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Executive summary

English version

The European Commission has requested the European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) of the
Council of Europe, relying on its own methodology for evaluating the functioning of the judicial systems of Council of
Europe member States, to conduct a study aimed at analysing the situation of the judicial systems in the EU member
States.

This study is based on the processing and analysing data and comments provided by member States through four
evaluation cycles (2012, 2014, 2016 and 2018) and four specific questionnaires (2013, 2015, 2017 and 2019). It will
constitute one of the sources used by the European Commission for the « EU justice Scoreboard ».

Structure of the study

Following the technical specifications provided by the European Commission, the study, based on 2019 data and also
presenting the evolution in relation to 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 data, is structured in two main
parts:

- the first part examines the judicial systems in the European Union (EU) member States providing data tables per
indicator for the member States ;

- the second part contains country sheets, with a contextual analysis.

Main elements

The study provides an overview of the functioning of the justice public service based on the main elements, which,
according to the CEPEJ, are constitutive of the effectiveness and quality of systems.

Budget of judicial systems

In order to understand and analyse budget data properly, the two concepts have to be distinguished: budget allocated to
the judicial system on the one hand and budget allocated to the whole justice system on the other. They are used by the
CEPEJ for the analysis of the resources allocated to justice in order to obtain an overview of the EU member States
budgets.

There are indeed, depending on the State, common or separate financing mechanisms for the courts, the prosecution
services and legal aid. Nevertheless, these three elements have been broken down as far as possible to allow
comparisons, not only of the resources allocated to the prosecutorial or trial functions, despite the difference in the
organisation of systems, but also of the amounts budgeted for access to justice.

Thus, the budget allocated to the « judicial system » consists of the addition of resources allocated:

- to courts;

- to legal aid;

- to the prosecution service.

It must be emphasized that the judicial system budget and the court budget, as precisely defined by the CEPEJ

methodology to provide the most rigorous assessment of the effort of the member States, are not comparable with other
indicators available by other European institutions.

The CEPEJ obtains a wider analysis of justice system with another calculation: the budgets of other services involved in
the functioning of the public service of justice (prison, system of enforcement of court decisions, judicial protection of
juveniles, etc.) are added to the judicial system budget to evaluate the « whole justice system ».

For a closer insight into the budgets allocated to judicial systems, the different components of these budgets were
examined with different entries singled out: gross salaries of staff, information technologies (computers, software,
investments and maintenance), justice expenses (such as remuneration of interpreters or experts), costs for the rental
and running of premises, real estate investments and training.
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Specifically between 2012 and 2019, the analysis of the data sent by the member States shows that a wide majority of
the EU States have increased the contribution to their justice system (in absolute value), even in a persistent context of
control of public expenditure.

Human resources

Different categories of judges (permanent, occasional, non-professional) can serve the justice system. The 2019 study
focused on professional judges sitting permanently, whose number has a European average of 21,5 judges per 100 000
inhabitants (the median is 24,5 judges per 100 000 inhabitants). The median has slightly increased between 2018 and
2019, whereas trend of the distribution of the evolution (increase / decrease) between the countries is more in favour of
the decrease. The number of judges per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased in 15 member States. Conversely, this
number has increased or remained the same in 12 member States. More significant variation is noticed only for Austria
7,9% increase while for Malta and Latvia a decrease of 7,9 and 6,2 respectively.

Moreover, this number varies considerably from country to country according to the organisation of the judicial system
and the existence of occasional judges, non-professional judges or even Rechtspfleger.

In almost all member States, judges receive initial training given the extent of the necessary knowledge to exercise this
function. Finland, Malta and Sweden are the only member states where the initial training is only optional. Following that,
over the course of a career, countries offer general or specialised in-service training to judges in order to maintain a high
level of legal expertise. The general in-service trainings are mandatory only in five EU countries. Other in-service
trainings are mostly optional.

The existence alongside judges of competent staff with defined functions and a recognised status is essential for the
quality and efficiency of a judicial system. A difference is made between the five types of non-judge staff:

- the "Rechtspfleger” function (defined by the European Union of Rechtspfleger (EUR) as an independent judicial
body),

- the non-judge staff whose function is to assist judges directly,

- the staff responsible for administrative matters such as court management,

- the technical staff,

- and other types of non-judge staff that fall outside of all the categories mentioned above.

Two observations can be made following an analysis of data provided by the member States. Firstly, the average
number of non-judge staff per 100 000 inhabitants in 2019 has slightly increased compared with 2012. Secondly, 13
countries have staff with "Rechspfleger" functions (or equivalent - no changes between 2012 and 2019). The average
number of staff in this specialised body has increased within the studied period while the average number of assistant to
judge decreased.

Judicial organisation

The study distinguishes three types of courts:

- ordinary courts of first instance with jurisdiction in all matters for which jurisdiction has not been assigned to a
specialised court — their enumeration is made as legal entities

- specialised courts of first instance (also considered as legal entities)

- courts (at all levels) as geographic locations

The geographical locations per 100 000 inhabitants has decreased in most of the member States (the median was 1,71
per 100 000 inhabitants in 2012; 1,52 in 2015 and 1,29 in 2019). Since 2012, 16 countries have reduced their number of
geographical locations, 6 have same number and the rest increased this number). Between 2018 and 2019, 3 countries
reduced number of courts' geographic locations.

As regards the distribution of the disputes between legal entities, almost all the States have specialised courts of first
instance.

The existing specialised courts deal mainly with administrative cases, commercial cases and with disputes related to the
application of labour legislation. However, there are countries that have many specialised courts for different matters like
Sweden.

Legal aid
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Legal aid is one of the fundamental elements guaranteeing equal access to justice for all individuals. It is intended to
provide, particularly for citizens without sufficient financial resources, the benefit of legal assistance for free or limited
expenses.

Legal aid comprises two aspects, clearly distinguished by certain States:

- on the one hand, aid for access to law (legal information and advice, aid for an alternative to trial — ADR alternative
dispute resolution),

- on the other hand, aid in asserting one’s rights in the context of a judicial action as applicant or defendant in a trial.

Consequently, the CEPEJ drew up the following typology to quantify the resources allocated to legal aid:
- cases not brought to court with regards to aid for access to law
- cases brought to court with regards to aid for assistance or representation within a framework of litigation.

Concerning cases brought to court, it must be stressed that only a few States were able to distinguish within the overall
budget the amounts allocated to legal aid in civil or criminal matters (4 countries out of 27).

In the tables concerning this indicator, the budgetary data of legal aid in member States are presented in absolute value
and per inhabitant which enables a standardisation of the communicated data. This analytical method indicates quite
large differences between States, with a group of northern European countries allocating considerable budgets in
comparison with other surveyed countries. It must be borne in mind that certain states in fact have few cases that are
eligible for legal aid but grant a large amount per case, whereas other states make the opposite choice to limit the
amounts granted per case while making the conditions of admission to legal aid more open.

The average amount allocated per inhabitant has increased between 2012 and 2019 (from 5,8 € to 8,3 €) and also
between 2018 and 2019 (from 8,2 to 8,3 €).

Lawyers

After a continuous increase between 2012 and 2015, and decrease in 2016, the average number of lawyers per 100 000
inhabitants in the EU member States seems to be stabilized now. An increase of 15,5% has been recorded in the period
from 2012 and 2019, while between 2018 and 2019 only a slight rise of both median and average values has been
identified.

Even if the southern States seem to have larger bars (number of lawyers per 100 000 inhabitants), the wide dispersal of
values, also verifiable with the number of lawyers per professional judge, is also likely to indicate a considerable
heterogeneity within the tasks actually carried out by qualified persons and persons entitled to plead in accordance with
national law, to act on behalf of his clients, to practice law, to take part in judicial proceedings or to advise and to
represent their clients in legal matters (Definition of the lawyers’ legal practice in accordance with the
Recommendation Rec(2000)21 of the Committee of Ministers, Council of Europe).

ADR - Alternative Dispute Resolution measures

In various European countries, the use of alternative dispute resolution (ADR) measures is now widely accepted among
the public and legal professionals. It contributes to the improvement of effectiveness of justice by providing courts users
with alternatives to a regular judicial procedure.

There are different types of ADR in the member countries:

Mediation: refers to a voluntary trial in a non-binding private dispute settlement in which an impartial and
independent third party assists the parties in facilitating discussions aiming to resolve their difficulties and to reach an
agreement.

Court-related mediation: within this type of mediation, there’s always an intervention of a judge and of a prosecutor
who facilitates, advises, decides and/or approves the procedure.

Conciliation: the main objective of a conciliator is to reconcile, most of the time he/she will do so by seeking for
concessions. He/she may make suggestions to the parties aimed to settle a dispute. The conciliator has more power
and plays a more proactive role in comparison with the mediator.

Arbitration: the parties choose a neutral third party - an arbitrator whose final decision is binding. The parties may
present evidences and testimonies to the arbitrators. Sometimes, several arbitrators are appointed to work as a court.
Arbitration is most widely used for commercial disputes settlements because it provides a greater confidentiality.
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Court-related mediation exists in all States, essentially in civil and commercial spheres. Mediation other than court-
related and arbitration also exist in all the surveyed countries.

It could be noted that the average number of accredited or registered mediators per 100 000 inhabitants has strongly
increased between 2012 and 2019 (from 9,9 in 2012 to 17,7, in 2019). This may contribute to strengthen awareness of
the member States that having a high level of trained mediators supports the policies of enhancement of ADR.

Performance of the courts

One of the essential components of the proper functioning of courts is related to the respect of the fair trial principle
within a reasonable time (Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights). This should be fully taken into
account when considering the workload of the court, the length of procedures and the specific measures to reduce the
length of delays in proceedings and to improve the efficiency.

The CEPEJ has chosen to develop efficiency court indicators on the European level. The first indicator is the Clearance
Rate which indicates precisely the capacity of the courts and judicial system to deal with the flow of incoming cases.

The second indicator is the calculated Disposition Time of pending cases and it measures in terms of number of days
the estimated time required to close a pending case.

Looking at the productivity of courts of first instance in other than criminal cases from 2012 to 2019, by only taking into
account these two quantitative angles, it should be acknowledged that the median of the Clearance Rate improved
between 2012 and 2014 and has been stable in the following years with slight decrease in 2019 (from 100,6% in 2018 to
99,9% in 2019). As regards the Disposition Time, there is a decrease between 2012 and 2019 (133 days in 2012 to 111
in 2019). However, it should be noted that Disposition Time increased between 2018 and 2019 by 20 days.

Administrative cases have highest Disposition time calculated at 347 days on average. They take notably longer time
than the civil and commercial cases that need 258 days on average.

This performance must be contextualised with regard to the evolution of the median number of incoming other than
criminal cases per 100 inhabitants which decreased between 2012 and 2019 (9,0 cases per 100 inhabitants in 2012
compared with 7,2 in 2019). The same trend has been identified for the median number of incoming litigious civil and
commercial cases per 100 inhabitants (2,9 in 2012 and 1,9 in 2019), whereas the median number of new administrative
cases per 100 inhabitants has been relatively stable during the same period (0,28 and 0,25 respectively).

The median number of other than criminal pending cases in courts, which was relatively stable between 2013 and 2017,
increased significantly in 2018 (3,3 cases per 100 inhabitants) but decreased in 2019 to the similar level that was
recorded in 2017 and previous years (2,8 cases). On the other hand, for the civil and commercial litigious cases the
median number declined between 2012 and 2019 (respectively 1,7 and 1,1). Similar trend has been identified for
administrative cases (the number varied between 0,3 and 0,2 cases in the period 2012-2019).

System for measuring and evaluating the functioning of courts

In a lot of countries many fields of courts activity (incoming or postponed cases, courts’ decisions, length of proceedings)
are currently undergoing evaluation and follow-up procedures. In terms of court management, arrangements for regular
monitoring of the activity are made everywhere in Europe. These are intended to review the day-to-day activity of courts
through data gathering and statistical analyses. A majority of States indicate to disseminate these elements in an annual
activity report.

These systems increasingly exceed the simple periodic review of the courts performance, to offer the management staff
a longer-term view, which includes the definition of objectives and is based on indicators to achieve useful projections in
allocating budgetary or human resources.

Nowadays, the majority of countries use performance or activity indicators at court level. The number of countries that
defined qualitative standards also increased above half of the EU members in recent years (15 states in 2019). In fact,
the European Court of Human Rights recalls that it is crucial that the courts of a democratic society should inspire
confidence to court users.

The use of information technology (IT) in courts and for the benefit of court users
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While initially acting as a simple support tool for productivity, the information technology (IT) is always one of the major
levers for improvement of the efficiency of courts. The increasingly strategic approach by the ministries of justice and
management staff of the courts, essentially inspired by new public management policies, is indeed based on the
extraordinary possibilities of the automation of IT tasks in order to free up budgetary and human resources.

Compared with previous cycles, no major changes should be noticed in the 27 evaluated member States. Most of the
justice systems have already developed IT to assist the judges and their staff, to administrate their courts and to
communicate with their users. The electronic case management systems and the communication with users seem to
have been improved in a lot of countries. There is slight increase in the evaluation for some countries that is logical in IT
development. The decrease noted in others is due to more precise questionnaire that resulted in clarifying the
development for certain countries.

French version

La Commission européenne a demandé a la Commission européenne pour I'efficacité de la justice (CEPEJ) du Conseil
de I'Europe de réaliser une étude ayant pour objet I'analyse de la situation des systémes judiciaires dans les Etats
membres de 'UE, en se basant sur sa propre méthodologie utilisée dans le cadre I'évaluation du fonctionnement des
systémes judiciaires des Etats membres du Conseil de I'Europe.

Cette étude s’appuie sur le traitement et I'analyse des données et commentaires communiqués par les Etats membres
au travers de quatre cycles d’évaluation (2012, 2014, 2016 et 2018) et de quatre questionnaires spécifiques (2013,
2015, 2017 et 2019). Elle sera 'une des sources utilisées par la Commission Européenne pour rédiger le « Tableau de
bord de la justice dans I'UE ».

Structure du rapport

Conformément a la note technique de la Commission Européenne, I'étude, porte sur les données de 2019 et leur
évolution par rapport aux données de 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 et 2018. Elle est divisée en deux parties :

- la premiére décrit les systemes judiciaires des Etats membres de I'Union européenne (UE) a l'aide de tableaux de
données par indicateur pour les Etats membres ;

- la seconde contient des fiches par pays, qui réalisent une analyse contextualisée.

Principaux éléments

L’étude dresse un état des lieux relatif au fonctionnement du service public de la justice sur la base des éléments qui,
d’aprés la CEPEJ, sont principalement constitutifs de I'efficacité et de la qualité des systémes.

Le budget des systemes judiciaires

Pour bien comprendre et analyser les données budgétaires, il faut distinguer les deux notions : le budget alloué au
systeme judiciaire d'une part et le budget alloué au systéme de justice dans son ensemble, d'autre part. Elles sont
utilisées par la CEPEJ pour I'analyse des ressources allouées a la justice afin d'obtenir une vue d'ensemble des budgets
des Etats membres de I'UE.

Il existe en effet, selon les Etats, des modes de financement communs ou distincts des juridictions, des ministeres
publics et de l'aide judiciaire. Ces trois éléments ont toutefois été décomposés au maximum pour permettre des
comparaisons, non seulement des moyens alloués aux fonctions de poursuite ou de jugement, malgré la différence
d’organisation des systémes, mais aussi des montants attribués a I'acces a la justice.

Ainsi, le budget alloué au « systéme judiciaire » se compose de I'addition des moyens affectés :
- aux tribunaux;

- a l'aide judiciaire;

- au Cl118ministere public.
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Il doit étre souligné que le budget des systémes judiciaires et celui des tribunaux, tels que définis précisément par la
méthodologie de la CEPEJ pour fournir une évaluation rigoureuse de l'effort des Etats membres, ne sont pas
comparables a d'autres indicateurs disponibles au sein d'autres institutions européennes.

La CEPEJ obtient une analyse plus large du systeme de justice avec un autre calcul : les budgets des autres services
concourant au fonctionnement du service public de la justice (prison, service d’exécution des décisions, protection
judiciaire de la jeunesse etc.) sont additionnés a celui du systéme judiciaire pour évaluer le « systéeme de justice dans
son ensemble ».

Afin d'appréhender les budgets alloués aux systemes judiciaires de fagon plus fine, les différentes composantes de ces
budgets ont été examinées en distinguant différents postes : les salaires bruts des personnels, les technologies de
linformation (ordinateurs, logiciels, investissements et maintenance), les frais de justice (comme la rémunération des
interprétes ou des experts), les colts de location et de fonctionnement des batiments, les investissements immobiliers,
la formation.

Spécifiguement entre 2012 et 2019, I'analyse des données communiquées par les Etats membres révéle gu'une large
majorité des Etats de I'UE ont augmenté (en valeur absolue) la contribution a leur systéme de justice, en dépit d'un
contexte persistant de contréle des dépenses publiques.

Ressources humaines

Plusieurs catégories de juges (permanents, occasionnels, non professionnels) peuvent concourir au systeme judiciaire.
L’étude 2019 s’est concentrée sur les juges professionnels siégeant a titre permanent, dont le nombre s’éléeve en
moyenne a 21,5 juges pour 100 000 habitants (la médiane est & 24,5 juges pour 100 000 habitants). La médiane a
[égérement augmenté entre 2018 et 2019, alors que la tendance de la répartition de I'évolution (hausse / baisse) entre
les pays est plus favorable a la diminution. Le nombre de juges pour 100 000 habitants a diminué dans 15 Etats
membres. A linverse, ce nombre a augmenté ou est resté le méme dans 12 Etats membres. Une variation plus
significative n'est observée que pour I'Autriche avec 7,9 % d'augmentation, tandis que Malte et la Lettonie ont connu
une diminution de 7,9 et 6,2 respectivement.

Ce nombre varie toutefois considérablement d’un Etat a I'autre en fonction de I'organisation des systémes judiciaires et
de l'existence de juges occasionnels, non-professionnels ou méme de Rechtspfleger.

Dans la plupart des Etats membres, les juges bénéficient d’'une formation initiale au vu de I'étendue des connaissances
nécessaires a I'exercice de la fonction. La Finlande, Malte et la Suéde sont les seuls Etats membres ou la formation
initiale est uniguement facultative. Par la suite, en cours de carriére, les pays offrent une formation continue générale ou
spécialisée aux juges afin de maintenir un niveau élevé d'expertise juridique. Les formations continues générales ne
sont obligatoires que dans cing pays de I'UE. Les autres formations continues sont pour la plupart facultatives.

L'existence aux cdtés des juges d’'un personnel compétent avec des fonctions définies et un statut reconnu est une
condition essentielle pour la qualité et I'efficacité d’'un systéme judiciaire. Une différence est opérée entre cing types de
personnels non-juges :

- la fonction de "Rechtspfleger" (définie par L'Union Européenne des Greffiers de Justice et Rechtspfleger (EUR)
comme un organe judiciaire indépendant),

- le personnel non-juge dont la fonction est d’assister directement les juges,

- les personnes responsables de taches administratives telles que la gestion des tribunaux

- le personnel technique

- les personnels non-juges n’entrant dans aucune de ces catégories.

