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     3.1. Efficiency of justice systems        3.1.2. General data on efficiency      - Estimated length of proceedings –  

2020 in civil and commercial litigious cases, and administrative cases at all court instances, while Figure 24 shows the average 
length of proceedings in money laundering cases at first instance courts.

Figure 6 Estimated time needed to resolve civil, commercial, administrative and other cases in 2012, 2018 – 
2020 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, this category includes all civil and commercial litigious and non-litigious cases, non-litigious land and business registry cases, other registry cases, 
other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. LV: 
the sharp decrease is due to court system reform, error checks and data clean-ups of the information system.

Figure 7 Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at first instance in 2012, 2018 – 
2020 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Under the CEPEJ methodology, litigious civil/commercial cases concern disputes between parties, e.g. disputes about contracts. Non-litigious civil/commercial cases concern 
uncontested proceedings, e.g. uncontested payment orders. Methodology changes in EL and SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, up to 2016, in SK. IT: the temporary 
slowdown of judicial activity due to strict restrictive measures to address the COVID-19 pandemic affected the disposition time. Data for NL include non-litigious cases.

This document contains a selection of 
graphs with quantitative data from the
2022 EU Justice Scoreboard.

See the complete
2022 EU Justice Scoreboard at:

https://europa.eu/!CJdXbP
EU JUSTICE
         SCOREBOARD

Communication from the Commission to the 

European Parliament, the Council, the European 

Central Bank, the European Economic and Social 

Committee and the Committee of the Regions

COM(2022) 234

Justice 

and Consumers

THE 2022

Justice
and Consumers



3. Key findings of the 2022 EU Justice Scoreboard 19

     3.1. Efficiency of justice systems        3.1.3. Efficiency in specific areas of EU law       – Consumer protection –     – Money laundering –  

Figure 23 Consumer protection: average length of administrative decisions by consumer protection authorities 
in 2014, 2018 – 2020 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: European Commission with the Consumer Protection Cooperation 
Network)
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(*) DE, LU, AT: scenario is not applicable as consumer authorities are not empowered to decide on infringements of relevant consumer rules. An estimate of average length was 
provided by DK, EL, FR, RO and FI for certain years.

– Money laundering – 

In addition to contributing to the fight against crime, the effectiveness of the fight against money laundering is crucial for the 
soundness, integrity and stability of the financial sector, confidence in the financial system and fair competition in the single mar-
ket (50). Money laundering can discourage foreign investment, distort international capital flows and negatively affect a country’s 
macroeconomic performance, resulting in welfare losses, thereby draining resources from more productive economic activities 
(51). The Anti-money Laundering Directive requires Member States to maintain statistics on the effectiveness of their systems to 
combat money laundering or terrorist financing (52). In cooperation with Member States, an updated questionnaire was used to 
collect data on the judicial stages in national anti-money laundering regimes. Figure 24 shows the average length of first instance 
court cases dealing with money laundering criminal offences.

Figure 24 Money laundering: average length of court cases in 2014, 2018 – 2020(*) (1st instance/in days) (source: 
European Commission with the Expert Group on Money Laundering and Financing of Terrorism)
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(*) No data for 2020: BE, DE, EE, IE, HR, PL and PT. BG: The average length of the cases is calculated from the day of opening the court case to the day of the court decision in 
months. ES, NL: estimated length. CZ: Length in months. HU: Average number of days was calculated based only on the number of cases resolved with a conviction. PT: Average 
number of days was calculated based on a sample. IT: data refer to both trial and preliminary court hearings. CY: Serious cases, before the Assize Court, are on average tried within 
a year. Less serious offences, before the District Courts, take longer to be tried. SK*: data correspond to average length of the whole proceedings, including at appeal court.

50 Recital 2 of Directive (EU) 2015/849 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 2015 on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of 
money laundering or terrorist financing.

51 IMF factsheet, March 8, 2018: https://www.imf.org/en/About/Factsheets/Sheets/2016/08/01/16/31/Fight-Against-Money-Laundering-the-Financing-of-Terrorism 

52 Article 44(1) of Directive (EU) 2015/849. See also revised Article 44 of Directive (EU) 2018/843, which entered into force in June 2018 and had to be implemented by Member 
States by January 2020. 

