framework to ensure access to funding, and for financial viability,
taxation/incentive/donation systems, measures to ensure a fair distribution of funding)

5000 character(s) maximum

E. Initiatives to foster a rule of law culture
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If there have been developments related to initiatives to foster a rule of law culture,
please specify, which (e.g. debates in national parliaments on the rule of law, public
information campaigns on rule of law issues, contributions from civil society,

education initiatives, etc.)
5000 character(s) maximum

Any other developments related to the system of checks and balances - 
please specify

5000 character(s) maximum

Cross-pillar elements: cross-border rule of law issues related to the Single 
Market

If there are any significant challenges concerning the Single Market you have been 
facing in a cross-border context relating to any of the four pillars of the report, 
including for example issues with market access and the conditions for economic 
activities, that you would like to highlight, please do so here. 
Given the cross-cutting nature of this question, it is included as a separate section in the questionnaire. Information collected under this 

question will however be integrated under the relevant existing pillar(s) of the Report.

5000 character(s) maximum

Supporting document upload

 If you would like to submit any supporting document(s) to your contribution, please 
upload your file(s) here

Contact

rule-of-law-network@ec.europa.eu
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