Deux constats peuvent étre dressés a l'issue d’'une analyse des données communiquées par les Etats membres. En
premier lieu, le nombre de personnels non-juges pour 100 000 habitants en 2019 a Iégérement augmenté par rapport a
'année 2012. En second lieu, 13 pays ont des personnels avec des fonctions de "Rechtspfleger" (ou équivalent - pas de
modification entre 2012 et 2019). Le nombre moyen de personnel dans ce corps spécialisé a augmenté durant la
période étudiée alors que le nombre moyen d'assistants des juges a décru.

Organisation judiciaire
L’étude distingue trois types de tribunaux :

- les tribunaux de droit commun de premiére instance compétents dans toutes les matieres pour lesquelles la
compétence n'a pas été donnée a une juridiction spécialisée — leur dénombrement est effectué en tant qu'entités
juridiques
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- les tribunaux spécialisés de premiere instance, compris également comme entités juridiques

- les tribunaux (tous niveaux confondus) en tant qu'implantations géographiques

Le nombre d’'implantations géographiques pour 100 000 habitants a décru dans la plupart des Etats membres (la
médiane était de 1,71 tribunaux pour 100 000 habitants en 2012, 1,52 en 2015 et 1,29 en 2019). Depuis 2012, 16 pays
ont réduit leur nombre d'implantations géographiques, 6 ont gardé le méme nombre, tandis que le reste des pays a
augmenté ce nombre. Entre 2018 et 2019, 3 pays ont réduit le nombre d'implantations géographiques.

En ce qui concerne la répartition des contentieux entre entités juridiques, presque tous les Etats disposent de tribunaux
de premiéere instance spécialisés.

Les tribunaux spécialisés existants traitent majoritairement des affaires administratives, commerciales et de contentieux
relatif a I'application de la Iégislation de travail. Toutefois, certains pays, comme la Suéde, disposent de nombreux
tribunaux spécialisés dans différentes matieres.

Aide judiciaire

L’aide judiciaire est un des éléments fondamentaux garantissant un égal acces a la justice pour tous les individus. Elle
doit permettre, en particulier pour les citoyens qui n'ont pas de moyens financiers suffisants de pouvoir bénéficier
gratuitement ou a moindre co(t d’une assistance juridique.

L’aide judiciaire comporte deux aspects, que distinguent clairement certains Etats :

- d’'une part, I'aide a l'accés au droit (information et conseil juridique, aide pour une alternative au procés — ADR
alternative dispute resolution),

- d’autre part l'aide pour faire valoir ses droits dans le cadre d'une action en justice en tant que demandeur ou
défendeur dans un proces civil.

En conséquence, la CEPEJ a dressé la typologie suivante pour quantifier les moyens alloués a I'aide judiciaire :

- les affaires non portées devant les tribunaux en ce qui concerne l'aide a I'accés au droit

- les affaires portées devant les tribunaux en ce qui concerne l'aide a I'assistance ou a la représentation dans un
cadre contentieux.

Dans le cadre contentieux, il doit étre relevé qu’un faible nombre d’Etats a été en capacité de distinguer dans le budget
total les montants attribués a une aide judiciaire en matiére civile ou pénale (4 pays sur 27).

Dans les tableaux concernant cet indicateur, sont présentées les données budgétaires de 'aide judiciaire dans les Etats
membres en valeur absolue et par habitant afin d’obtenir une standardisation des données communiquées. Cette
méthode d’analyse révéle des différences assez nettes entre les Etats, avec un groupe de pays d’Europe du nord
allouant des moyens considérables par rapport aux autres pays étudiés. Il convient de garder a l'esprit que dans
certains Etats peu d’affaires sont éligibles a I'aide judiciaire, mais qu’un montant élevé est accordé pour chacune d’entre
elles. D’autres Etats font le choix opposé de limiter le montant par affaire tout en élargissant les conditions d’admission
a l'aide judiciaire.

Le montant moyen alloué par habitant a augmenté entre 2012 et 2019 (de 5,8 € & 8,3 €) et aussi entre 2018 et 2019 (de
8,2a8,3€).

Avocats

Aprés une augmentation continue entre 2012 et 2015, et une diminution en 2016, le nombre moyen d'avocats pour 100
000 habitants dans les Etats membres de 'UE semble maintenant stabilisé. Une augmentation de 15,5% a été
enregistrée entre 2012 et 2019, alors qu’entre 2018 et 2019, seule une Iégére augmentation des valeurs médianes et
moyennes a été identifiée.

Méme si les Etats du sud paraissent avoir des barreaux plus importants (hombre d’avocats pour 100 000 habitants), la
forte dispersion des valeurs, également vérifiable avec le nombre d'avocats par juge professionnel, est également
susceptible de révéler une grande hétérogénéité dans les taches effectivement exercées par des personnes qualifiées
et habilitées conformément au droit national a plaider, a agir au nom de ses clients, a pratiquer le droit, a ester en justice
ou a conseiller et représenter leurs clients en matiere juridique (Définition de l'activité d’avocat au regard de la
Recommandation Rec(2000)21 du Comité des Ministres du Conseil de 'Europe).
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Mesures alternatives au réglement des litiges (ADR - alternative dispute resolution)

Dans différents pays européens, l'utilisation des mesures alternatives au reglement des litiges (ADR) est maintenant
largement acceptée par le public et les professionnels du droit. Ces mesures contribuent a I'amélioration de I'efficacité
de la justice en fournissant aux usagers des alternatives a une procédure judiciaire réguliére.

Il existe différents types d’ADR dans les pays membres :

La médiation: il s’agit d’'un procés volontaire, non contraignant de réglement des litiges privés dans lequel un tiers
impartial et indépendant aide les parties a faciliter la discussion afin de les aider a résoudre leurs difficultés et de
parvenir a un accord

La médiation conduite ou renvoyée par le tribunal : dans ce type de médiation, il y a toujours intervention d'un juge,
d’'un procureur qui facilite, conseille, décide ou/et approuve la procédure.

La conciliation: le principal objectif du conciliateur est de concilier, la plupart du temps en recherchant des
concessions. II/Elle peut proposer aux parties des suggestions pour le réglement d'un litige. Par rapport au médiateur, le
conciliateur a plus de pouvoir et il est davantage proactif.

L’arbitrage: les parties choisissent un tiers impartial - un arbitre, dont la décision définitive est contraignante. Les
parties peuvent présenter des preuves et des témoignages devant les arbitres. Parfois, il y a plusieurs arbitres désignés
qui travaillent en tant que juridiction. L'arbitrage est le plus souvent utilisé pour la résolution des litiges commerciaux car
il offre une plus grande confidentialité.

La médiation conduite ou renvoyée par le tribunal existe dans tous les Etats, essentiellement en matiére civile ou
commerciale. La médiation autre que celle conduite ou renvoyée par le tribunal et I'arbitrage existent également dans
tous les pays étudiés.

Il peut étre relevé que la moyenne du nombre pour 100 000 habitants de médiateurs accrédités ou enregistrés a
fortement augmenté entre 2012 et 2019 (de 9,9 en 2012 a 17,7 en 2019). Cela peut contribuer a sensibiliser davantage
les Etats membres au fait que le fait de disposer d’'un niveau élevé de médiateurs formés soutient les politiques de
renforcement des ADR.

Performance des tribunaux

Un des éléments essentiels du bon fonctionnement des tribunaux est lié au respect du principe fondamental du procés
équitable dans un délai raisonnable (Article 6 de la Convention Européenne des Droits de 'lHomme). Il convient d'en
tenir pleinement compte lorsque I'on considéere la charge de travail du tribunal, la durée des procédures et les mesures
spécifiques pour en réduire la longueur et en améliorer I'efficacité.

La CEPEJ a choisi de développer des indicateurs d’efficacité des tribunaux au niveau européen. Le premier indicateur
est le taux de variation du stock d'affaires pendantes (Clearance Rate) qui montre précisément la capacité du tribunal et
du systéme judiciaire a faire face aux flux d’affaires nouvelles.

Le second indicateur est la durée estimée d'écoulement du stock d'affaires pendantes (calculated Disposition Time) et il
mesure en nombre de jours la durée nécessaire estimée pour qu’une affaire pendante soit terminée.

En observant, sous ces deux seuls angles quantitatifs, la productivité des tribunaux de premiére instance entre 2012 et
2019 en matiére autre que pénale, il doit étre relevé que la médiane du Clearance Rate s'est améliorée entre 2012 et
2014 et est restée stable les années suivantes avec une légére baisse en 2019 (de 100,6 % en 2018 a 99,9 % en 2019).
En ce qui concerne le Disposition Time, il y a une diminution entre 2012 et 2019 (133 jours en 2012 a 111 en 2019).
Toutefois, il convient de noter que le Disposition Time a augmenté de 20 jours entre 2018 et 2019.

Les affaires administratives ont le Disposition Time le plus élevé, calculé a 347 jours en moyenne. Elles sont nettement
plus longues que les affaires civiles et commerciales qui nécessitent 258 jours en moyenne.

Cette performance est également a contextualiser au regard de I'évolution du nombre médian total d’affaires nouvelles
autres que pénales pour 100 habitants, qui a baissé entre 2012 et 2019 (9,0 affaires pour 100 habitants en 2012 contre
7,2 en 2019). La méme tendance a été identifiée pour le nombre médian de nouvelles affaires civiles et commerciales
contentieuses pour 100 habitants (2,9 en 2012 et 1,9 en 2019), alors que le nombre médian de nouvelles affaires
administratives pour 100 habitants a été relativement stable pendant la méme période (0,28 et 0,25 respectivement).
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Le nombre médian d’affaires pendantes autres que pénales dans les tribunaux, qui était relativement stable entre 2013
et 2017, a considérablement augmenté en 2018 (3,3 affaires pour 100 habitants) alors qu’il a baissé en 2019 au méme
niveau qu'en 2017 et les années précédentes (2,8 affaires). En revanche, pour les affaires civiles et commerciales
contentieuses, le nombre médian a diminué entre 2012 et 2019 (respectivement 1,7 et 1,1). Une tendance similaire a
été identifiée pour les affaires administratives (le nombre a varié entre 0,3 et 0,2 affaires au cours de la période 2012-
2019).

Systéme pour mesurer et évaluer le fonctionnement des tribunaux

De nombreux domaines d’activité des tribunaux (affaires nouvelles ou renvoyées, décisions rendues, durée des
procédures) font actuellement I'objet, dans de nombreux pays, de procédures d’évaluation et de suivi. En matiere
d’administration judiciaire, un suivi régulier de I'activité est mis en place partout en Europe ; ces dispositifs sont censés
analyser l'activité quotidienne des tribunaux au travers de collectes de données et d’analyses statistiques. Une majorité
d’Etats indique qu'ils restituent ces éléments dans un rapport annuel d’activité.

Ces systemes dépassent de plus en plus le simple examen périodique de la performance des tribunaux, pour offrir aux
personnels de direction une vision a plus long terme, qui integre la notion d’objectifs et s’appuie sur des indicateurs pour
réaliser des projections utiles a I'affection des moyens budgétaires ou humains.

La majorité des pays utilisent aujourd’hui des indicateurs de performance ou d’activité au niveau des tribunaux. Le
nombre de pays ayant défini des standards qualitatifs a également augmenté de plus de la moitié des membres de 'UE
au cours des derniéres années (15 Etats en 2019).

Par ailleurs, la Cour Européenne des Droits de 'lHomme rappelle qu'il est fondamental que les tribunaux d'une société
démocratique inspirent confiance aux justiciables.

L'utilisation des technologies de l'information (TI) dans les tribunaux et au bénéfice des usagers des juridictions

De simple support a la productivité, les technologies de linformation (T1) sont devenues progressivement I'un des
leviers majeurs de modernisation des juridictions. L’approche de plus en plus stratégique des ministéres de la justice et
des personnels de direction dans la gestion des juridictions, inspirée essentiellement par les politiques de nouvelle
gestion publique, s’est en effet fondée sur les extraordinaires possibilités d’automatisation de taches de I'informatique
afin de libérer des moyens budgétaires et humains.

Comparé aux cycles précédents, aucun changement majeur n'est a relever dans les 27 Etats membres évalués, la
plupart des systemes judiciaires ayant déja investi dans les Tl pour assister les juges et leurs personnels, pour
administrer leurs tribunaux et communiquer avec les usagers. Les systemes électroniques de gestion des affaires et la
communication avec les usagers semblent s'étre améliorées dans de nombreux pays. Il y a une légére hausse de
I'évaluation pour certains pays, ce qui est logique dans le développement des TI. La diminution constatée dans d'autres
pays est due a un questionnaire plus précis qui a permis de clarifier le développement pour certains. pays.
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Methodology

The methodology used for this study completely follows CEPEJ methodology for its biennial evaluation using a
guestionnaire for evaluating judicial systems. This Scheme is filled by the CEPEJ’s national correspondents (main
interlocutors for the Secretariat within national judicial systems), whose responses are statistically processed and
analysed by the Secretariat of the CEPEJ.

With the data collected, the CEPEJ has built a database to compare situations and developments between the
member states (when such comparisons are scientifically consistent).

Such inter-governmental work requires permanent dialogue and full transparency with the member States of the
Council of Europe.

e Data collection, validation and analysis

Numbers indicated between brackets following the letter Q (for example Q12) refer to the questions of the CEPEJ
guestionnaire.

From a methodological point of view, and with a commitment to quality, consistency and comparability of the data
supplied, data collection is primarily assigned to the CEPEJ's national correspondents. The national
correspondents are the unique interlocutors of the Secretariat when collecting new data. States providing such data
are liable for the quality of data used in the survey.

According to CEPEJ methodology, an extensive work is carried out by the CEPEJ Secretariat to verify the quality of
the data submitted by the correspondents. This quality check process requires a certain time in order to guarantee
the reliability of the quantitative and qualitative data to be finally presented to EU.

The reference year for the data collection is 2019. Wherever data for 2019 is not possible to obtain notation NA
(not available) is used. Only in exceptional cases and only for questions that are used for standardisation, CEPEJ
can accept 2018 data. This cycle this is the case only for Q4 on average annual gross salary for Austria, Germany
and Netherlands, because this data is available only for year 2018 at the moment of data collection.

The study itself is based on 2019 data as well on previous cycles (every year, starting with 2012) wherever
evolution and trends are presented.

e The quality of data

The reader should bear in mind and always interpret statistical figures presented (including in the country fiches) in
the light of their attached narrative comments.

The CEPEJ has chosen to process and present only the data which offered a high level of quality and
accountability: it decided to disregard figures which were too different from one country to another or from one
exercise to another, or when they did not present sufficient guarantees of reliability. For some issues covered by
this study, no data could be provided. This could mean that none were available, that the data could not be
collected as such or that no data meeting these requirements had been provided within the deadline set.

It should also be noted that, in order to constantly improve the data quality, some of the data appear as “Not
Available” (“NA”) for this exercise while, in the same situation, quantified figures were given in previous exercises.

e The following abbreviations have been used in this study:
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NA: data not available;
NAP: data non applicable;
CR: Clearance Rate;

DT: Disposition Time.

Methodological disclaimer

1) The data analysed have been provided by the member states until beginning of November 2020 and have then
been validated during quality control finalised mid-November 2020. Amendments provided by member states after
the delivery of this study may appear in future reports, as CEPEJ’s database is regularly updated. This also
explains why 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 data updated on the day of final delivery, may not
always coincide with the data published in previous CEPEJ reports and studies.

The validation has been made according to CEPEJ’s methodology. However, the full reliability of data depends
mostly on the data providers. It should be kept in mind that the accuracy of some entries was confirmed by national
correspondents without specific explanation on potential discrepancies.

Netherlands provided the last set of data for 2019 begining of December. The quality control ended the 17 of
December.

2) Some data cannot be compared with previous data since the questionnaire was modified between the different
evaluation cycles.

3) It should be noted that some budgetary data or its variations may be explained by the exchange rates between
different national currencies and the Euro.

4) For better understanding of some variations between budgets over years the inflation rate was included only as a
reference value.

5) It should also be noted that the minimum, maximum, average and median values in certain tables are calculated
with quantified data (excluding answers “NA” or “NAP”).

6) The CEPEJ will work in full transparency vis-a-vis the member states as regards the purpose of the data
collection exercise. According to CEPEJ methodology, only the final version of the study can be disseminated, after
possible comments from the member states. Before the final version of the study, all the data collected remains
confidential. When using data provided by the CEPEJ in public reports, EC should always mention “Source: CEPEJ
data”. If CEPEJ data are presented together with other data, the source of the different data must be clearly
mentioned.
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General data: economic and demographic data in 2019, in absolute values and variation of exchange rate between years (Q1, Q3, Q5)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum

Nb of values
% of NA
% of NAP

* In current prices

Population in
2019

8 901 064
11 431 406
6 951 482
4 058 165
888 000

10 669 324
5822 763
1324 820
55625 292
67 063 703
83 166 711
10 724 599
9 769 000
4921 500
60 244 639
1907 675
2794 090
626 108
493 559

17 407 585
38 411 000
10 295 909
19 414 458
5457 873
2 095 861
47 431 256
10 327 589

16 597 238
8 901 064
493 559
83 166 711

27
0%
0%

** Local currency needed to obtain 1 €

Latvia: Euro is the national currency since 1st Jan.2014

GDP* per capita
(in €) in 2019

44 900 €
41 200 €
8678 €
13270 €
25270 €
20830 €
53 189 €
21163 €
43 567 €
35 960 €
41342 €
16 736 €
13180 €
72 346 €
29609 €
15928 €
17 333 €
101 446 €
26 490 €
46 883 €
13 289 €
20 660 €
11 500 €
17 254 €
22 983 €
26 255 €
43 560 €

31290 €
25270 €
8678 €
101 446 €

27
0%
0%

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
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2012

(on 1st Jan. 2013)

NAP
NAP
1,95583
7,54659
NAP
25,14000
7,46040
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
292,96000
NAP
NAP
0,70280
3,45280
NAP
NAP
NAP
4,08820
NAP
4,41530
NAP
NAP
NAP
8,56880

2013

(on 1st Jan. 2014)

NAP
1,95583
7,62726

NAP
27,42500
7,45840
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
296,91000
NAP
NAP
0,70280
3,45280
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
4,48470
NAP
NAP

8,86130

2014

(on 1st Jan. 2015)

NAP
1,95583
7,65771

NAP

27,72500
7,44360

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

315,00000

NAP

NAP

NAP
3,45280

NAP

NAP

NAP
4,26230

NAP
4,48210

NAP

NAP

NAP
9,43230

2015

(on 1st Jan. 2016)

NAP
1,95583
7,63500

NAP

27,02500
7,46010

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

315,68000

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP

NAP
4,52450
NAP
NAP
NAP
9,19840

2016

(on 1st Jan. 2017)

NAP
1,95583
7,55779

NAP

27,02000
7,43490

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

309,40000

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
4,42000

NAP
4,54110

NAP

NAP

NAP
9,56100

2017

(on 1st Jan. 2018)

NAP
1,95583
7,51364

NAP

25,54000
7,34370

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

309,40000

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
4,17090

NAP
4,65970

NAP

NAP

NAP
9,80000

2018

(on 1st Jan. 2019)

NAP
1,95583
7,40941

NAP

25,73000
7,46690

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

322,16000

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
4,30000

NAP
4,66390

NAP

NAP

NAP

10,20000

Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in | Exchange rate** in [ Exchange rate** in

2019

(on 1st Jan. 2020)

NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP

NAP
1,95580
7,44694

NAP

25,41000
7,47320

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

329,99000

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
4,30000

NAP
4,77930

NAP

NAP

NAP

11,16047

Variation of exchange rate

2018-2019

NAP
NAP
0,00%
0,51%
NAP
-1,24%
0,08%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
2,43%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
0,00%
NAP
2,47%
NAP
NAP
NAP
9,42%

2012-2019

NAP
NAP
0,00%
-1,32%
NAP
1,07%
0,17%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
12,64%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
5,18%
NAP
8,24%
NAP
NAP
NAP
30,25%
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General data

Comments provided by the national correspondents

Question 001. Number of inhabitants (if possible on 1 January of the reference year +1)
Question 003. Per capita GDP (in €) in current prices for the reference year
Question 005. Exchange rate of national currency (non-Euro zone) in € on 1 January of the reference year +1

Belgium
Q001 (2016): Number of inhabitants 1/1/2017

Bulgaria
Q003 (2018): NSl data
Q003 (2016): No explanation.