Administrative cases before courts and consumer complaints before consumer protection 
authorities were resolved within <1 year in half of the Member States in 2020
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     3.1. Efficiency of justice systems        3.1.2. General data on efficiency      - Estimated length of proceedings –  

Figure 8 Estimated time needed to resolve litigious civil and commercial cases at all court instances in 2020 (*) 
(1st, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data are available for first and second instance courts in BE and BG, for 
second instance courts in NL, for second and third instance courts in AT or for third instance courts in DE and HR. There is no third instance court in DE and MT. IT: The temporary 
slowdown of judicial activity due to strict restrictive measures to address the COVID-19 pandemic affected the disposition time. Access to a third instance court may be limited in 
some Member States.

Figure 9 Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at first instance in 2012, 2018 – 2020 (*) (1st 
instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) Administrative law cases concern disputes between individuals and local, regional or national authorities, under the CEPEJ methodology. Methodology changes in EL and SK. 
Pending cases include courts of all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately. CY: in 2018, the number of resolved cases 
increased because cases were tried together, 2 724 consolidated cases were withdrawn and an administrative court was set up in 2015.

Figure 10 Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at all court instances in 2020 (*) (1st and, where 
applicable, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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(*) The order is determined by the court instance with the longest proceedings in each Member State. No data available for second instance courts in BE, CZ, HU, MT, AT, RO, SI, SK 
and FI, for third instance courts in CY, LT, LU, MT and PL. The supreme, or other highest court, is the only appeal instance in CZ, IT, CY, AT, SI and FI. There is no third instance court 
for these types of cases in HR, LT, LU and MT. The highest Administrative Court is the first and only instance for certain cases in BE. Access to third instance courts may be limited 
in some Member States. DK and IE do not record administrative cases separately.ö
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     3.2. Quality of justice systems        3.2.1. Accessibility      – Child-friendly justice –  

Figure 31 Legal safeguards regarding decisions or inaction of administrative authorities, 2021 (*) (source: 
European Commission (69))
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– Child-friendly justice – 

The 2022 EU Justice Scoreboard deepens the analysis of child friendly-justice compared to previous editions. Figure 32 shows 
the various arrangements in Member States that make a justice system more suited to the needs of children. Figure 33 looks at 
specific arrangements available when a child is involved as a victim or as a suspect/accused person.

Figure 32 Specific arrangements for child-friendly proceedings, 2021 (*) (Civil and criminal/juvenile justice and 
administrative proceedings), (source: European Commission (70))
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Measures are in place to provide for a specific treatment of children who are deprived of liberty
Children who are suspects or accused persons in criminal proceedings have the right to legal aid
Training for judges on child-friendly and child-rights based communication with children
Evaluation of such treatment is covered by court surveys addressed to court users
Children are treated in an appropriate manner which takes into account their specific needs and rights
Specifically child-friendly designed website to provide online information about the justice system

(*) Children: persons under 18 years of age. Data for MT on training for judges are for 2020.

69 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems. 

70 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems and the European Judicial Training Network.
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     3.2. Quality of justice systems        3.2.1. Accessibility      – Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons with disabilities –  

– Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons with disabilities – 

As Parties to the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (66), the EU and all its Member States are obliged to ensure 
persons with disabilities have effective equal access to justice by ensuring appropriate accommodation with the aim to equality and 
non-discrimination. State parties should also provide accessibility, including communication and information as well as reaffirm their 
right to equal recognition before the law. Figure 30 shows selected specific arrangements in this regard, such as the availability of 
information in accessible formats, the availability upon request of specific formats, or the accessibility for people with disabilities of 
digital solutions for civil and commercial cases, administrative cases and criminal cases before first instance courts.