Q005 (2019): BGN 1= EUR 0,51129
EUR 1= BGN 1, 9558

Cyprus
Q001 (2018): this is the number on 1st January 2019

Q003 (2016): Per Capita GDP (current prices)

Total GDP (current prices)

The revised figures provided by the statistical service are

Per Capita GDP (current prices) Total GDP (current prices 2015 20.931 euro 17.742,0 million euro
2016 21.282 euro 18.122,5 million euro

Czech Republic
Q003 (2016): The Czech economy is doing well + the exchange rate.

Denmark
Q001 (2019): Number of inhabitants pr. 1. januar 2020.

Finland

Q001 (General Comment): Source:
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PXWeb/sq/8c7858bb-5812-40ac-b3c9-0905h8afc481
Q001 (2019): Number of inhabitants 31.12.2019 = 1.1.2020.

Q001 (2018): Number of inhabitants on 31 December 2018.

Q003 (General Comment): Source: Official Statistics of Finland (OSF): Annual national accounts [e-publication].
ISSN=1798-0623. 2019, Appendix table 1. Gross domestic product (GDP) 1975-2019* . Helsinki: Statistics Finland [referred:
16.7.2020].

Access method: http://www.stat.fi/til/vtp/2019/vtp_2019 2020-06-18_tau_001_en.html

France

Q001 (General Comment): Source: INSEE, demographic assessment

Q001 (2016): Source: INSEE, demographic balance 2016 (population at 1 January 2017)
Q003 (General Comment): Source: INSEE, national accounts

Q003 (2016): Source : INSEE, national accounts

Germany
Q001 (2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the
year 2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.
CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
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Q001 (2012): The information refers to the number of inhabitants on 31 December 2012 determined on the basis of the 2011
census.
Q003 (2016): The circumstances have changed since the last campaign.

Q003 (2014): The data for 2013 and 2014 is the same reference. Because no significant difference has been expected for the
year 2014, 2013 data is provided in the frame of the present evaluation.

Greece

Q003 (2019): The competent authority for this data (see Hellenic Statistical Authority) provides the relevant numbers. The
numbers cannot be evaluated by the Hellenic Ministry of Justice

Q003 (2018): The data provided correspond to 2017. The data for 2018 will be available on summer 2020
(http://www.statistics.gr/news-announcements/-/asset_publisher/0j6 VK3PQO0OoCe/content/nws-gdp-oct).

Hungary
Q005 (2019): 1 EUR = 329.99 HUF

Q005 (2016): Source: Magyar Nemzeti Bank (Hungarian National Bank) exchange rate of 02. January 2017
https://www.mnb.hu/arfolyam-
tablazat?deviza=rbCurrencyActual&devizaSelected=EUR&datefrom=2017.01.01.&datetill=2017.01.02.&order=1

Ireland

Q001 (2019): Comments Taken from Population and Migration Estimates April 2019 release of 27 August 2019
https://lwww.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/pme/populationandmigrationestimatesapril2019/

Q001 (2018): Taken from Population and Migration Estimates April 2018 release of 28 August 2018
https://lwww.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/pme/populationandmigrationestimatesapril2018/

Q001 (2016): The population number for 2016 based on the GDP figure below for 2016 is 4,673,700 Taken from Population
and Migration Estimates April 2016 release date 23 August 2016.
http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/pme/populationandmigrationestimatesapril2016/

Q003 (2019): Comments Taken from Table A of the National Income and Expenditure 2019 release of 20 July 2020
https://www.cso.ie/en/statistics/nationalaccounts/nationalincomeandexpenditureannualresults/

The 3rd block of data shows data at Per head of population.

GDP @ current Market prices per NIE2019 = € million 356,051

Population 2019 = 4,921,000 The National Income and Expenditure data each year is subject to revisions.

Q003 (2018): Taken from Table A of the National Income and Expenditure 2018 release of 11 July 2019
https://www.cso.ie/en/statistics/nationalaccounts/nationalincomeandexpenditureannualresults/

The 3rd block of data shows data at Per head of population.

GDP @ current Market prices per NIE2018 = € million 324,328

Population 2018 = 4,857,000 The National Income and Expenditure data each year is subject to revisions.

Q003 (2016): Taken from the National Income and Expenditure Annual Results 2016.

The National Income and Expenditure data each year is subject to revisions.

The following is an extract from the National Income and Expenditure 2016 methodology note

...The estimates for 2016 are based upon indicators for the different aggregates and must be regarded as tentative. The
provisional nature of the estimates for 2014 and 2015 must also be borne in mind. In particular, the estimates for the year 2016
must be regarded as preliminary. Many of the inquiries upon which the basic compilations rest are incomplete and to the extent
that figures given for 2014 and 2015 are still partly subject to revision, projections for the year 2016 are also affected. While no
guarantee can be given that published figures will remain unaltered as inquiries proceed and as sources and methods are
reviewed, it is expected that any changes made in future in relation to years earlier than 2011 will have a relatively insignificant
effect on the year-to-year trend in these data. ...

See Link to the National Income and Expenditure 2016 methodology note on the CSO website
http://www.cso.ie/fen/media/csoie/methods/nationalincomeandexpenditureannualresults/NIE2016MethodologyNote. pdf

The GDP figure increased significantly in 2015. The scale of increase was unprecedented. Therefore the GDP per capita
increased. Please see link to the Press Statement of 12 July 2016
http://www.cso.ie/fen/media/csoie/newsevents/documents/pr_GDPexplanatorynote.pdf

Link to the National Income and Expenditure Annual Results 2016 release on the CSO website.
http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/nie/niear2016/

Please scroll down to Table A Main Aggregates, 2011-2016 The 3rd block of data shows data at Per head of population. See
GDP at current market prices first line under Per head of population for years 2011 to 2016

Q003 (2015): The 2015 GDP figure was considerable higher compared to other years and at the time of release attracted a lot
of media attention and continues to do so.
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Latvia
Q001 (2019): Data are on 01.01.2020.

Q001 (2016): On 2016 1st January - 1 968 957
On 2017 1st January - 1 950 116

Lithuania
Q005 (2016): Lithuania is in an Euro zone.

Luxembourg

Q001 (2019): Total population on 01.01.2020
(https://statistiques.public.lu/stat/TableViewer/tableView.aspx?Reportld=12858&IF_Language=fra&MainTheme=2&FIdrName=
1)

Q001 (2018): Total population at the date of 31.12.2018

Q003 (2019): OECD.STAT (https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=SNA_TABLE1)

Malta

Q003 (2018): The quoted figure has been confirmed by NSO and can be verified at
https://nso.gov.mt/en/nso/Selected_Indicators/National_Accounts/Documents/2018/GDP_capita_Q4-2018.pdf

Netherlands
Q001 (2019): Number of inhabitants on 1 January 2020
Q001 (2018): Number of inhabitants on 1 January, 2019

Q001 (2016): The figures for state level include regional level and social security institutions. They cannot be separated due to
transfers from state level to regional level (and to a lesser extent the other way around). Public expenditure according to EU-
definition also includes official social security institutions. This is neither state nor regional level. Transfers from state level to
official social security institutions are also possible. According to EU-rules the figures are revised up to 30 months after the end
of the reporting period. Compared to previous questionaires (before 2014) these figures have been adjusted according to new
rules of the european system of national accounts (illegal activities are now included)

Q003 (2019): GDP 810 247 000 000 divided by the number of inhabitants on 1 January 2019 (17 282 163)

Q003 (2018): gdp 2018: 774.039.000.000

devided by the number of inhabitants on 1 January, 2018

Q003 (2016): The per capita GDP is calculated by dividing total GDP by the average population (=[population on jan 1st
current year+ population on jan 1st next year]/2). Note: the explanatory notes say anything on how to calculate per capita GDP.

Poland

Q001 (2016): Source: Concise Statistical Yearbook of Poland 2017
Q003 (2016): Source: Concise Statistical Yearbook of Poland 2017
Q005 (2016): Source: National Bank of Poland

Romania

Q001 (General Comment): The data refers to the population established on 1 January of the year following the reported year.
All the data were provided officially by the National Institute of Statistics by the method of components using sources of
administrative data for the external migration. These sources do not cover the entire migration phenomenon, especially at the
level of emigration. As such, there is a severe under-evaluation of the population of Romania.

Data used for establishing the population comes from two sources: administrative sources (the Directorate for Personal
Records and Database Administration — National Registry for People and the General directorate for passports) and statistical
sources concerning the results of exhaustive statistical research on birth and death rates, based on administrative sources.

Q001 (2019): provisional data

Q001 (2018): Provisional data (which will be completed when the National Institute of Statistics will finalize population
data).The revised data will be available in the TEMPO database of the National Institute of Statistics (www.insse.ro).
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Q001 (2016): Provisional data which will be completed when the National Institute of Statistics will finalize population data -
(19638309 -as communicated in September 2017).

Update:

After reviewing/completing of population data by the National Institute of Statistics, in accordance with the methodology of
calculation, the revised data are as follows- for January 1, 2015, the number of inhabitants (as revised) is 19875542; for
January 1, 2016, the number of inhabitants (final data) is 19760314; for January 1, 2017, the number of inhabitants (final data)
is 19644350.

Methodological explanations:

Reference moments for statistically determining the usual resident population are January 1st and July 1st, t year. The data on
usual resident population at the moment of January 1st, t year are available on August (provisional data) and on January, t+1
year (final data). Usual resident population represents all persons of Romanian nationality, foreign or stateless who have their
usual residence in Romania. Usual residence is the place where a person normally spends the daily period of rest, regardless
of temporary absences for purposes of recreation, holidays, visits to friends and relatives, business, medical treatment or
religious pilgrimage. The usual residence may be the same as the domicile or may differ from it, for the persons who choose to
establish their usual residence in a locality other than the locality of domicile in the country or abroad. It is considered having
their usual residence in a specific geographic area just people who have lived in that usual residence for a continuous period
of at least 12 months prior to reference moment. The resident population includes the persons who immigrated to Romania but
excludes the persons who emigrated from Romania. In order to carry out international comparisons, it will be used only the
usual resident population, calculated according to European regulations (Regulation no. 1260/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council on European demographic statistics and Regulation no. 205/2014 laying down uniformed
conditions for the implementation of Regulation no. 1260/2013 on European demographic statistics as regards breakdowns of
data, deadlines and data revisions). For the period between the last two censuses (2002-2011 period), data refers to usual
resident population, re-estimated under comparability conditions with final results of the Population and Housing Census of
2011. After January 1st, 2012, the usual resident population on January 1st was estimated according to the usual residence
criterion, using the components method.

The revised data are available in the TEMPO database of the National Institute of Statistics (www.insse.ro).

Q003 (2019): provisional data

Q003 (2016): Provisional data

Q003 (2014): For the 2012 and 2014 evaluations, was used the resident population on 1 July of each year, estimated in terms
of comparability with the final results of the Population and Housing Census — 2011.

Q003 (2012): For the 2012 and 2014 evaluations, was used the resident population on 1 July of each year, estimated in terms
of comparability with the final results of the Population and Housing Census — 2011.
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Indicator 1: The budget and
resources of courts and the
justice system
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Table 1.3.1 Annual approved and implemented budgets allocated to the whole justice system in
2019, in € (Q15.1, Q15.2)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

1620 632 000 €
1948 320 582 €
460 520 958 €
358 773 534 €
318 694 273 €
733 871 466 €
2204 798 480 €
169 321 550 €
957 272 000 €

9 859 437 605 €
17 799 353 714 €
553 665 661 €
1814214 673 €
2790 000 000 €
9417 174616 €
286 934 122 €
224 519900 €
187 172 836 €
138 885 600 €
12 899 909 000 €
3116 122 000 €
1816 888 752 €
1319 683 426 €
566 444 061 €
296 029 582 €
5995 437 866 €
4 578 886 700 €

3053072776 €
1319 683 426 €
138 885 600 €

17 799 353 714 €

27
0%
0%

182 €
170 €
66 €
88 €
359 €
69 €
379 €
128 €
173 €
147 €
214 €
52 €
186 €
567 €
156 €
150 €
80 €
299 €
281 €
741 €
81€
176 €
68 €
104 €
141 €
126 €
443 €

208 €
156 €
52 €
741 €

27
0%
0%

the whole justice system*

1678 614 837 €
1859478 051 €
450 824 746 €
355 754 063 €
302 081 901 €
747 901 045 €
2193 263 930 €
157 473 650 €
NA

9773 301202 €
17 391 995 317 €
506 781 141 €
NA

2 830 000 000 €
8 587 606 992 €
277 696 649 €
223152700 €
NA

168 342 346 €
13 662 272 000 €
3149 167 000 €
1750 663 811 €
1 308 562 390 €
619 399 820 €
293 069 471 €
NA

4923 484 900 €

3183 082 085 €
1 308 562 390 €
157 473 650 €

17 391 995 317 €

27
15%
0%

absolute value per inhabitant absolute value per inhabitant

189 €
163 €
65 €
88 €
340 €
70 €
377 €
119 €

NA
146 €
209 €
47 €

NA
575 €
143 €
146 €
80 €

NA
341 €
785 €
82 €
170 €
67 €
113 €
140 €

NA
477 €

214 €
146 €
47 €
785 €

27
15%
0%

Total annual approved budget allocated to the | Total annual implemented budget allocated to [ Number of other
whole justice system*

elements*in the
whole justice
system budget

10
10

7
17

27
0%
0%

* According CEPEJ definition whole justice system budget includes judicial system budget that consist of courts, prosecutiona and legal aid plus other possible elements as

listed in table 1.3.2
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Table 1.3.2 Budgetary elements of the budget allocated to the whole justice system in 2019 (Q15.2, Q15.3)

Judicial system* Other elements of the whole justice system budget

States

prosecution
services
Prison system
Probation
services
High Judicial
Council
Constitutional
Judicial
management
State advocacy
Enforcement
services
Notariat
Forensic
services
Judicial
protection of
juveniles
Functioning of
the Ministry of
Justice
Refugees and
asylum seekers
services
Immigration
Ome police
services (e.g. :

Total number of
elements

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

IIIIIIIIIIIII -

NbofYes 27 21 [ 27z 26 23 16 9 1z [ 7 12 5 16 [ 12 [ 25 [ 4 | 3

* The budget of judicial systems is the sum of the budget allocated to courts, legal aid and public prosecution services
Data is non available (NA)
Element not included in the whole justice system (No or NAP)
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Figure 1.4 Correlation between the GDP per capita and the approved whole justice system budget in 2019

(Q1, Q3, Q15-1)
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PRT
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DEU
MLT
LUX
CYP
DNK
SWE
IRL
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GDP

per Capita 2019

16 736 €
8678 €
11 500 €
20 830 €
17 333 €
13289 €
13270 €
17 254 €
26 255 €
21163 €
22 983 €
35960 €
15928 €
29609 €
41200 €
43 567 €
20660 €
44 900 €
13180 €
41342 €
26490 €
101 446 €
25270 €
53 189 €
43 560 €
72 346 €
46 883 €

Whole judicial
system budget
per capitain
2019

51,6 €

66,2 €

68,0 €

68,8 €

80,4 €

81,1€

88,4 €
103,8 €
126,4 €
127,8 €
1412 €
147,0€
150,4 €
156,3 €
170,4 €
173,3 €
176,5 €
182,1€
185,7 €
214,0€
281,4€
298,9 €
358,9€
378,7 €
443,4 €
566,9 €
741,1€
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Table 1.7 Evolution of annual income from court taxes and fees from 2012 to 2019 in € (Q1, Q9)

2012 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

States
Absolute number|Per inhabitant| Absolute number|Per inhabitant| Absolute number|Per inhabitant| Absolute number |Per inhabitant| Absolute number |Per inhabitant| Absolute number|Per inhabitant [ Absolute number| Per inhabitant

Austria 834 870 000 € 98,78€ 915619924 € 106,65€ 1036 336 100 € 119,11€ 1099 812 161 € 125,84 € 1055137 551 € 119,97 € 1194 414 981 € 135,39€ 1211684 089 € 136,13 €
Belgium 34 917 000 € 3,13 € 35781147 € 3,19 € 40 931 536 € 3,63 € 46 522 120 € 411€ 39692 111 € 3,49 € 30 576 386 € 2,67 € 12 186 699 € 1,07 €
Bulgaria 61 595 758 € 8,46 € 53 967 580 € 7,49 € 51616 390 € 7,22 € 49 902 118 € 7,03 € 50 399 948 € 7,15 € 47 134 906 € 6,73 € 46 911 401 € 6,75 €
Croatia 28 759 251 € 6,75 € 26 359 795 € 6,24 € 19 468 903 € 4,65 € 17 300 109 € 4,16 € NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus 11 377 030 € 13,14 € 7 851 964 € 9,15 € 9166 370 € 10,81 € 8 221 486 € 9,69 € 7762 843 € 9,08 € 7 660 563 € 8,75 € 7707 621 € 8,68 €
Czech Republic 59 014 432 € 5,62 € 47 868 874 € 4,55 € 47 312 657 € 4,48 € 45005 572 € 4,25 € 44 571 798 € 421€ 44 810 915 € 421€ 46 589 279 € 4,37 €
Denmark 98 520 187 € 17,58 € 57 764 476 € 10,21 € 55924 183 € 9,80 € 56 367 754 € 9,81 € 57 368 901 € 9,92 € 58 121 218 € 10,01 € 60 832 602 € 10,45 €
Estonia 7219 348 € 5,61€ 13 801 463 € 10,51 € 14 161 498 € 10,76 € 10 014 384 € 7,61€ 16 752 981 € 12,73 € 18 754 345 € 14,22 € 19 228 507 € 14,51 €
Finland 33 833 367 € 6,23 € 33 455 279 € 6,11 € 32 416 004 € 591 € 35 596 248 € 6,47 € 46 906 025 € 8,51 € 45 297 274 € 8,20 € 42 753 487 € 7,74 €
France NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 29 902 926 € 0,45 € 29 286 825 € 0,44 €
Germany 3 567 436 506 € 44,46 € 3600 787 657 € 4457 € 3442704 519 € 42,10 € 4 336 886 963 € 52,78 € NA NA 4 322 388 298 € 52,06 € 4 133479 050 € 49,70 €
Greece 99 050 000 € 8,95 € 145 783 667 € 13,44 € 114 591422 € 10,55€ 106 539 586 € 9,88 € 126 728 593 € 11,77 € 128 674 943 € 11,98 € 144 816 169 € 13,50 €
Hungary 6 159 824 € 0,62 € 6 691 245 € 0,68 € 7 396 653 € 0,75 € 8 625 404 € 0,88 € NA NA NA NA 1661 258 € 0,17 €
Ireland 43 720 000 € 9,52 € 44 302 000 € 9,58 € 44 136 000 € 9,46 € 47 780 000 € 10,22 € 44 734 000 € 9,33 € 47 969 000 € 9,88 € 43 972 000 € 8,93 €
Italy 465 147 222 € 7,79€ 463 052 628 € 7,62€ 453626 000 € 748€ 513761 705€ 8,48€ 497 840 407 € 8,23€ 464172751 € 7,69€ 440807 236 € 7,32 €
Latvia 16 573 777 € 8,11 € 16 697 327 € 8,34 € 14 460 678 € 7,34 € 14 460 678 € 7,34 € 13 834 936 € 7,09 € 12 806 080 € 6,67 € 13 490 576 € 7,07 €
Lithuania 7 600 585 € 2,53 € 7 695 204 € 2,63 € 7 399 000 € 2,56 € 10 119 000 € 3,55 € 8 644 520 € 3,08 € 9763 600 € 3,49 € 10 275 700 € 3,68 €
Luxembourg NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta 6 399 974 € 15,15 € 6 583 082 € 14,97 € 6 665 908 € 14,80 € 6 904 081 € 15,00 € 7 750 204 € 16,29 € 6 897 841 € 14,50 € 7 104 514 € 14,39 €
Netherlands 237 570 000 € 1416 € 217 194 000 € 12,85€ 198 293 000 € 11,68 € 194 428 000 € 11,38€ 205 181 000 € 11,94 € 160 462 000 € 9,28€ 165259 000 € 9,49 €
Poland 408 787 000 € 10,61€ 407 715000 € 10,59 € - 415418 000 € 10,81€ 470593 000 € 12,24 € 426 883 000 € 11,11€ 484 679 000 € 12,62 €
Portugal 207 899 840 € 19,82 € 171 890 423 € 16,57 € 137 412 266 € 13,29€ 148 596 268 € 14,41 € 158 596 963 € 15,41 € 129 093 962 € 12,56 € 203 226 482 € 19,74 €
Romania 54 301 587 € 2,55 € 60 935 285 € 2,74 € 56 498 813 € 2,86 € 59 499 517 € 3,03 € 62 920 565 € 3,22 € 67 018 671 € 3,45 € 68 756 201 € 3,54 €
Slovakia 53 448 064 € 9,88 € 49 053 890 € 9,05 € NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 40 461 043 € 19,65 € 41131998 € 19,96 € 36 992 780 € 17,92 € 33239643 € 16,09 € 31843 153 € 15,41 € 29 976 803 € 14,41 € 28 821512 € 13,75 €
Spain 172 950 000 € 3,76 € 304 416 000 € 6,56 € 214613 000 € 462€ 117 458 000 € 2,52 € 42 777 000 € 0,92 € 37 321 000 € 0,79 € 45 291 000 € 0,95 €
Sweden 5134 908 € 0,54 € 9011588 € 0,92 € 13 480 605 € 1,37 € 12 802 008 € 1,28 € 12 551 020 € 1,24 € 11 357 962 € 1,11 € 11 110 643 € 1,08 €
Average 262 509 868 € 14 € 269 816 460 € 14 € 263 287 143 € 14 € 308 135 867 € 14 € 142980 358 € 14€ 318759 105 € 15€ 303 330452 € 15 €
Median 53 448 064 € 8 € 47 868 874 € 9€ 44 136 000 € 7€ 47 151 060 € 8 € 44 734 000 € 9€ 45297 274 € 9€ 44 631 500 € 8 €
Minimum 5134 908 € 1€ 6 583 082 € 1€ 6 665 908 € 1€ 6 904 081 € 1€ 7 750 204 € 1€ 6 897 841 € 0€ 1661 258 € 0€
Maximum 3 567 436 506 € 99 € 3600 787 657 € 107 € 3442704 519 € 119 € 4 336 886 963 € 126 € 1055 137 551 € 120 € 4 322 388 298 € 135€ 4133479050 € 136 €
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 26 26 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 15% 15% 11% 11% 7% 7%
% of NAP 7% 7% 7% 7% 8% 8% 7% 7% 7% 7% 4% 4% 4% 4%
Belgium: The law of 14 October 2018 reformed the court fee system resulting in a significant decrease in 2019.

France: Starting from 2018, the fund for the compensation of lawyers (avoués) is considered as a tax collected by the State.

Italy: Since 2018 the regional administrative courts are included.

Portugal: Since 2019, this amount includes court fees covered by legal aid.
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Table 1.8 Participation of the annual income of court taxes and fees in
the budget of the whole justice system from 2012 to 2019 in € (Q1, Q9,
Q15-1)

% of whole justice system budget covered by income of court taxes
States
2012 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Austria 65,4% 70,5% 79,2% 75,2% 65,7% 79,3% 74,8%
Belgium 1,9% 1,9% 2,2% 2,5% 2,1% 1,6% 0,6%
Bulgaria NA 16,0% 14,4% 13,2% 12,1% 11,8% 10,2%
Croatia 8,4% 8,4% 6,2% 5,4% NA NA NA
Cyprus 14,9% 2,8% 2,8% 2,9% 2,6% 2,5% 2,4%
Czech Republic 11,6% 9,5% 8,6% 8,2% 6,9% 6,7% 6,3%
Denmark 4,1% 2,2% 2,2% 2,9% 2,9% 2,8% 2,8%
Estonia 6,5% 11,7% 10,7% 6,6% 11,5% 12,6% 11,4%
Finland 4,0% 3,7% 3,5% 3,8% 5,1% 4,9% 4,5%
France NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3% 0,3%
Germany 26,6% 25,9% 22,4% 26,8% NA 25,3% 23,2%
Greece 15,4% 23,1% 19,0% 17,2% 19,4% 19,3% 26,2%
Hungary 0,4% 0,5% 0,5% 0,6% NA NA 0,1%
Ireland 1,9% 2,0% 2,0% 2,0% 1,7% 1,8% 1,6%
Italy 5,8% 5,9% 5,6% 6,4% 5,9% 5,1% 4,7%
Latvia 11,4% 10,0% 7,7% 7,4% 5,7% 5,0% 4,7%
Lithuania 4,2% 4,1% 3,7% 4, 7% 4,0% 4,6% 4,6%
Luxembourg NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta 7,6% 7,0% 7,2% 6,4% 7,3% 5,7% 5,1%
Netherlands 2,1% 1,8% 1,7% 1,7% 1,6% 1,3% 1,3%
Poland 16,5% 15,9% - 15,7% 16,5% 14,8% 15,6%
Portugal 11,9% 11,3% 10,2% 9,1% 9,9% 7,5% 11,2%
Romania 7,6% 5,7% 5,6% 6,6% 5,6% 5,6% 5,2%
Slovakia 14,4% 12,5% NA NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 13,7% 16,1% 15,4% 13,3% 12,0% 11,1% 9,7%
Spain 4,2% 5,5% 4,1% 2,2% 0,7% 0,6% 0,8%
Sweden 0,1% 0,2% 0,3% 0,3% 0,3% 0,2% 0,2%
Average 10,9% 11,0% 10,2% 10,1% 9,5% 10,0% 9,5%
Median 7,6% 7,0% 5,6% 6,4% 5,7% 5,1% 4,7%
Minimum 0,1% 0,2% 0,3% 0,3% 0,3% 0,2% 0,1%
Maximum 65,4% 70,5% 79,2% 75,2% 65,7% 79,3% 74,8%
Nb of values 27 27 26 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 0% 4% 4% 15% 11% 7%
% of NAP 7% 7% 8% 7% 7% 4% 4%
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Table 1.9 Taxes or fees to start a court procedure in 2019 (Q8, Q8-
2)

Are litigants in general required to pay a
court tax or fee to start a proceeding at a

court of general jurisdiction Amount of fees
needed to startan

action for 3000

for other than

. recovery
for criminal cases criminal cases

Austria 171 €
Belgium NAP
Bulgaria 120 €
Croatia 76 €
Cyprus 58 €
Czech Republic 150 €
Denmark 54 €
Estonia 275 €
Finland NAP
France 0€
Germany 324 €
Greece 30 €
Hungary 180 €
Ireland 25 €
Italy 98 €
Latvia 358 €
Lithuania 90 €
Luxembourg NAP
Malta 54 €
Netherlands 476 €
Poland 174 €
Portugal 204 €
Romania 172 €
Slovakia 180 €
Slovenia 195 €
Spain 150 €
Sweden 250 €
Average 161 €
Median 161 €
Minimum 0€
Maximum 476 €
Nb of Yes 4 21

Belgium: Starting from 2019, court fees are paid at the end of the proceeding by the losing party, instead of at the beginning
of the proceeding by the requesting party.

France: Court tax is required only for the Court of Appeal in certain civil matters.
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Indicator 1: The budget and
resources of courts and the
justice system

Comments provided by the national correspondents

Question 009. Annual income of court fees received by the State (in €):
Question 012. Annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.
Question 012-1. Annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.
Question 012-1. Annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.

Question 015-1. Annual (approved and implemented) public budget allocated to the whole justice system, in € (this global
budget includes the judicial system budget - see 15-2 and other elements of the justice system - see 15-3)
Question 015-2. Elements of the judicial system budget

Question 015-3. Other budgetary elements

Austria

Q009 (2019): Like in the last years the figure above contains the income of court fees of all ordinary courts (civil and criminal
law). Furthermore, the Federal Administrative Court (Bundesverwaltungsgericht) received 1.218.030,08 EUR of court fees in
2019.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 25/ 846



Q009 (2016): As far as civil cases are concerned, according to § 64 of the Austrian Civil Procedure Order
(Zivilprozessordnung, ZPO) legal aid may cover a provisional exemption from court fees, fees for witnesses, experts,
interpreters and guardians, costs of the necessary announcements and the cash expenditure of guardians or lawyers,
representation by a court official or — if necessary — a lawyer.

In criminal cases:

According to sec 391 par 1 CCP the enforcement of the court’s decision on costs has to take into account the ability of the
convicted person to bear the costs for the daily life for him/herself and the family as well as the obligation of compensation in
regard of the offence. The court may, if the costs cannot be enforced because of an impecunious defendant, declare the costs
unrecoverable. If the court assumes that in the future the costs will be recoverable but for the time being they are not, the
economic capacity of the person concerned has to be re-examined after a certain period. The statute for limitation to recover
the costs is five years after the final decision in the proceeding. If the court decides that the convicted person has to bear the
costs of the proceeding and further on he or she is not able to pay the costs the authorities, responsible to recover costs, may
prolong the payment deadline, allow to pay instalments, or to abate the costs.

In principle every person who retains a defence lawyer or another representative has to bear the costs him or herself even if
the lawyer was appointed ex officio (sec 393 par 1 of CCP). According to sec 61 para 2 CCP the court has to decide on total or
partial legal aid on the request of the defendant if the defendant cannot bear the total costs for the defence lawyer without
impairment of his/her own or his/her family’s maintenance which enables him/her to a simple lifestyle and if it is necessary in
the interest of justice in particular in the interest of an adequate defence. In any case legal aid has to be granted during the
whole procedure if and as long as the defendant is held in pre trail detention;

during the entire procedure on the confinement in an institution for mentally abnormal offenders;

«during the trail on the confinement in an institution for addicted offenders in need of curing and on the confinement in an
institution for dangerous subsequent offender;

«during the trail in front of a jury or of a court of lay assessors;

«during the trail in front of a single judge if the sentence which may be imposed is more than three years of deprivation of
liberty;

«during the appeal procedure against a verdict of a court of jury or a court of lay assessors, in case the European Court for
Human Rights has determined a violation of the European Convention on Human Rights or an additional Protocol to it for
conducting the request for the reopening of the procedure and for the trail in public;

«ifithe defendant is blind, deaf, mute or otherwise handicapped or is not able to conduct the defense by him/herself because
he/she can do not understand the language at court,

«for the appeal procedure,

«if the factual and legal position is difficult.

Where in any case the defendant needs a defense lawyer, the court has to decide on legal aid ex officio even if the defendant
does not request for it but further requirements to provide legal aid are given.

With regard to the decision on legal aid the court has to examine the defendant’'s economic capacity to bear the costs for a
defense lawyer. The economic capacity is determined by the maintenance which enables the defendant and his/her family to a
simple lifestyle, and can be identified at the bases of the minimum living wage which may not be garnished given by sec 5 of
Q012 (General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties 'pro
bono'. It does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated
within the budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012 (2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012 (2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.
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Q012-1 (General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties ‘pro
bono'. It does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated
within the budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2015): A lump sum of € 19.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
20.800.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, a lump sum of € 19 Mio represents the approved public budget for payment
to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties. The implemented public budget in this respect is € 21 070 101. The
difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono” representation in overlong
cases.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties ‘pro
bono'. It does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated
within the budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.
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Q012-1 (2015): A lump sum of € 19.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
20.800.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Q012-1 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, a lump sum of € 19 Mio represents the approved public budget for payment
to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties. The implemented public budget in this respect is € 21 070 101. The
difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono” representation in overlong
cases.

QO015-1 (2019): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an
increase in costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison System, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or
therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation. In addition, there was also an increase in costs for interpreters
and experts in court proceedings.

QO015-1 (2018): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an
increase in costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison System, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or
therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation. In addition, there was also an increase in costs for interpreters
and experts in court proceedings.

QO015-1 (2016): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an
increase in costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison system, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or
therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation.

QO015-1 (2015): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an
increase in costs for interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation.
In 2015 there was also a non-budgeted increase in salaries.

Source 15-1: “Bundesrechnungsabschluss 2015,” dated June 29th 2015
QO015-2 (2015): Source 15-2: “Bundesrechnungsabschluss 2015,” dated June 29th 2015

QO015-3 (2019): The budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR 52.915.000,-
approved and implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 7.943.000 approved/EUR 8.498.042,37
implemented), as well as the data protection authority (= Datenschutzbehérde) (EUR 2.282.000,- approved/ EUR 2.707.316,84
implemented), the Federal Administrative Court (= Bundesverwaltungsgericht) (EUR 70.180.000,- approved/EUR
67.310.314,75 implemented) and the Supreme Administrative Court (= Verwaltungsgerichtshof) (EUR 20.934.000,-
approved/EUR 21.004.000,- implemented).

QO015-3 (2018): The budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR 48.417.000
approved and implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 7.943.000 approved/EUR
7.906.259,21limplemented), as well as the data protection authority (= Datenschutzbehérde) (EUR 1.939.000 approved/ EUR
2.070.864,95 implemented).

QO015-3 (2016): This cycle the budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR
35.853.000 approved/EUR 36.143.000 implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 5.589.000 approved/EUR
6.850.674 implemented).

Belgium

Q009 (2019): Following the law of 14th October 2018, which reformed scheduling fees, the payment of scheduling fees is
moved to the end of the procedure and must be paid by the losing party, instead of at the start of the procedure by the
requisite part. This explains the sharp drop in 2019.

Q009 (2018): The decrease of this amount for the 2018 cycle is due to the entry into force of a new tax law.

Q009 (2016): Legislative amendment on the registry roles.

Q012 (2019): Following the resignation of the government in December 2018 and the general elections in 2019, the 2019
budget was not officially approved. This is a provisional budget.

Q012 (2012): The increase in the approved budget allocated to legal aid between 2008 and 2010 can be explained by an
increase in costs and expenses.

Q012-1 (2016): Intervention in the costs related to the organization of legal aid offices and payment for lawyers responsible for
legal aid greater than the initial budget

Q012-1 (2016): Intervention in the costs related to the organization of legal aid offices and payment for lawyers responsible for
legal aid greater than the initial budget

QO015-1 (2019): Following the resignation of the government in December 2018 and the general elections in 2019, the 2019
budget was not officially approved. This is a provisional budget.

QO015-1 (2018): The appropriations for investments and/or rentals of buildings are part of the budget of the Régie des
batiments, the body responsible for the federal authority's housing stock; the budget includes provisions allocated to the courts
for the fight against terrorism.
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QO015-1 (2016): Total commitments adjusted to credits 2016

The credits for investments and or rentals of buildings are part of the budget of the "Régie des batiments", the body
responsible for the real estate of the federal authority;

Q015-2 (2015): budget for personnel responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners security in the court is included in
the budget of the prison system

en 2015, le budget de la justice a été impute de au moins 75 million d'euro suite au transfert de la compétence des maison de
la justice du niveau national vers les états fédérés (communautés flamande, francaise et germanophones)

two judicial management bodies are created in 2014.

QO015-2 (2014): 2014: Two services of management system have been created by a law in 2014, but the two colleges, on one
hand for courts and tribunals and on another hand for the public prosecution service, are formally made up only at the end of
2014 and do not function yet as autonomous managers.

QO015-2 (2012): The National Institute of Criminalistics and Criminology is partly financed by the budget of Justice.

QO015-3 (2019): Specialized committees: for example, Center for information on harmful sectarian organizations, Commission
on bio-ethics and Commission on euthanasia, Commission for victim assistance, Commission on games of chance, National
Commission on the Rights of the Child, Federal Mediation Commission, State security, Cults and secularism.

QO015-3 (2018): Specialized Commissions: e.g. Information Centre, Harmful Sectarian Organizations, Bioethics Commission
and Euthanasia Commission, Victims' Assistance Commission, Gambling Commission, National Commission on the Rights of
Children, Federal Mediation Commission

State Security

Cults and secularism

QO015-3 (2016): Specialized Commission: eg Information Center, Harmful Sectarian Organisations, Commission of Bioethics
and Euthanasia Commission, Commission to help victims, Gambling Commission, Arbitration - Construction and Rental
Litigation, National Commission for the Rights of the Child, Federal Mediation Commission, State security,Cults and
secularism. The budget for staff responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners in the prison system.

Probation Services (Houses of Justice) are transferred to the regional authorities.