Figure 30 Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons with disabilities, 2021 (source: European 
Commission (67))
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Adjusted ADR procedures
2020 court survey on needs and satisfaction of persons with disabilities
Persons with disabilities can be listened to in person and express their will
Procedural accommodations
Accessible digital solutions at first instance courts
Braille/Sign Language/Easy to Read and other specific formats available upon request
Information in accessible formats (e.g. digital and paper)

– Judicial control over public administration in business-related scenarios – 

For the first time, the 2022 EU Justice Scoreboard provides an overview of selected legal safeguards regarding acts or omissions 
of administrative authorities in business-related scenarios68. Relevant safeguards include the court review of administrative 
decisions and interim measures, or possibility for financial compensation in the case of administrative silence or an ill-founded 
decision. All of these contribute to the quality of the justice system, of particular relevance for the business and investment en-
vironment and the functioning of the single market.

66 https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities.html 

67 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.

68 In the first scenario, during the court proceedings related to the expropriation, the authorities order a mining company to cease mining with immediate effect; they rely on 
earlier complaints made by house owners in the neighbouring village, already settled by the mining company. The company would incur a daily profit loss of EUR 8 000 if it 
complied with the administrative decision. The company challenges the administrative decision in court, which eventually overturns the decision as ill-founded. In the second 
scenario, a company established in Member State ‘B’ files with the competent authority in Member State ‘A’ a request for permission to build an 800 square meters retail store 
in the capital city of Member State ‘A’. The company does not receive any reply from the authority in question within the statutory time limit/within what seems a reasonable 
time to reply (period of administrative silence). Finally, the figure examines whether the company can seek financial compensation for the losses it incurred because of the 
delay (the period of administrative silence) in granting the building permit (assuming that the building permit is finally granted) from the competent authority.

100% Member States have arrangements to support persons with disabilities in accessing 
justice but 

•	 only 16 offer specific formats such as Braille, sign language or easy-to-read
•	 and 15 offer digital solutions accessible for persons with disabilities

100% Member States provide some measures for a child-friendly justice system (child-
friendly websites, training for judges, etc.)

QUALITY AND CITIZEN-FRIENDLY JUSTICE SYSTEMS
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  3.3.1.    Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection

Figure 50 How the general public perceives the independence of courts and judges (*) (source: Eurobarometer (95) - 
light colours: 2016, 2020 and 2021, dark colours: 2022)
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good or fairly good (total good); if some Member 
States have the same percentage of total good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is fairly bad or very 
bad (total bad); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good and total bad, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the inde-
pendence of courts and judges is very good; if some Member States have the same percentage of total good, total bad and of very good, then they are ordered by the percentage 
of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very bad.

Figure 51 shows the main reasons given by respondents for the perceived lack of independence of courts and judges. Respond-
ents among the general public, who rated the independence of the justice system as being ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad,’ could choose 
between three reasons to explain their rating. The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 50.

Figure 51 Main reasons among the general public for the perceived lack of independence (share of all respondents - 
higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (96))
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95 Eurobarometer survey FL503, conducted between 17 and 24 January 2022. Replies to the question: ‘From what you know, how would you rate the justice system in (your 
country) in terms of the independence of courts and judges? Would you say it is very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad?’, see: https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/justice-
and-fundamental-rights/effective-justice/eu-justice-scoreboard_en

96 Eurobarometer survey FL503, replies to the question: ‘Could you tell me to what extent each of the following reasons explains your rating of the independence of the justice 
system in (our country): very much, somewhat, not really, not at all?’ if reply to Q1 is ‘fairly bad’ or ‘very bad’.

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

Companies: for the first time, the EU Justice Scoreboard presents a new indicator on how 
companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts

General public: Improved in 17 Member States since 2016 
Decreased in 14 since 2020 

Perception of judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection

INDEPENDENCE OF JUSTICE SYSTEMS
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Figure 45 Prosecution service: electronic communication tools, 2021(*) (source: European Commission (80))
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(*) Maximum possible: 5 points. For each criterion, one point was given if secure electronic communication is available for prosecution services. 0.5 was awarded when the possibil-
ity does not exist in all cases. Availability of electronic communication tools within prosecution service includes communication with lawyers employed by the prosecution service.

– Online access to courts – 

The ability to carry out specific steps in a judicial procedure electronically is an important aspect of the quality of justice systems. 
The electronic submission of claims, the possibility to monitor and advance a proceeding online or serve documents electronically 
can tangibly facilitate access to justice for citizens and businesses (or their legal representatives) and reduce delays and costs. 
The availability of such digital public services would help bring courts one step closer to citizens and businesses, and by extension 
increase public trust in the justice system.