Bulgaria

Q012 (General Comment): The annual budget for legal aid in the Republic of Bulgaria is not granted by type of cases and
type of legal aid. Legal aid can be provided for all types of civil cases including non-litigious cases. The budget is common to
all types of legal aid — consultation (pre-litigation advice for which the Law on legal aid strictly defines the categories of persons
amenable to be granted with) with the purpose to achieve a settlement before initiation of court proceedings or filing a case,
preparation of documents for filing a case, litigation, and litigation in event of detainment by the bodies of the Ministry of
Interior and the Customs Act. By contrast, the annual budget for legal aid does not include means of alternative dispute
resolution (ADR). The annual budget for legal aid is common to all types of criminal, civil and administrative cases. It includes
remuneration of the attorneys providing legal aid, remuneration of the Bar Councils for the work carried out by the
administration of legal aid, funds for necessary expenses to visit the places of detention or retention and protection in another
village. The National Legal Aid Bureau is an independent State authority, a legal entity and a second grade disposer of budget
credits to the Minister of Justice. Its competence consists in preparing a draft budget of legal aid and disposing the funds in the
budget of legal aid. The Ministry of Justice supervises the planning and reporting of funds in respect of the budget of legal aid.
The annual budget of legal aid is part of the budget of the Ministry of Justice — Chapter 'Policy of Justice'.

Q012 (2014): The implemented budget of legal aid exceeds the approved one because of a large number of cases of serious
crimes and a large number of civil cases with high material interest justifying higher legal fees.

Q012 (2012): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid between 2010 and 2012 was due to the increase of the number
of disadvantaged citizens.

Q012-1 (2019): The number of cases for legal representation, which accounts for 90% of legal aid, has decreased significantly
as a result of the developed and approved by the National Legal Aid Bureau (“NLAB”) minimum standards and unified
procedures for granting, reporting and control of legal aid. The standards and unified procedures for legal aid have been
developed in the implementation of the project "Strategic Reforms in the National Legal Aid Bureau" funded under Operational
Program "Good Governance" and mandatory for the bodies of the legal aid system - NLAB, courts, bar associations and
lawyers. Another main reason for the decrease in the number of cases for legal aid for legal representation is the growing
network of Regional Counseling Centers / RCCs /, established at thirteen bar councils in the country. The consultations
provided in the RCC, as well as through the National Telephone for Legal Aid at the NLAB, create preconditions for a
significant reduction in the number of cases of inadmissible and unfounded requests from citizens to the courts, resp. until the
reduction in the number of cases of legal aid for legal representation.

Q012-1 (2018): The difference between the approved and implemented budget for legal aid is due to the control exercised by
the National Legal Aid Bureau on the authorities providing such aid (as investigation authorities and courts) to comply with the
statutory procedure for admission of legal aid with a view to the appropriate disposal of the budget funds for legal aid and, in
this respect, the reduced number of cases for which legal aid is granted.
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Q012-1 (2019): The number of cases for legal representation, which accounts for 90% of legal aid, has decreased significantly
as a result of the developed and approved by the National Legal Aid Bureau (“NLAB”) minimum standards and unified
procedures for granting, reporting and control of legal aid. The standards and unified procedures for legal aid have been
developed in the implementation of the project "Strategic Reforms in the National Legal Aid Bureau" funded under Operational
Program "Good Governance" and mandatory for the bodies of the legal aid system - NLAB, courts, bar associations and
lawyers. Another main reason for the decrease in the number of cases for legal aid for legal representation is the growing
network of Regional Counseling Centers / RCCs /, established at thirteen bar councils in the country. The consultations
provided in the RCC, as well as through the National Telephone for Legal Aid at the NLAB, create preconditions for a
significant reduction in the number of cases of inadmissible and unfounded requests from citizens to the courts, resp. until the
reduction in the number of cases of legal aid for legal representation.

Q012-1 (2018): The difference between the approved and implemented budget for legal aid is due to the control exercised by
the National Legal Aid Bureau on the authorities providing such aid (as investigation authorities and courts) to comply with the
statutory procedure for admission of legal aid with a view to the appropriate disposal of the budget funds for legal aid and, in
this respect, the reduced number of cases for which legal aid is granted.

QO015-1 (2019): Annual public budget of the whole justice system in Bulgaria (2019):

Approved:

Supreme Judicial Council data: EUR 363,738,333 (incl.: Courts + Prosecution of Republic of Bulgria + National Institute of
Justice + Supreme Judicial Council /SJC/ + SJC Inspectorate)

Directorate General for the Execution of sanctions at the Ministry of Justice: EUR 90,870,557

National Bureau of Legal Aid at The Ministry of Justice: EUR 4,216,113

Constitutional Court: EUR 1,695,955 Total: EUR 460,520,958

Implemented:

SJC data: EUR 354,708,610 (incl.: Courts + Prosecution of Republic of Bulgria + National Institute of Justice + Supreme
Judicial Council /SJC/ + SJC Inspectorate)

Directorate General for the Execution of sanctions : EUR 90,537,250

National Bureau of Legal Aid : EUR 3,924,219

Constitutional Court: EUR 1,654,667 Total: EUR 450,824,746

QO015-1 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the difference between the implemented and
approved budget was financed with part of the additional resources from the State budget for judiciary.

QO015-2 (2015): The budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (budgets of the courts,
Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Supreme Judicial Council, The Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council
and the National Institute of Justice. The budget of courts includes the costs for forensic services, state enforcement services),
Legal Aid, Registry agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations
between Spouses), General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services), General Directorate
Security (security of the judicial system bodies), Central administration of the Ministry of Justice, Constitutional court.

QO015-2 (2014): For 2014, the budget (approved/implemented) allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for
the Judiciary (courts (including forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of
Bulgaria, Supreme Judicial Council, Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) — 237
789 709 €/235 421 896 €, Legal Aid — 4 306 647 €/4 796 175 €, Registry agency (property register, commercial register,
BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) — 8 534 524 €/8 274 378 €, General Directorate
Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 60 670 876 €/60 229 567 €, General Directorate Security
(security of the judicial system bodies) — 15 508 519 €/15 508 059 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice — 9 313
711 €/9 010 504 €, Constitutional court — 1 656 600 €/1 656 600 €.

QO015-2 (2013): For 2013, the budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (Courts
(including forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office, Supreme Judicial Council, the Inspectorate
at the Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) - 225 753 988 €, Legal Aid - 5 292 135 €, Registry
agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) —
9 448 009 €, General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 52 982 312 €, General
Directorate Security (security of the judicial system bodies)— 15 528 857 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice —
13 999 008 €, Constitutional court — 1 056 000 €.

Q015-3 (2019): National Institute of Justice and the Inspectorate to the Supreme Judicial Council
QO015-3 (2018): "other" comprises- the National Institute of Justice and the Inspectorate to the Supreme Judicial Council.

Croatia
Q009 (2019): Data on the annual income of court fees received by the State have not been avaliable in last years.

Q009 (2016): Taking into account that the existing legal regulation did not change in a way that would have the effect of
reducing the revenue of the state budget on the basis of court taxes, the reason for the continued decrease (from 2012) of the
revenues from court taxes could be a decrease in the inflow of court cases and the impossibility of collecting court taxes from
taxable payers.
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Q012 (2019): Approved budget for other than criminal cases brought to courts decreased. Each year, the budget for secondary
legal aid, i.e. for legal aid which includes representation of the parties before the court, is planned in accordance with last
year's budget implementation related to this item. Therefore, in 2019, the budget for this item had been planned in a smaller
amount than it was in 2018. Namely, payments for provided secondary legal aid depend on the number of submitted and
approved requests for secondary legal aid and are paid after the completion of the procedure in which secondary legal aid was
provided. Budget for other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Funds for primary legal aid are allocated each
year to authorized associations and law faculties on the basis of a tender, within the funds provided for that purpose in the
state budget. This is project financing and funds are allocated on the basis of an approved project. Upon completion of the
approved project, primary legal aid providers submit annual (descriptive and financial) reports on project implementation.
Taking into account the comments of stakeholders in the primary legal aid system, the Ministry of Justice seeks to increase
allocations for primary legal aid, depending on the constraints and possibilities of the state budget.

Q012 (2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

Q012 (2016): The annual approved public budget allocated in other than criminal cases to primary legal aid (for non-litigious
cases or cases not brought to court) in 2016 was significantly reduced, which results in great differences in total amount
approved in other than criminal cases to legal aid in 2014/2015 and 2016.

Q012 (2014): For 2014, the amount of legal aid approved and also allocated for cases brought before courts (primary legal
aid) was 1.450.000,00 kuna, while legal aid for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court (secondary legal aid) was
2.570.000,00 kuna. The figures provided in the table are calculated according to the currency for 31st December 2014 (1
€=7,6577 kuna).

Q012 (2013): In 2013, the budget for legal aid was increased as a response to the observed trend of increased number of
requests for granting legal aid. Besides, 253 750 euro represent the funds allocated to legal aid in the budget of Croatia
intended for free legal aid under the Free Legal Aid Act (civil and administrative proceedings). There also exist funds paid as
per submitted requests for granting legal aid - 236 000 euro.

Q012 (2012): In 2012, due to the decreased budget planned for the Ministry of Justice because of the economic situation, the
amount allocated to legal aid is lower than in 2010.

Q012-1 (2019): The number if other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

Q012-1 (2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of
the stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

Q012-1 (2016): In the Ministry of Justice of the RoC there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases and it
keeps records on the total annual and implemented buget for legal aid in other than criminal cases in detail. The costs for the
legal aid in other than criminal cases are paid after the end of the dispute before the first instance court.

The amount in 2016 for "other than criminal cases brought to court" is higher because more bills had to be paid in 2016.
Namely, court proceedings last for several years, and probably in 2016 more bills for paying the costs of court experts and
interpreters had been received since the Free Legal Aid Act (OG 143/13), which grants the exemption from paying the costs of
court experts and interpreters, came into force on 1 January 2014.

Different methodologies were used in 2014 and 2016 for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. According to the
methodology used in 2016, the total amount for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court in 2014 would be 346779,
while the amount for criminal cases would be 255 830.

Q012-1 (2015): The Ministry of Justice of the RoC keeps statistical records on the total annual approved and implemented
budget for legal aid (separate for the other than criminal cases and separate for courts and public prosecution services). Since
in the Ministry of Justice there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases, it is possible to keep a track record on
these cases in detail. However, it is not possible to present in detail all the other data for approved and implemented budget
(total - cases brought to court and

cases not brought to court; criminal cases - cases brought to court and cases not brought to court).

Q012-1 (2019): The number if other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

Q012-1 (2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of
the stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.
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Q012-1 (2016): In the Ministry of Justice of the RoC there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases and it
keeps records on the total annual and implemented buget for legal aid in other than criminal cases in detail. The costs for the
legal aid in other than criminal cases are paid after the end of the dispute before the first instance court.

The amount in 2016 for "other than criminal cases brought to court" is higher because more bills had to be paid in 2016.
Namely, court proceedings last for several years, and probably in 2016 more bills for paying the costs of court experts and
interpreters had been received since the Free Legal Aid Act (OG 143/13), which grants the exemption from paying the costs of
court experts and interpreters, came into force on 1 January 2014.

Different methodologies were used in 2014 and 2016 for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. According to the
methodology used in 2016, the total amount for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court in 2014 would be 346779,
while the amount for criminal cases would be 255 830.

QO012-1 (2015): The Ministry of Justice of the RoC keeps statistical records on the total annual approved and implemented
budget for legal aid (separate for the other than criminal cases and separate for courts and public prosecution services). Since
in the Ministry of Justice there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases, it is possible to keep a track record on
these cases in detail. However, it is not possible to present in detail all the other data for approved and implemented budget
(total - cases brought to court and

cases not brought to court; criminal cases - cases brought to court and cases not brought to court).

QO015-2 (2014): In 2014, the difference between allocated and implemented public budget is not significant.

QO015-2 (2013): For 2012 the Ministry of Justice envisaged special costs related to the establishment of the Public Bailiff
Service. However, following the amendments to the Enforcement Act, the introduction of the Public Bailiff Service was
abandoned, pursuant to which this category is not included in the budget of the judiciary for 2013.

Cyprus

Q012 (General Comment): The amount of legal aid is included in the amount for cost of criminal prosecutions, civil procedure
and procedures in Family courts

Q012 (2013): In 2013, there were less applications for legal aid. Besides, the budget allocated to legal aid decreased on
account of the austerity measures.

Q012-1 (2016): In 2016 there was an increase in the number of legal aid cases.

Q012-1 (2016): In 2016 there was an increase in the number of legal aid cases.

QO015-1 (2018): please note that the budget for the judicial service is completely independent from the budget of the
prosecution service and the ministry of justice

Q015-2 (2018): x

QO015-2 (2015): STATE BUDGET

QO015-2 (2014): In 2014 there is substantial increase of the budget of the judicial system due to inclusion of budgets of the
attorney general’s office, the police, the prison, Ministry of justice, enforcement and forensic services.
Q015-3 (2018): x

Czech Republic

Q012 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that before 2014, the implemented budget was provided instead of the approved
one.

The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approved budget is not divided to this level.

Q012 (2016): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approved budget is not divided to this level.

Q012 (2014): Data on the approved budget allocated to legal aid is not available because the approved budget is not divided
to this level.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their accounting
system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2016): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2015): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this level.
The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2012): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that data on implemented budget are obtained from
individual courts from their respective economic systems.
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Q012-1 (General Comment): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their accounting
system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2016): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

QO012-1 (2015): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this level.
The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

Q012-1 (2012): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that data on implemented budget are obtained from
individual courts from their respective economic systems.

QO015-1 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that before 2014, the implemented budget was provided instead of the approved
one.

Q015-2 (2015): Ministry of Justice

Denmark

Q009 (2015): The decrease between 2010 and 2015 in the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is due
to the fact that from mid-2013 there were no longer taxes in connection with access to the land register.

Q009 (2014): In 2013, the revenue from advertisements and queries in the land registration system was reorganized. It is now
free to make advertisements in the digital land registration system, while other revenues related to land registration are
collected directly by the Treasury. Fees from land register amounted to approximately 32% of the total revenue in 2012.
Revenue from court fees makes up the rest corresponding to approximately 65,000,000 € in 2012. From 2012 to 2014 the
revenues from court fees dropped to 57,000,000 €.

Q012 (2019): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

Q012 (2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

Q012 (2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

Q012 (2014): The budget foreseen for legal aid in 2012 and 2013 proved to be far less than the actual costs these years.
Accordingly, the 2014 approved budget was increased considerably. Thus, there is not a significant increase in expenditure
rather that budget is adapted to the actual consumption.

Q012 (2013): The 2012 approved budget allocated to legal aid was well below the actual result for that year. Accordingly, the
2013 budget has been increased.

Q012-1 (2019): The difference between total budget and total accounts is approx. 9 pct. and is primarily due to increased
expenses for legal assistance in extensive litigations with many defendants and many court days.

The increasing expenses compared to previous years are partly due to an increased effort to reduce case processing times
and case stocks in the criminal case chain. In 2019, further expenses were incurred in connection with the implementation of
several commissions of inquiry set up by the government.

Q012-1 (2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is
not currently possible to separate these amounts

Q012-1 (2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

Q012-1 (2019): The difference between total budget and total accounts is approx. 9 pct. and is primarily due to increased
expenses for legal assistance in extensive litigations with many defendants and many court days.

The increasing expenses compared to previous years are partly due to an increased effort to reduce case processing times
and case stocks in the criminal case chain. In 2019, further expenses were incurred in connection with the implementation of
several commissions of inquiry set up by the government.

Q012-1 (2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is
not currently possible to separate these amounts

Q012-1 (2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

QO015-1 (2019): The difference between approved budget and implemented budget is approx. 0.5 pct. and does not give rise to
any comments.

QO015-1 (2016): Expenditures on the Refugees and asylum seekers and the Immigration Service are from 2016 no longer a
part of the justice system. The total expenditure in 2016 allocated to the whole justice system is therefore significantly lower
compared to previous cycles.
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QO015-2 (2012): The category “other” encompasses the budget of the Danish Court Administration.

Q015-3 (2018): Concerning the Refugees and asylum services + immigration service: Due to an reorganisation the area is no
longer part of the whole justice system.

QO015-3 (2016): Concerning the Refugees and asylum services the answer for previous cycles was correctly YES. Due to an
reorganisation the area is no longer part of the whole justice system. Accordingly, the answer is NO for 2016.

Estonia

Q009 (2016): The biggest income of court taxes is due to big tax cases where it depends on the case and weather the case is
won or not. Those big tax cases can be more than 20 % of all the fees collected.

Q009 (2014): The variations over the years 2010, 2012 and 2014 are probably due to the fact that in 2012 only the income of
court fees was submitted, excluding the registries. For 2014, the annual income of court fees without the registries was 4 227
968 euros.

Q009 (2012): The decrease in the income of court taxes can be explained by the fact that in 2012 State fees regarding court
procedures have been reduced significantly (from 1-2% to almost 500%).

Q012 (2013): For 2013, according to the implemented budget, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 980 235 euros from the
total (3 835 000). From this total, 2 226 315 euros were allocated to legal aid for criminal cases and 718 922 euros to legal aid
for civil and administrative cases, the rest was allocated to legal aid for misdemeanor, enforcement procedure, administrative
procedure and review procedure cases and legal consultation.

Q012 (2012): For 2012, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 857 850 euros from the total (3 835 000). In this respect, the
difference with the amount provided for 2010 is not such important (2 307 334 euros). On the contrary, the IT costs included in
the budget of legal aid for both of the exercises are especially high in 2012 due to the implementation of a new IT system.

QO015-1 (2016): One of the reasons for this increase is that Estonian Competition Authority is now under the Ministry of Justice.

QO015-1 (2014): In 2014, the implemented budget is higher than the approved budget because of larger amounts carried over
for execution of the previous year expenditures which were higher than the planned grants.

Finland

Q009 (General Comment): The annual income of court fees received by the State varies depending on the amount of cases
handled by courts each year. Moreover and as already explained under Q8, the level of the court fee varies depending on the
nature of the matter and the instance in which the case is handled.

Q012 (General Comment): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts.

Q012 (2019): The allocated budget in 2019 was 90 200 000 €. A part of the legal aid expenses comes from cases which are
not heard in courts, and the budget does not separate legal aid expenditures in terms of court cases and non-court cases.
Furthermore, there are no separate allocations for criminal and non-criminal cases. The total amount includes the expenses of
the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23.7 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers (net EUR 66.5 million).

Q012 (2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 24.500.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 69.200.000).

Q012 (2016): The legal aid expenses have increased. This is due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. Also the number
of refugees getting legal aid has increased.

Q012 (2014): Legal aid expenses have been increasing. In 2014 this was due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. In
2015 this is due to the increase in the number of refugees to whom legal aid was granted.

Q012-1 (2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23.100.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 68.200.000).

In 2018, the legal aid offices issued approximately 3.300 new legal aid decisions in matters concerning international protection,
which was approximately 1.000 decisions less than the year before. The reduction in the number of new asylum seekers
applying for legal aid ensued from a drop in the number of persons applying for asylum in Finland.

Q012-1 (2016): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in court. The total amount
includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers. Private
lawyers were paid EUR 66.4 million as fees and compensations in legal aid matters, which is 24 per cent more than in the
previous year. Expenses have grown as the number of clients has grown. In 74 per cent of the 15,600 legal aid decisions
made concerning asylum seekers applying for international protection, the applicant was assisted by a private lawyer.

Q012-1 (2015): Q12: A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total
amount includes te expenses of the legal aid offices (24,2 milj. €) and the expenses paid to the Private lawyers (53,5 milj. €).
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Q012-1 (2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (het EUR 23.100.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 68.200.000).

In 2018, the legal aid offices issued approximately 3.300 new legal aid decisions in matters concerning international protection,
which was approximately 1.000 decisions less than the year before. The reduction in the number of new asylum seekers
applying for legal aid ensued from a drop in the number of persons applying for asylum in Finland.

Q012-1 (2016): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in court. The total amount
includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers. Private
lawyers were paid EUR 66.4 million as fees and compensations in legal aid matters, which is 24 per cent more than in the
previous year. Expenses have grown as the number of clients has grown. In 74 per cent of the 15,600 legal aid decisions
made concerning asylum seekers applying for international protection, the applicant was assisted by a private lawyer.

Q012-1 (2015): Q12: A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total
amount includes te expenses of the legal aid offices (24,2 milj. €) and the expenses paid to the Private lawyers (53,5 milj. €).

QO015-3 (General Comment): The category “other” includes: election expenditure as well as some other offices under the
administrative sector of

the Ministry of Justice such as the Legal Register Centre, the Office of the Bankruptcy Ombudsman, the Office of the Data
Protection

Ombudsman, the Council for Crime Prevention, the Safety Investigation Authority, the National Research Institute of Legal
Policy, the

Accident Investigation Board and the Consumer Disputes Board. Another component encompassed in this category for 2010,
2012 and 2013 is the ICT Service Centre for Judicial Administration. In 2014, the ICT services for the overall state
administration were centralized to the Government ICT Centre Valtori.

France

Q009 (2018): This amount corresponds to the Fonds d'indemnisation des avoués (FIDA), which was not considered as a tax
collected by the State in previous years

Q012 (General Comment): In France, the law pertaining to legal aid has several components: legal aid granted to litigants
before courts as well as for out of court proceedings (transactions, participatory procedures in civil matters that are not brought
to court); legal aid granted for consultation out of any proceedings; legal aid covering legal representation by a lawyer granted
to individuals detained in custody, individuals detained in the frame of disciplinary proceedings, or in matters of mediation and
plea bargaining procedures; legal aid granted for legal consultation (Legal Advice Centres and legal access points created by
Departmental Councils for Access to the Law offer court users free legal consultations by lawyers, notaries and bailiffs).

Q012 (2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and the
REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (423,716,957 Euro +
83,0006 Euro REBAJ = 506,716,963 Euro).

Q012 (2016): As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected
the legal aid budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence
of the scale of remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul
of the system of financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of
legal aid in order to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main
facets of the reform are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move
towards better governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.

Q012 (2015): Thus the implemented budget for legal aid allocated to criminal cases increased significantly between 2014 and
2015 (by 141%).

The 90% decrease between 2014 and 2015 regarding the annual implemented public budget relating to legal aid for non-
litigious cases or cases not brought to court results from the different presentation. The related legal aid costs, including those
attributed to custody, have been included in the annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid for cases brought to
courts.

This also explains the decrease in other than criminal cases (by 53%). In the basis of calculation have been included the
expenses relating to criminal field, the costs for custody (garde a vue), mediation and penal composition, assistance to
prisoners, protocols art. 91 and the custodial agreements. The portion of other than criminal expenses is reduced by the same
amount.
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Q012 (2012): The methodology of presentation of data is different for 2010 and 2012. For 2012, legal aid for non-litigious
proceedings amounts to 49,732,000 euros. Therefore, for all criminal cases (brought to court and out of court) 49,732,000
euros should be added to the 88,730,000 euros, bringing the figure to 138,462,000 euros. The increase stems from increased
cuctody costs as a result of the 2011 reform.

Q012-1 (2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and
the REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (409 100 585 Euro+
83000006 euro REBAJ = 492 100 591 Euro).

Q012-1 (2018): The provisional budget is calculated on the basis of a theoretical trend; the executed budget is slightly lower.

Q012-1 (2016): The budget has indeed increased significantly by 36% (+ 2,0M€) between 2015 and 2016, going from 5 166
600 to 7 083 912 Euros, as a result of the reform of the system of financing legal aid, aimed at progressively developing legal
consultations prior to or as alternatives to the referral to the judge, within access points to the law in the courts. This is a new
measure specified by the Finance Act 2016, in order to analyse the validity of the citizen’s request, to facilitate, if necessary,
the examination of his/her application for legal aid and to propose, if necessary, a referral to other institutions, namely a
mediator. This preliminary consultation was implemented within the framework of an agreement between the departmental
councils for access to law (CDAD) and the first instance courts (TGI).

As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected the legal aid
budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence of the scale of
remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul of the system of
financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of legal aid in order
to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main facets of the reform
are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move towards better
governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.

Q012-1 (2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and
the REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (409 100 585 Euro+
83000006 euro REBAJ = 492 100 591 Euro).

QO012-1 (2018): The provisional budget is calculated on the basis of a theoretical trend; the executed budget is slightly lower.

Q012-1 (2016): The budget has indeed increased significantly by 36% (+ 2,0M€) between 2015 and 2016, going from 5 166
600 to 7 083 912 Euros, as a result of the reform of the system of financing legal aid, aimed at progressively developing legal
consultations prior to or as alternatives to the referral to the judge, within access points to the law in the courts. This is a new
measure specified by the Finance Act 2016, in order to analyse the validity of the citizen’s request, to facilitate, if necessary,
the examination of his/her application for legal aid and to propose, if necessary, a referral to other institutions, namely a
mediator. This preliminary consultation was implemented within the framework of an agreement between the departmental
councils for access to law (CDAD) and the first instance courts (TGI).

As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected the legal aid
budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence of the scale of
remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul of the system of
financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of legal aid in order
to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main facets of the reform
are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move towards better
governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.

QO015-1 (2019): The above annual public budget includes data for the whole justice system, attached to the Ministry of Justice,
and includes data for the Supreme administrative court (Conseil d’Etat), the administrative courts, the Court of Justice of the
Republic and the Constitutional Court.

The evolution of the budget between 2018 and 2019 is mainly explained by:

- a 4% increase in the amount of the "Justice" mission;

- the integration of the portion not included in the general justice budget of appropriations contributing to the transversal
"Juvenile Justice" policy (under the responsibility of the national police, the national gendarmerie, secondary public-school
education, social inclusion and individual protection).

QO015-1 (2018): The above annual public budget includes data from the entire justice system, attached to the Ministry of
Justice, and includes data from the Court of Justice of the Republic and the Constitutional Council.
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QO015-2 (2015): The annual public budget above includes the data of the entire justice system, attached to the Ministry of
Justice and the Presidency of the Republic.
Other: Access to law and assistance to victims

Sources: Ministry of Justice, General Secretariat, Sub-Directorate for Budget and Accounting, Access to Law and Victim
Assistance Unit, and Sub-Directorate for Statistics and Studies

QO015-3 (2018): In 2018, the budget of the entire justice system does not yet include all the expenses related to judicial
extractions that are borne by the Ministry of the Interior. However, they are intended to be fully supported by the Ministry of
Justice by 2019.

QO015-3 (2016): In 2016, the budget allocated to the whole justice system does not yet include all the expenses relating to
judicial extractions that are borne by the Ministry of the Interior. However, they are intended to be fully supported by the
Ministry of Justice by 2019.

Germany

Q009 (2016): Discrepancy with previous cycle is not explained. Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and
Schleswig-Holstein.

Bremen:No information

North Rhine-Westphalia:lt is not possible to provide separate statistics on court fees alone. This is because income from court
fees in criminal/regulatory proceedings is captured as part of a consolidated estimation and accounting system, which also
includes income from criminal/regulatory fines as well as monetary payments by accused persons in return for the provisional
non-preferment of public charges in the case of misdemeanours.

Lower Saxony:No information can be provided since court fees are accounted for as one item together with criminal and
regulatory fines (11210).

Thuringia:These are legal fees, including repayments of legal aid (installment payments).

Q009 (2015):

Some of the Lander were unable to provide data in this regard. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is
not comparable with the 2013 data.

Q012 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that all data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal
State structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the
fact that for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity, the
information remains most of the time incomplete.

The figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.

Q012 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable
to provide data regarding question 12. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the
2013 data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a
number of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not
possible to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

Q012 (2014): For 2014, Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia did not reply. In as much as the other Federal Lander have
provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. In contrast with the previous cycles, figures indicated by individual
Lander only in respect of the total are encompassed in the total (in 2012 the sum of € 304,584,278 was not included in the total
and in 2013 - € 316,707,568). Since a number of Lander have provided only the aggregate amount, the reply in respect of the
sub-categories is NA.

Q012 (2013): For 2013, only figures concerning Lander which provided complete data for the total and the sub-categories
were represented in the total (Berlin, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, North Rhine/Westphalia, Rhineland-Palatinate,
Saxony-Anhalt, and Thuringia). As to individual Lander that communicated only totals (Baden-W irttemberg, Bavaria,
Brandenburg, Bremen, Hesse, Lower Saxony, Saxony, and Schleswig-Holstein), these amounts were not taken into account (a
sum of € 316,707,568).

Q012 (2012): In 2012, 3 Lander did not provide any information. Only figures concerning Lander which provided complete data
for the total and the sub-categories were represented in the total. As to individual Lander that communicated only totals, these
amounts were not taken into account (a sum of € 304,584,278). According to the Legal Advice and Assistance Act, the so-
called legal advice and assistance is a social benefit provided by the State to persons seeking justice who cannot afford the
assistance of or representation by a lawyer. Legal advice and assistance is granted for asserting one’s rights outside of court
proceedings as well as for obligatory conciliation proceedings.
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Q012-1 (2019): Bavaria

Administrative courts:

no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts:

No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one
budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be answered here. Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The expenditure depends on the number
of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the justice administration. The target was
derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into account any changes made to the law
governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.
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Q012-1 (2018): Bavaria

Administrative courts: no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts: No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because — as explained under questions 6 and 7
— legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be
answered here.

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

The expenditure depends on the number of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the
justice administration. The target was derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into
account any changes made to the law governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.

Q012-1 (2015):

The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to provide
data regarding question 12.1. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013
data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a number
of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible
to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.
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Q012-1 (2019): Bavaria

Administrative courts:

no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts:

No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one
budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be answered here. Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The expenditure depends on the number
of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the justice administration. The target was
derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into account any changes made to the law
governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.
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Q012-1 (2018): Bavaria

Administrative courts: no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts: No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because — as explained under questions 6 and 7
— legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be
answered here.

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

The expenditure depends on the number of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the
justice administration. The target was derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into
account any changes made to the law governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.

Q012-1 (2015):

The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to provide
data regarding question 12.1. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013
data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a number
of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible
to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

QO015-1 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that all data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal
State structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the
fact that for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity, the
information remains most of the time incomplete.

The figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.
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QO015-1 (2019): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative courts

Finance, labour and social courts: NA

Administrative courts: Question 15.1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative courts incl. further training costs
Berlin

Consumer protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The total budget calculation for EPL 04
did not include the chapter for Europe and consumer protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety,
Consumer Protection and Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. The indicated budget includes Land and federal funds only.
Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Lower Saxony

No information

Rhineland-Palatinate

The figures quoted include the expenditure by the Ministry of Justice, the courts and public prosecutor's offices including the
Constitutional Court of Rhineland-Palatinate, the prisons and the German Judicial Academy (Trier conference centre). A
separate reporting of the expenditure by the public prosecutor's offices is not possible under the system in place in Rhineland-
Palatinate.

Saarland

NO INFORMATION

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System, and (up until
31 December 2016) the Land Commissioner for the Records of the State Security Service of the Former GDR.

Section 06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices
en bloc. However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those
actually spent over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure
earmarked for each branch is estimated in a central chapter and some of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning
for these funds is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate,
is estimated in section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the
Saxony State Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony
State Ministry of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure
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QO015-1 (2018): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative courts.

Finance, labour and social courts: NA

Administrative courts: Question 15.1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative courts incl. further training costs
Berlin

Consumer protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The total budget calculation for EPL 04
did not include the chapter for Europe and consumer protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety,
Consumer Protection and Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. The indicated budget includes Land and federal funds only.
Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Rhineland-Palatinate Constitutional Court

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, and the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System. Section
06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices en bloc.
However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those actually spent
over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure earmarked for
each branch is estimated in a central chapter and some of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning for these funds
is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate, is estimated in
section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the Saxony State
Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony State Ministry
of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure for major
building works (i.e. those entailing total building costs exceeding 1 million euros) can be attributed to individual facilities and
thus, as a rule, to courts or public prosecution offices. However, investment-related expenditure for minor building works
cannot be separated according to courts/public prosecution offices. At each individual court and public prosecution office, as
well as at the Central Office for Information Technology in the Saxon Justice System and the Saxony State Ministry of Justice,
budget planning, administration and execution fall within the purview of the head of office and the budget commissioner. In
total — graded according to the volume of funds — more than 50 offices are involved in planning and managing budgetary
resources. It is therefore not possible to draw up an organisational diagram. Expenditure is dependent on the number and
scale of court/criminal proceedings as well as the number of inmates, all of which are beyond the control of the judicial
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QO015-1 (2016): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative jurisdiction

Fiscal, labour and social jurisdictions: NA

Administrative jurisdiction: Question 15-1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative jurisdiction incl. further-training
costs

Berlin

Consumer-protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

Budget plan for 2015/2016 assumed greater expenditure. Total budget calculation for EPL 04 did not include chapter for
Europe and consumer-protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety, Consumer Protection and
Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. Budget indicated includes Land and federal funds only.

Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Lower Saxony

No information

Rhineland-Palatinate

Rhineland-Palatinate Constitutional Court

Saarland

NO INFORMATION

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System, and (up until
31 December 2016) the Land Commissioner for the Records of the State Security Service of the Former GDR.

Section 06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices
en bloc. However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those
actually spent over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure
earmarked for each branch is estimated in a central chapter and parts of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning
for these funds is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate,
is estimated in section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the
Saxony State Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony
State Ministry of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure
for major building works (i.e. those entailing total building costs exceeding 1 million euros) can be attributed to individual
facilities and thus, as a rule, to courts or public prosecution offices. However, investment-related expenditure for minor building
QO015-1 (2014): For 2014, no information was available from Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia. Six Landers communicated
detailed information on the content of their individual budgetary plans. Inasmuch as the other Federal Landers have provided
data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete.

QO015-1 (2012): In 2012, six Landers communicated detailed information on the content of their individual budgetary plans.
Berlin did not provide any information. Data provided by Bavaria did not include the public annual budget approved and
granted for labor, social and finance jurisdiction.

QO015-2 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available.

Information provided by the Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander.

Q015-2 (2014): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

Q015-2 (2013): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

Q015-3 (2019): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational / further training centres.
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QO015-3 (2018): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational/further training centres.

QO015-3 (2016): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational / further training centres.

Greece

Q009 (2018): For the year 2018, we had an increase in our court fees revenues due to the increase of the number of
applications, lawsuits and other court material.
Q009 (2016): There is no specific reason explaining the decrease for the period 2014-2016.

Q009 (2012): The increase between 2012 and 2014 in the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is mostly
due to an increase in revenues from judicial stamp fees. Even though the amounts of the fees were increased in the beginning
of the year 2011 (some of them doubled or tripled), the increase of the revenues was at its peak in 2013. In 2012, the
revenues for these particular fees were estimated at 30.000.000 euros, whereas 41.000.000 euros were actually collected. In
2013, a total of about 81.000.000 euros was collected from these fees, and as a consequence the estimation for 2014 was
81.650.000 euros.

Q012 (2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

Q012 (2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

Q012 (2016): A reassessment of the annual budgetary needs in legal aid was made by the Courts Building Fund. The annual
cost is not a stable amount and depends on the number of cases where the legal aid is used.

Q012 (2014): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid in 2014 stems to some extent from time limitations. On 31
December 2014, there were unpaid expenses. Generally, legal aid is entirely paid from the budget of the Courts Building Fund,
a legal entity of public law, which draws its budget according to its expected annual revenues and its expected annual needs.

Q012 (2012): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid in 2012 is due to accumulated debts from previous years.
Q012-1 (2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

QO012-1 (2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

Q012-1 (2016): The difference observed between the allocated budget to legal aid and the implemented one, is a result of
several unpaid obligations due to the very large number of cases of legal aid in comparison to the staff assigned with the task
of paying the beneficiaries.

Q012-1 (2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

Q012-1 (2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

Q012-1 (2016): The difference observed between the allocated budget to legal aid and the implemented one, is a result of
several unpaid obligations due to the very large number of cases of legal aid in comparison to the staff assigned with the task
of paying the beneficiaries.

QO015-1 (2019): The approved budget is always proportionate to the confirmed needs of the justice system. The amount not
implemented returns to the General Accounting Office

Hungary

Q009 (2015): The decrease between 2010-2015 in the approved budget allocated to legal aid is the result of a 2012 law
amendment which led to the fact the fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

Q009 (2012): The reason for the decrease in the figures between 2010 and 2012 is the amendment to the law in 2012.
Accordingly, fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

Q012 (2013): The annual public budget allocated to legal aid decreased between 2012 and 2013 as a consequence of the
strengthening of the legal aid service.

Q012-1 (2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.

Q012-1 (2018): The Public budget does not have a limit, the amounts actually paid depends on the number of cases.
Q012-1 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Q012-1 (2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.

Q012-1 (2018): The Public budget does not have a limit, the amounts actually paid depends on the number of cases.
Q012-1 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

QO015-1 (2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.

QO015-1 (2018): The act for implemented state budget of 2018 are not yet adopted by the Parliament.

QO015-1 (2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.
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QO015-2 (2015): Sources:

Act C of 2014 on the budget of Hungary in 2015,

Act CLXI of 2011 on the organisation and administration of courts
Act CLXII of 2011 on the legal status and remuneration of judges,
Act CXCV of 2011 on the state finance,

Act LXVI of 2011 on the State Audit Office

QO015-2 (2012): In 2012, as in 2010, the budget allocated to the whole justice system included also the total budget of the
Ministry of Justice.

Ireland
Q009 (2018): updated info

Q012 (General Comment): The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state
funding received by the Legal Aid Board in one year. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total
expenditure of the Legal Aid Board. Please note that:

(1) The Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.

Q012 (2019): The budget for Criminal Legal Aid increased due to the outrun in the previous year (Where a supplementary €15
million was required)

Q012-1 (2019): The excess of €3.79 million compared with the original allocation of €61.302 million is reflected in part in the
supplementary estimate for the subhead. The additional requirement arose due to the number and category of criminal matters
coming before the courts in which legal aid certificates were issued. Under the Criminal Justice (Legal Aid) Act 1962 the
Judiciary are responsible for the granting of legal aid. This is a demand led scheme and the fees and expenses due to the
legal practitioners are paid in accordance with the terms and conditions of the scheme.