Figure 46 Digital solutions to initiate and follow proceedings in civil/commercial and administrative cases, 
2021(*) (source: European Commission (81))
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Availability of online information about the court fees

Possibility of online payment of court fees

For each Member State, the two columns represent the digital solutions to 
initiate and follow proceedings in the following types of cases (from le� to right):
1. civil/commercial cases
2. administrative cases

(*) Maximum possible: 9 points. For each criterion, one point was given if the possibility exists in all civil/commercial and administrative cases, respectively. 0.5 point was awarded 
when the possibility does not exist in all cases. For those Member States that do not distinguish civil/commercial and administrative cases, the same number of points has been 
given for both areas.

The use of digital tools for conducting and following court proceedings in criminal cases, can also help guarantee the rights of 
victims and defendants. For example, digital solutions can enable confidential remote communication between defendants and 
their lawyers, allow defendants in detention to prepare for their hearing and help victims of crime avoid secondary victimisation.

80 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.

81 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.

     3.2. Quality of justice systems        3.2.4. Digitalisation      – Online access to courts –  

Almost 100% Member States already use digital solutions such as online information, or use 
of digital technology by courts and prosecution services but

•	 only 13 enable citizens to calculate online if they can receive legal aid in their court case
•	 only 13 offer the possibility to initiate court proceedings or file a claim online in civil, 

commercial and administrative cases



46 2022 EU Justice Scoreboard

Figure 58 shows the safeguards in place in situations where judges or prosecutors decide to temporarily become employed in 
politically-exposed positions, notably positions as politicians, ministers, government officials, cabinet members or positions in other 
political offices. The figure shows whether or not judges or prosecutors can take up such employment and afterwards return to 
the position of a judge or a prosecutor, or whether specific rules are in place to safeguard their impartiality.

Figure 58 Safeguards relating to temporary employment of judges/prosecutors as politicians/ministers/
government officials/cabinet members/in other political offices (*)
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Other rules
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1. Judges
2. Prosecutors