Q012-1 (2015): In the answer to Question 12 - the category 'other than criminal cases' is the amount as per the Grant in Aid
which the Legal Aid Board received for the Government

In the answer to Question 12.1 - under the category 'Total annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid - other
criminal cases' this amount includes the Grant in Aid, Client Contributions, Costs Recovered and Other Incomes

"The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state funding received by the
Legal Aid Board in 2015. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total expenditure of the Legal Aid
Board. Please note that:

(1) the Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.’

Q012-1 (2019): The excess of €3.79 million compared with the original allocation of €61.302 million is reflected in part in the
supplementary estimate for the subhead. The additional requirement arose due to the number and category of criminal matters
coming before the courts in which legal aid certificates were issued. Under the Criminal Justice (Legal Aid) Act 1962 the
Judiciary are responsible for the granting of legal aid. This is a demand led scheme and the fees and expenses due to the
legal practitioners are paid in accordance with the terms and conditions of the scheme.
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Q012-1 (2015): In the answer to Question 12 - the category 'other than criminal cases' is the amount as per the Grant in Aid
which the Legal Aid Board received for the Government

In the answer to Question 12.1 - under the category 'Total annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid - other
criminal cases' this amount includes the Grant in Aid, Client Contributions, Costs Recovered and Other Incomes

"The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state funding received by the
Legal Aid Board in 2015. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total expenditure of the Legal Aid
Board. Please note that:

(1) the Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.'

QO015-2 (2015): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however, the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q 15.
Department of Justice and Equality

'Other' includes Administration costs, various Commissions, Equality, Disability, various Public Agencies.

QO015-3 (2019): The Judicial Council was set up on the 17th December 2019. The Judicial Council is tasked with maintaining
standards, performance and the training of Judges in Ireland. More information can be found here:
https://judicialcouncil.ie/fabout-the-judicial-council/

QO015-3 (2018): Legislation to provide for a Judicial Council is under preparation.

Q015-3 (2016): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q15.
Legislation to provide for a Judicial Council is under preparation.

Italy

Q012 (General Comment): In Italy there is not a specific budget allocated to legal aid. Legal aid is part of the general budget
allocated to justice expenses.

More generally, due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the Ministry of Justice has one single budget which does not
distinguish between the budget allocated to courts, the budget allocated to public prosecution services and the one allocated
to the administration. The figures provided in this chapter are the result of a re-classification of the budget statements which
takes into consideration several criteria.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice has not experienced any payment yet.

Q012 (2018): Please note that when it comes to legal aid in civil and criminal cases, there is not a specifically approved budget
destined for legal aid. For this reason legal aid expenses are paid to the parties regardless of the budget. For statistical
reasons, the approved budget is considered as equivalent to the implemented budget. Please also note that the budget
allocated to legal aid for administrative justice is 2.071.809 €

Q012 (2016): In Italy, legal aid claims which are legitimate (i.e. the claimant lives under a certain income threshold) are always
honoured. In other words, legal aid covers all judicial expenses regardless available funds. In order to reflect this reality, the
approved budget appears equal to the implemented one.

Q012 (2013): The impact of the “annual public budget allocated to legal aid for cases not brought to court” on the total is
extremely low. Therefore -essentially- the budget allocated for cases brought to court may be considered as the total budget
allocated to legal aid.

Q012-1 (2018): Other than criminal cases at Q.12.1 include both Civil and Administrative Justice.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice hasn’t experienced any payment yet.

The implemented public budget allocated to legal aid in 2018 is much higher than in 2016. Generally speaking, legal aid
expenses grows at a very high pace. A possible reason for such increase in 2016-2018 might be due to the legal aid granted
to migrants. Please also note that such expenses do not exactly reflect the same growth rate of the number of cases for which
legal aid has been granted because of a temporal gap between the twos

QO012-1 (2016): The increase experienced during the period 2014-2016 is very likely due to the higher number of cases for
which legal aid was granted.
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Q012-1 (2018): Other than criminal cases at Q.12.1 include both Civil and Administrative Justice.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice hasn’t experienced any payment yet.

The implemented public budget allocated to legal aid in 2018 is much higher than in 2016. Generally speaking, legal aid
expenses grows at a very high pace. A possible reason for such increase in 2016-2018 might be due to the legal aid granted
to migrants. Please also note that such expenses do not exactly reflect the same growth rate of the number of cases for which
legal aid has been granted because of a temporal gap between the twos

QO012-1 (2016): The increase experienced during the period 2014-2016 is very likely due to the higher number of cases for
which legal aid was granted.

QO015-1 (General Comment): Due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the Ministry of Justice has one single budget
which does not distinguish between the budget allocated to courts, the budget allocated to public prosecution services and the
one allocated to the administration. The figures provided in this chapter are the result of a re-classification of the budget
statements which takes into consideration several criteria.

QO015-1 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been explained that the difference between allocated and
implemented budgets is mainly due to the salary of personnel as the retirement age is not exactly foreseeable.

QO015-2 (2018): In Italy all the above three elements are included.

WARING: there is a bug in the electronic scheme for this question.

QO015-2 (2015): Some kind of police services are included such as the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific
courts.

Source: Ministry of Justice — Budget and Accounts Department (Direzione generale del bilancio e della contabilita)
QO015-2 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the category “police services” subsumes some
kinds of police services related to the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific courts.

Latvia

Q009 (2018): Chancellery fee to the judicial authority, state fee in civil and administrative cases, fee for the submission of
enforcement documents for enforcement, fines imposed by judicial authorities.

Q012 (General Comment): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the State Ensured
Legal Aid, the Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure
Thereof” of December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to legal aid
providers and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure
thereof. In accordance with this Regulation, the following shall be covered from the funds allocated for the provision of legal
aid: certain types of legal aid (for example provision of legal consultations, drafting an appellate complaint, representation at
court sittings etc.) in criminal matters, civil matters, administrative matters and cross-border dispute matters, as well as in out-
of-court dispute matters. Furthermore, reimbursable expenses (road (transportation) expenses and hotel expenses) shall also
be paid from the aforementioned funds.

Q012 (2016): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia has
revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase
starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the state
budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

Q012 (2014): Through developing the State ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised
compensation for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase starting with January 1, 2014 and January 1, 2015.
From 1 May, 2015 it has reached the maximum limit.

QO012-1 (General Comment): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic
of Latvia has revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual
increase starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the
state budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

Q012-1 (2019): Public budget funds are allocated on the basis of forecasts. The forecasts are influenced by several variables:
the number of legal disputes, the number of low-income and needy people, the number of initiated criminal proceedings.
Implemented public budget in 2019 is close to the adopted forecasts.

Q012-1 (2018): The payments in 2016, 2017 and 2018 were significantly affected by the overall decrease of the number of
criminal proceedings and, accordingly, the reduction of the number of criminal proceedings in which was provided the state
ensured legal aid. Based on this, the Legal Aid Administration made proposals and the Ministry of Justice drafted legal act’s
projects that foresee redistribution of funds, including increasing the amount of remuneration for legal aid providers, giving
fiscal impact for the coming years. On April 1, 2018 and January 1, 2019, the relevant regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers
came into force, which provides increasing the amount of payment for certain types of legal aid and introducing new ones.
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Q012-1 (2016): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 July, 2016.

QO012-1 (2015): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 May, 2015 and 1 July, 2016.

Q012-1 (General Comment): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic
of Latvia has revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual
increase starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the
state budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

Q012-1 (2019): Public budget funds are allocated on the basis of forecasts. The forecasts are influenced by several variables:
the number of legal disputes, the number of low-income and needy people, the number of initiated criminal proceedings.
Implemented public budget in 2019 is close to the adopted forecasts.

Q012-1 (2018): The payments in 2016, 2017 and 2018 were significantly affected by the overall decrease of the number of
criminal proceedings and, accordingly, the reduction of the number of criminal proceedings in which was provided the state
ensured legal aid. Based on this, the Legal Aid Administration made proposals and the Ministry of Justice drafted legal act’s
projects that foresee redistribution of funds, including increasing the amount of remuneration for legal aid providers, giving
fiscal impact for the coming years. On April 1, 2018 and January 1, 2019, the relevant regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers
came into force, which provides increasing the amount of payment for certain types of legal aid and introducing new ones.

QO012-1 (2016): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 July, 2016.

Q012-1 (2015): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the
Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers
and the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof.
Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be
paid to the legal aid providers from 1 May, 2015 and 1 July, 2016.

QO015-1 (2019): There are included also the budget for Supreme Court and Public Prosecutors System.

QO015-1 (2016): Budget of Prosecution and Constitutional court were not usually included in this question since these are
separate institutions with individual budgets. Prosecution budget is provided in Q13 and Approved budget of Constitutional
court is 1484895, but we were not able to acquire implemented budget. We will however include Prosecution office and
Constitutional court budgets in this question in next cycles and have marked them in Q15-2 and Q15-3, while we did not
change sums given above.

Q015-2 (2018): In the judicial systems budget is included courts, legal aid and Public prosecutor services.

QO015-2 (2015): Judicial management body is meant Court Administration.

Enforcement services - in the Ministry of Justice budget are includes compensation for bailiffs for the enforcement activities.
In the section 'other' are included budget for institutions what are under supervision of the Ministry of Justice. Data doesn't
include budget for prosecutor system.

Data includes also budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other financial instruments co-
financed projects: Approved budget - EUR 6 945 797, implemented EUR 5 610 619.

QO015-2 (2014): For 2014, data includes also the budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other
financial instruments co-financed projects (approved budget: 2 127 919 euros/implemented budget: 1 763 536 euros).

Lithuania
Q009 (2018): Discrepancy with the numeric data of previous cycle may occur because the overall number of cases has
decreased.

Q009 (2016): The increase of annual income of court taxes or fees received by the state might be because of the increased
number of litigious cases and the sums of disputes.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 49/ 846



Q012 (General Comment): In Lithuania, two types of legal aid are ensured. On the one hand, primary legal aid comprises the
delivering of legal information, legal advice (consultations), drafting of documents to be submitted to State and municipal
institutions, with the exception of procedural documents, advice on out-of-court settlement of a dispute, actions for amicable
settlement of a dispute and drafting of a settlement agreement.

On the other hand, secondary legal aid comprises preparation of documents, defence and representation in courts, including
the process of enforcement, representation in preliminary extrajudicial consideration of a dispute, where such a procedure has
been laid down by laws or by a court decision (e.g. settlement of a dispute in the Labour disputes commission).

Q012 (2019): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6847794 (€ 540000 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal
information, legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception
of procedural documents) and € 6307794 for secondary legal aid (drafting of procedural documents, defence and
representation).

In 2019 funds were increased for the organization and provision of state-guaranteed legal aid. This was necessary due to a
lack of funds to pay for the services provided.

Q012 (2014): Within the approved public budget for legal aid for 2014 (5900767,4 EUR), 560753,59 EUR concern primary
legal aid and 5340013,9 EUR concern secondary legal aid (covering remuneration of lawyers and other legal aid costs).
_x000D_The implemented budget is 5 43013,22 EUR for primary legal aid and 5340013,9 EUR for secondary legal aid.
_x000D_17740,39 EUR of funds allocated to primary legal aid remained unused and were returned to the State budget. In
2014, 1985027 EUR were paid to lawyers providing legal aid in criminal cases and 1583728,53 EUR for civil and
administrative cases.

Q012 (2013): For 2013, the annual approved public budget for primary legal aid is 519 868 EUR and this for secondary legal
aid is 4 041 358 EUR. The latter comprises remuneration for lawyers and, in contrast with 2012, other secondary legal aid
costs.

Q012 (2012): The 2012 total encompasses the budget of both primary (513 681,15 €) and secondary legal aid (4 030 144,9 €
from which 1 350 333,83 € for civil and administrative cases and 1 955 879,07 € for criminal cases). The latter includes the
remuneration for lawyers and excludes other State-guaranteed legal aid expenses (e.g. costs related to collection of evidence,
interpretation etc.).

Q012-1 (2019): Implemented public budget in 2019 was € 6837270 as € 10524 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were
unused and given back to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2018): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6224861 (€ 520865 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal
information, legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception
of procedural documents) and € 5703996 for secondary legal aid (drafting of documents, defence and representation).
Implemented public budget in 2018 was € 6220085 as €4776 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and given
back to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2016): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 5500227 (€ 563000 for primary legal aid and € 4937227 for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2016 was € 5494755 as €5472 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were
unused and given back to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2015): Approved public budget for legal aid was 5 925 285 € (562 356 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2015 was 5 917 807,4 € (554 878,4 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 €
for secondary legal aid). 7 477,6 € of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and returned to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2019): Implemented public budget in 2019 was € 6837270 as € 10524 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were
unused and given back to the state budget.

QO012-1 (2018): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6224861 (€ 520865 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal
information, legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception
of procedural documents) and € 5703996 for secondary legal aid (drafting of documents, defence and representation).
Implemented public budget in 2018 was € 6220085 as €4776 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and given
back to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2016): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 5500227 (€ 563000 for primary legal aid and € 4937227 for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2016 was € 5494755 as €5472 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were
unused and given back to the state budget.

Q012-1 (2015): Approved public budget for legal aid was 5 925 285 € (562 356 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for
secondary legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2015 was 5 917 807,4 € (554 878,4 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 €
for secondary legal aid). 7 477,6 € of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and returned to the state budget.
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QO015-1 (2018): The data above and here below is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal
budget financial rates for 2018 (Law of 12th December, 2017 No. XIlI-868):

- the adjusted total was 211 424 800;

- courts (excluding the budget of the National Courts Administration for computerization, investment in new buildings,
expertise, building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of the National Courts Administration) - budget
approved 74 095 000, budget adjusted 74 110 000, budget implemented 74 085 200;

- public prosecution services - budget approved 31 520 000, budget adjusted 31 620 200, budget implemented 31 607 100;
- Ministry of Justice (including prison system) — budget approved 93 951 000, budget adjusted 94 972 100, budget
implemented 92 601 000. The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget
for the whole justice system as presented does not include budget for primary legal aid. The Ministry of Justice implemented
less budget because of the economy due to reorganisation, the staff's change and illness, because of the economy of the
budget for the acquisition of long-term assets, because the budget for investment was not implemented at the whole scale in
the subordinate institution, also because of decreased workload of the advocates providing secondary legal aid;

- prison system - budget approved 69 524 000 (budget adjusted - 68 788 400, budget implemented 66 973 700. The
discrepancies arise because of the public procurement procedures.

- the Constitutional Court — budget approved 2 132 000, budget adjusted - 2 132 000, budget implemented 1 943 600. The
Constitutional Court implemented less budget than approved because of the staff's illness and parental leave;

- the National Courts Administration — budget approved 8 551 000, budget adjusted - 8 590 500, budget implemented 8 473
800. The

difference arises due to termination of the contract for development and installation of centralised payroll system and the
decrease of the factual number of state pension beneficiaries (judges).

QO015-1 (2016): The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for
2016 (Law of 10th December, 2015 No. XII-2161):

- Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerization, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 63 983 000
(budget specified - 64 215 400, implemented 64 181 700).

- Public prosecution services - budget approved 34 944 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 34 948 500).

- Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 510 000 (budget specified - 30 722 700, implemented 27 530 700).The budget for
secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as presented does
not include budget for primary legal aid.

The Ministry of Justice implemented less budget because of the economy of the salaries in the subordinate institutions
(change of the staff, free vacancies, illness), economy of the budget for the goods and services, for the acquisition of long-term
assets, for the repair of premises, decreased workload of the advocates providing secondary legal aid.

- Prison system - budget approved 69 302 000 (budget specified - 69 526 600, implemented 66 477 500). The discrepancies
arise because of the public procurement procedures.

- The Constitutional Court — budget approved 2 019 000 (budget specified - 2 022 600, implemented 2 018 300). The
Constitutional Court implemented less budget than approved because the budget for investment was not implemented at the
whole scale.

- The National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 832 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 10 521 900).
The difference arises because not all the LITEKO services were acquired, the public procurement procedures prolonged, not
all the budget for investments was implemented.

QO015-2 (2016): The category "legal aid" encompasses only secondary legal aid that falls within the budget of the Ministry of
Justice.
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Q015-2 (2015): Other — National Courts Administration. Ministry of Finance according to the Law on the approval of State and
municipal budget financial rates for 2015 (Law of 11th December, 2014 No. XII-1408).

The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2015 (Law of 11th
December, 2014 No. XII-1408):

-Qourts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 61 675 389
(budget implemented 61 793 221)0

-Bublic prosecution services - budget approved 28 810 734 budget (implemented 28 835 957)0

-Prison system -udget approved 64 271 866 (implemented 64 685 999)0

-Constitutional court — budget approved 845 285 (budget implemented 1 817 674)

-Ministry of Justice — budget approved 31 916 616 (budget implemented 32 426 279)

-National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 489 687 (budget implemented 9 330 743)(]

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as
presented does not include budget for primary legal aid.

It should be noted, that the implemented budget of the Constitutional Court is less than approved due to non-implementation of
assets for investments. Due to protracted public procurement procedures, the National Courts Administration didn’t assimilate
part of assets of Norway grants. The Ministry of Justice also didn’t assimilate the assets of Norway grants and the fees,
received from the Central Mortgage Office.

QO015-2 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 evaluation it is specified that data are presented according to the Law on the approval
of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2014 (Law of 12th December, 2013 No. XII-659). The following detailed
information could be provided: _x000D_

Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 58

389 133/budget implemented 59 883 804; _x000D_

Public prosecution services - budget approved 28 563 485/ budget implemented 28 622 712; _x000D_

Prison system - budget approved 58 697 579/budget implemented 58 436 457; _x000D_

Constitutional court — budget approved 1 794 485/budget implemented 1 801 060; _x000D_

Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 150 070/budget implemented 30 210 177; _x000D_

National Courts Administration — budget approved 9 531 974/budget implemented 5 496 061._x000D_

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system also
includes budget for primary legal aid (approved budget 560753,59/implemented budget - 5 43013,22).

Q015-3 (2019): National Courts Administration
QO015-3 (2018): National Courts Administration
QO015-3 (2016): National Courts Administration

Luxembourg
Q009 (2016): In Luxembourg, it is not necessary to pay a court taxe or fee to open a case in court.
Q012 (2018): The number of people seeking legal aid has increased over the years and the budget has had to be adapted.

Q012 (2016): There is no isolated budget for non-litigious cases or criminal cases.

Q012 (2012): It is not possible to differentiate the amount of legal aid allocated to criminal and non-criminal cases, whether
they are contentious or not.

Q012-1 (General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available,
as the regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year
following the financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was
only signed on December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/j0).

Q012-1 (2019): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or not) and types of cases (litigious
or not). However, the budget does not distinguish a specific amount of legal aid available per matter or type of case.

Q012-1 (2018): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or otherwise) and types of cases
(contentious or not). On the other hand, the budget does not distinguish the precise amount of available legal aid by subject or
type of case.

Q012-1 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.

Q012-1 (General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available,
as the regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year
following the financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was
only signed on December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/j0).
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Q012-1 (2019): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or not) and types of cases (litigious
or not). However, the budget does not distinguish a specific amount of legal aid available per matter or type of case.

Q012-1 (2018): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or otherwise) and types of cases
(contentious or not). On the other hand, the budget does not distinguish the precise amount of available legal aid by subject or
type of case.