SUCH TEMPORARY
EMPLOYMENT

NOT ALLOWED  

N
O

T ALLO
W

ED

N
O

T ALLO
W

ED

N
O

T ALLO
W

ED

N
O

T ALLO
W

ED

(*) BG: Magistrates can temporarily be appointed in these positions. For their re-appointment as judges/prosecutors/investigative magistrates, special procedural rules are in place 
requiring an application to be submitted to the relevant panel of the Supreme Judicial Council within 14 days from the date of their dismissal from the other (temporary) position 
with a view to their reinstatement. DE: If a prosecutor is elected to the Federal Parliament/appointed as a member of the Federal Government, the rights and duties deriving from the 
public employment are suspended for the period of the mandate (with the exception of duties relating to official secrecy and the prohibition to accept rewards or gratifications); when 
the mandate at the Bundestag has come to an end, the respective public servant may request (within a period of 3 month after the end of the mandate) their reinsertion into their 
former service, which has to be realised within 3 month after the request and at the same or an equivalent level as the former position (if reinsertion is not requested, the rights and 
duties deriving from the public employment continue to be suspended). In case of a return of a public official after a period of activity as a government member, which, in principle, is 
possible with consent of both sides (otherwise a status of retirement applies), the specific rules (statutory disclosure requirements or related possibilities for a temporary prohibition 
to take up certain activities) do not apply - such requirements only apply, where subsequent activities in the private sector are intended by a former government member. DK: It is 
a prerequisite that upon returning to the prosecution service, the prosecutor can be approved and sustain the security approval provided. EE: Judges: Although there is no specific 
regulation, which would limit the areas in which the judge could work, upon returning to judgeship, there is one important condition upon the return: a judge may return to a vacant 
position of judge in the same court by giving at least one month’s advance notice thereof to the chairman of the corresponding court. If after leaving the state service, a judge does 
not have the opportunity to return to a vacant position of judge in the same court and they do not desire to be transferred to another court, the judge is released from office and 
receives compensation in an amount equal to their six months’ salary. Prosecutors: a prosecutor cannot be a member of a political party. ES: Judges: Judges who become members 
of Parliament or Government can return to the same court or judicial position after their political mandate. The only exception to these rules applies to judges of the Supreme Court, 
who lose their judicial position at the Supreme Court upon returning to judgeship and must sit at a lower court. Furthermore, the general rules of withdrawal and recusal apply if the 
judge has to decide a case which involves politicians or political interests upon returning to judgeship. Prosecutors: Those who are returned to the prosecution service must refrain, 
and where appropriate may be challenged, from intervening in any matters in which political parties or groups are involved, or those of their members who hold or have held public 
office. FR: To return to the judgeship, a judge who has been previously politician/minister/government official/cabinet member is required to apply to a new position and the Council 
must formally approve their appointment. Before returning to a position of a judge, the person must wait during a “cooling-off” period of five years in the area it exercised a public 
mandate, or three years in the case of a European Parliament mandate. HR: There are specific rules regarding the positions to which prosecutors can temporarily be seconded as 
well as procedure that must be followed. IT: The chart reflects the situation in the civil and criminal courts. The High Council for the Judiciary must give authorisation for judges in 
civil and criminal courts. Administrative judges can work in consultative sections of Council of State or in jurisdictional sections which have no competence on matters related to the 
previous activity of the judge. Prosecutors who run for Parliamentary elections may return to the prosecution service only to work in a district other than the one where they run for 
election (irrespective of whether they were elected or not). Prosecutors may not run for Parliamentary elections in the district where they performed their functions in the last six 
months prior to their candidacy. For regional and municipal elections, prosecutors may not run for election in the Region where they exercise their functions. LV: Judges cannot be 
involved in any capacity in political life (even not members of a political party). AT: regarding prosecutors, before returning to a position of a prosecutor in a management position (i.e. 
head of a public prosecutor’s office, of a senior public prosecutor’s office, of the General procurator’s office), the person must wait during a “cooling-off” period of five years. PL: As 
regards appointment to political positions, the elected judge must renounce his judicial mandate but retains the right to return to judicial office (to the post held prior to the appoint-
ment) if the period in which the political function was exercised does not exceed 9 years. Authorisation is required by the National Council for Judiciary. PT: Judges and prosecutors 
need a previous authorisation of the Judicial High Council or Superior Council of Public Prosecution (CSMP), respectively. SK: After returning to judgeship, judge must not apply for 
a position of President or Vice-President of court. Notification is done to Ministry of Justice 60 days before returning to the judgeship.

    3.3. Independence        3.3.2. Structural independence  100% Member States have general ethical norms if a judge or prosecutor returns to the 
judiciary from a politically-exposed position, but

•	 only in 7 there are specific rules in place, such as authorisation requirements or 
cooling-off period

Structural independence
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Figure 54 shows a new indicator on how companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts as 
regards, in their view, unjustified decisions or inaction by the State.

Figure 54 How companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts (source: 
Eurobarometer (99))
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts 
(total confident).

Figure 55 shows the main reasons given by respondents for the perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection. Respond-
ents among companies, who rated their level of confidence as ‘fairly unconfident’ or ‘very unconfident’, could choose four reasons 
to explain their rating (and some indicated “other”). The Member States are listed in the same order as in Figure 54.

Figure 55 Main reasons among companies for their perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection 
(source: Eurobarometer (100))
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99 Eurobarometer survey FL504; replies to the question: ‘To what extent are you confident that your investments are protected by the law and courts in (your country) if 
something goes wrong?’ For the purpose of the survey, investment was defined as including any kind of asset that a company owns or controls and that is characterised by 
the commitment of capital or other resources, the expectation of gain or profit or the assumption of risk.

100 Eurobarometer survey FL504; replies to the question: ‘What are your main reasons for concern about the effectiveness of investment protection?’ if the response to Q3 was 
‘fairly unconfident’ or ‘very unconfident’.

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

The most popular reasons for perceived lack of independence of courts and judges are: interference 
or pressure from government and politicians and pressure from economic or other specific interests
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