Q012-1 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.

QO015-1 (General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available,
as the regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year
following the financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was
only signed on December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/j0).

QO015-1 (2019): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available, as the
regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year following the
financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was only signed on
December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/jo).

QO015-1 (2018): /

QO015-1 (2016): The bill containing the implemented budget 2016 has not been approved yet.

Q015-2 (2019): /

Q015-2 (2018): /

QO015-3 (General Comment): The annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system includes, among other things,
budget items relating to subsidies to the bar associations, expenses for setting up and running the anti-money laundering unit,
expenses for the organization of additional courses in Luxembourg law and judicial traineeships or relating to judicial
assistance (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/04/26/a274/jo).

Q015-3 (2019): The annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system includes, among other things, budget items
relating to subsidies to the bar associations, expenses for setting up and running the anti-money laundering unit, expenses for
the organization of additional courses in Luxembourg law and judicial traineeships or relating to judicial assistance
(http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/04/26/a274/jo).

Q015-3 (2018): /

Malta

Q012 (2018): The communicated data represents the full amount allocated to the Legal Aid Agency for its operation. However
it is not possible to distinguish between the budget allocated to criminal cases, and that allocated to other than criminal cases.
There has been an increase in the approved budget since 2015 when the Legal Aid Agency became an independently
functioning Agency. Since 2017, not only has there been a recruitment drive in the Agency that now employs more lawyers
and an administrative structure, but the conditions and financial package of the lawyers was also improved. hence the increase
in the budget year after year. The Legal Aid Agency is set to expand and therefore further increases in the Agency's budget
are expected.

Q012 (2016): The Legal Aid budget does not differentiate between the services offered for criminal cases or the services
offered for non-criminal cases. However Legal Aid in Malta is offered mainly for litigation purposes, and not for consultation,
and hence the NAP response to question 12.2. 2016 was the first year in which the legal Aid Agency had a budget of its' own.
The actual financial requirements needed to run the Agency.

Q012 (2012): In contrast with the 2010 exercise for which the provided figures were more generic, data communicated for
2012 are more accurate.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The main increase in the budget results form the expenses related to the relocation of the
premises of Legal Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to renovation of the new
premises with facilities and also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In
addition, in 2019, some Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist
in legal duties.

Q012-1 (2019): The main increase in the budget results from the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of Legal
Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to upgrading the new premises with facilities and
also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in 2019, some
Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal duties.

Q012-1 (2018): The implemented budget did not reach the projections of the approved budget. This was mainly due to the fact
that allowance was made for the possible recruitment of more lawyers and their cost in wages, but these lawyers were either
employed late in the year, or less lawyers were actually recruited than projected.
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Q012-1 (2016): The difference between the approved budget and the implemented budget for the Legal Aid Agency results
from additional funds requested in 2016 in order to cover the increase in the honoraria of the lawyers and legal procurators
offering their services to the Agency (also see answer to Q208)

It is possible that there will be an additional increase in the budget in the forthcoming evaluations.

It is not possible to differentiate between the budget allocated to criminal and 'other than criminal cases' and that is why it is
marked as NAP (There are no means to distinguish between the two).

Q012-1 (2015): Up to 2015, the funds allocated to Legal Aid were not itemised separately from the budget of the Office of the
Attorney General. Therefore whilst there was no approved a priori Legal Aid budget, any related costs were borne out of the
budget of the Office of the Attorney General. The cost of Legal Aid throughout 2015 is the amount outlined in Question 12.1,
and it does not discriminate on whether the funds were used for other-than-criminal or criminal cases.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The main increase in the budget results form the expenses related to the relocation of the
premises of Legal Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to renovation of the new
premises with facilities and also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In
addition, in 2019, some Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist
in legal duties.

QO012-1 (2019): The main increase in the budget results from the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of Legal
Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to upgrading the new premises with facilities and
also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in 2019, some
Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal duties.

Q012-1 (2018): The implemented budget did not reach the projections of the approved budget. This was mainly due to the fact
that allowance was made for the possible recruitment of more lawyers and their cost in wages, but these lawyers were either
employed late in the year, or less lawyers were actually recruited than projected.

QO012-1 (2016): The difference between the approved budget and the implemented budget for the Legal Aid Agency results
from additional funds requested in 2016 in order to cover the increase in the honoraria of the lawyers and legal procurators
offering their services to the Agency (also see answer to Q208)

It is possible that there will be an additional increase in the budget in the forthcoming evaluations.

It is not possible to differentiate between the budget allocated to criminal and 'other than criminal cases' and that is why it is
marked as NAP (There are no means to distinguish between the two).

Q012-1 (2015): Up to 2015, the funds allocated to Legal Aid were not itemised separately from the budget of the Office of the
Attorney General. Therefore whilst there was no approved a priori Legal Aid budget, any related costs were borne out of the
budget of the Office of the Attorney General. The cost of Legal Aid throughout 2015 is the amount outlined in Question 12.1,
and it does not discriminate on whether the funds were used for other-than-criminal or criminal cases.

QO015-1 (2019): Most of the increase in the implemented budget lies in the expenditure of the Court Services Agency, the
Prison system, the Police and the Refugee Services.

QO015-1 (2014): In 2014, the budget allocations listed within the table relate to recurrent expenditure and do not include capital
expenditure.

QO015-2 (2015): The implemented budget could not be compiled because not all the items listed in the Approved budget could
be traced for their Implemented budget. Thus the total provided would not compare to the total of the Approved budget.

The total Approved budget is less than the previous year mainly because of historical factors that lie beyond the control of the
data collector. Before 2014, the Ministry for Justice was integrated in the Ministry for Home Affairs, and its budget was
incorporated within this larger Ministry (previously known as Ministry for Justice and Home Affairs). In 2014, the Ministry for
Justice became an independent Ministry (incorporating also Culture and Local Government), and for the first time, was
allocated its own budget in 2015. Thus, the budget quoted in this evaluation is a more true reflection of the actual budget of the
Ministry for Justice despite the fact that it still incorporates elements that fall outside the remit of justice.

In 2015, the category "notariat" has been included as line item "Notary to Government" within the budget of the Ministry of
Justice, Culture and Local Government.

The budget of forensic services outside the budget allocation of the police force (enforcement services) is not available.

The components of the item referring to "police services" are incorporated in the budget of either the "enforcement services" or
the "prison system".

Q015-2 (2014): In 2014, the category “other” includes: Justice Reform Commission (€55,000); Malta Mediation Centre
(€25,000); Malta Arbitration Centre (€67,000); Refugees and asylum seekers services which encompasses: Detention
Services (€2,800,000), European Asylum Support Office (€250,000) and Commissioner for Refugee Office
(€600,000)._x000D_

Enforcement services specifically reflect the recurrent budget of the Malta Police Force. _x000D_

It is important to note that most of the budgets listed above fall under the remit of different ministries. Thus for example, the
recurrent budgets pertaining to the Ministry of Home Affairs are: Malta Police Force under Enforcement Services (€53, 108,
000); Prison System (€8,874,000); Probation Services (Euros 763, 000); Detention Services for refugees (€2, 800, 000).
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QO015-2 (2013): In 2013, akin to 2012, the approved budgets were spread between different ministries and a breakdown of the
amount indicated in accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office
(€1,757,000); Courts (€12,305,000); Probation and Parole Services (€778000); Prison system (€9,059,000); Commissioner for
Refugees Office (€600,000); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€30,000); Police (€51,743,000); Budget for
Parliamentary Secretary of Justice (€492,000); Legal Aid (€49500).

Q015-2 (2012): As in 2012 the approved budgets were spread between different ministries, a breakdown of the amount
indicated in accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office (€1,828,559);
Courts (€11 527 427); Probation and Parole Services (€655,079); Prison system (€8,974,218); Commissioner for Refugees
Office (€125,841); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€29,928).

QO015-3 (2019): This category includes:

- the Asset Recovery Bureau

- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Malta Arbitration Centre

- the Permanent Commission Against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Department of Justice

QO015-3 (2018): The category 'Other" includes:

- the Malta Arbitration Centre (MAC)

- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Commission against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Justice Reform Commission

- the Asset Recovery Bureau (new for this evaluation)
- the Department of Justice (new for this evaluation)

Q015-3 (2016): - the Malta Arbitration Centre (MAC)
- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Commission against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Justice Reform Commission

Netherlands

Q009 (2018): It seems that the amounts reported in 2016 and 2017 included some other revenues as well. The amount
reported for 2018 is court fees only.

Q012 (General Comment): The Dutch legal aid system encompasses three ‘lines’ that provide legal aid and constitutes a
mixed model consisting of a public preliminary provision, public first-line and private second-line help. o Firstly, the
preliminary provision of the interactive online application called Roadmap to Justice offers digital help to people to find
solutions for their legal problems in an interactive manner, initially in the area of divorce. This online platform provides
information, objective criteria and self-help tools. With the aid of a reviewer the agreements can be finalized in a divorce
settlement. In the near future, after-care will also be possible. The Legal Services Counters also have a website that can be
seen as a preliminary provision. o  Secondly, the Legal Services Counters (LSC) who are financed by the Legal Aid Board,
act as what is commonly known as the ‘front office’ (primary help). Legal matters are being clarified to clients and information
and advice given. If necessary, clients will be referred to other professionals or support agencies. Clients may also be referred
to a private lawyer or mediator who acts as the secondary line of legal aid. Clients may also apply for legal aid from a
subsidised lawyer or mediator directly. o  Finally, private lawyers and mediators provide legal aid in more complicated or time-
consuming matters (secondary help). They are paid by the Legal Aid Board to provide their services to clients of limited
means. Generally they are paid a fixed fee according to the type of case, although exceptions can be made for more extensive
cases. Since 2010 it is possible to get subsidized legal aid for criminal cases that do not go to court. However, for subsidized
legal aid in criminal cases it is not possible to make the distinction between “cases brought to court” and “non-litigious cases”.
Until 2013 the number of non-litigious criminal cases was negligible. So they were ignored. On the contrary, currently the
number of cases is growing and becoming substantial. So they can no longer be ignored, but the actual figures are not
available. It is noteworthy that subsidized legal aid has an open end funding, meaning that all applications that meet the criteria
are awarded, regardless of the original budget. Accordingly, the difference between the proposed budget and the implemented
one could be contentious. The budget intended to the Legal Counters (one of the providers of primary legal aid) is not
included.

Q012 (2014): The ongoing decrease over the period 2012-2014 in the annual approved budget allocated to legal aid with
regard to other than criminal cases brought to court might be due to cutbacks in budget. Figures communicated for the
previous evaluation cycles reflect the implemented budget.

Q012 (2013): In 2013, the indicated amount does not include expenditures related to detention of illegal aliens, forced
hospitalization for psychiatric problems, divorce and legal guardianship of children.

QO015-1 (2016): Excluding the judiciary part of the Council of State
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QO015-2 (2018): A value must be entered for each question !

QO015-2 (2016): Comment : the figure is the entire budget of the ministry of security and justice. However other ministries may
also finance parts of the justice system. Also third parties may contribute. This is not included here. The Netherlands have no
constitutional court as such but the tasks of a constitutional court are performed by the Council of State. Its budget is not
included in the figure reported here.

Q015-2 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been specified that the difference of data between 2010 and 2012 is
due to a major reorganization in 2010. On January 1st 2011 the budget of the police services, secret service, fire department
amongst others, was transferred from the Ministry of Internal affairs to the Ministry of Justice which is now the Ministry of
Security and Justice.

QO015-3 (2019): Raad van State - it is not part of the Ministry of Justice and Safety annual budget, but falls under 'Boek Il -
Overige hoge colleges van staat' (Book Il - Other High colleges of State). Also includes police and secret service.

QO015-3 (2018): Includes police and secret service

QO015-3 (2016): Other: Police, secret service (both since 2011).

Poland

Q009 (General Comment): Common courts - court fees paid to the State Treasury in court proceedings and fees for
enforcement activities and fees

Q012 (2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid
granted ex officio were higher than in 2014 but they were not fully used. For that reason we see increase in the amount of
approved budgets for legal aid but in fact the implemented legal aid is on the same level as 2014.

Q012-1 (2019): Apart from the expenses for legal aid granted ex officio, financed from part 15 of the Common Courts, the
expenses in the field of legal assistance are realized from part 85 of the Voivod's Budget, division 755 Justice, chapter 75515
Free legal assistance in connection with the implementation of tasks resulting from of August 5, 2015 on free legal assistance,
free civic counseling and legal education (Journal of Laws of 2019, item 294, as amended). The total amount of subsidy for the
implementation of tasks resulting from the above-mentioned of the act, secured in the Budget Act for 2019, amounted to PLN
100 914 000 PLN, i.e. 23 697 000 €.

Q012-1 (2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid
granted ex officio were lower than expected . The amount of funds disbursed by the courts for defense is directly attributable to
the number of incoming cases and the number of beneficiaries of unpaid legal aid granted ex officio, therefore implementation
of the plan in this group of expenses during the financial year is independent of the activities of the financial services of
individual courts.

Q012-1 (2019): Apart from the expenses for legal aid granted ex officio, financed from part 15 of the Common Courts, the
expenses in the field of legal assistance are realized from part 85 of the Voivod's Budget, division 755 Justice, chapter 75515
Free legal assistance in connection with the implementation of tasks resulting from of August 5, 2015 on free legal assistance,
free civic counseling and legal education (Journal of Laws of 2019, item 294, as amended). The total amount of subsidy for the
implementation of tasks resulting from the above-mentioned of the act, secured in the Budget Act for 2019, amounted to PLN
100 914 000 PLN, i.e. 23 697 000 €.

Q012-1 (2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid
granted ex officio were lower than expected . The amount of funds disbursed by the courts for defense is directly attributable to
the number of incoming cases and the number of beneficiaries of unpaid legal aid granted ex officio, therefore implementation
of the plan in this group of expenses during the financial year is independent of the activities of the financial services of
individual courts.

QO015-1 (General Comment): The data include budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common
Courts and part 37 Justice. Part 15 covers the expenses of common judiciary units, the remuneration of retired common court
judges and the payment of State Treasury compensation, while Part 37 includes expenses related to the functioning of the
Ministry of Justice, organizational units of the prison system, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School
of Judiciary and Public Prosecution, the College of Criminology and Penitentiary houses, juvenile detention centers and
shelters for minors, retirement and disability benefits for prison service officers and retired judges of common courts.

The data does not include other units of the judiciary: common organizational units of the prosecutor's office, administrative
judiciary, military judiciary, the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Tribunal and the National Council of the Judiciary.

The amount planned in the budget act for part 15 and part 37 was increased in the course of the financial year by funds from
the state budget specific reserves and the amended plan for the above-mentioned parts amounted to 3 165 730 000 €.
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QO015-1 (2019): The above data include budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common Courts and
part 37 Justice. Part 15 covers the expenses of common judiciary units, the remuneration of retired common court judges and
the payment of State Treasury compensation, while Part 37 includes expenses related to the functioning of the Ministry of
Justice, organizational units of the prison system, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary
and Public Prosecution, the College of Criminology and Penitentiary houses, juvenile detention centers and shelters for
minors, retirement and disability benefits for prison service officers and retired judges of common courts.

The data does not include other units of the judiciary: common organizational units of the prosecutor's office, administrative
judiciary, military judiciary, the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Tribunal and the National Council of the Judiciary.

The amount planned in the budget act for part 15 and part 37 was increased in the course of the financial year by funds from
the state budget specific reserves and the amended plan for the above-mentioned parts amounted to 3 165 730 000 €.

QO015-1 (2016): The above data include the budgetary sections of which responsible is the Minister of Justice (part 15 -
Common Courts and Part 37 - Justice). Section 15 covers expenditures of common courts, retired judges and the payment of
compensation paid from the National Treasury. Part of the expenses are related to the functioning of the Ministry of Justice,
prison units, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary and Public Prosecution, correctional
institutions and juvenile shelters and retirement and disability benefits for prison officials.

Q015-2 (2013): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education,
social security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

Q015-2 (2012): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education,
social security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

QO015-3 (2019): The budget of the judiciary consists of part 15 Ordinary courts and part 37 Justice, the individual budget
components of the above parts are presented below.

part 15 Ordinary courts

section 755 Administration of justice, chap. 75595 Other activities

- expenditure included in the above chapter of the budget classification relate to the payment of State Treasury compensation
part 37 - Justice

department 730 Higher education and science, chap. 73014 Teaching and research activities, subsidy and subsidy for the
College of Criminology and Penitentiary Studies

section 755 Administration of justice, chap. 75507 Scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, chap. 75514 National School of
Judiciary and Public Prosecution

- as part of the above chapters, expenditure related to the functioning of scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the
National School of Judiciary and Public Prosecution and the College of Criminology and Penitentiary Studies

Police services are not part of the budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common Courts and part
37 Justice of the Budget Act.

QO015-3 (2018): Expenditure on payments of compensations from National Budget.

Expenditure related to the functioning of research institutes of the Ministry of Justice and National School of Judiciary and
Public

Prosecution.

Q015-3 (2016): Expenditure on payments of compensations from national budget.

Expenditure related to the functioning of research institutes of the Ministry of Justice and National School of Judiciary and
Public Prosecution.

Portugal

Q009 (2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received
by the State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are
accounted separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by
the State.

Q012 (2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received
by the State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are
accounted separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by
the State.

Q012 (2018): In 2016, in fact, the amounts of budget allocated to legal aid considered in the approved budget were lower than
in 2018. However, in 2016 the execution ammount was very much in line with the approved budget and the amount
implemented in 2018.
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Q012 (2014): The decrease in the approved budget allocated to legal aid for 2014 is due to budget cutbacks justified by the
economic and financial situation. However, in the past years, the approved budget has been revised and increased on the
course of the year. In fact, legal aid expenses have not decreased, quite the opposite, if one refers to the implemented
budget._x000D_ The approved budget for 2014 was in deficit regarding the needs of the year.

Q012 (2013): The decrease in the budget of legal aid in 2013 is due to financial constraints faced by the Portuguese
government in the past years.

Q012-1 (2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received
by the State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are
accounted separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by
the State.

Q012-1 (2015): The public budget implemented regarding legal aid is different from the annual approved budget allocated to
legal aid because the annual approved budget was in deficit regarding the needs of the year, therefore it was necessary to
strengthen an endowment by the Ministry of Finance

Q012-1 (2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received
by the State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are
accounted separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by
the State.

Q012-1 (2015): The public budget implemented regarding legal aid is different from the annual approved budget allocated to
legal aid because the annual approved budget was in deficit regarding the needs of the year, therefore it was necessary to
strengthen an endowment by the Ministry of Finance

Q015-1 (General Comment): Before 2015, the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services",
while starting from 2015, the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some
police services”.

QO015-1 (2016): Q.15.1 - The approved budget has increased because the salary cuts that were made in 2012 have been
replaced.

QO015-2 (2018): all values are included

QO015-2 (2015): Before 2015 the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services". In 2015, the
Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police services”.

QO015-2 (2014): Since 2014, a reference to the Criminal Investigation Police is made within the specific category “some police
services” and not in the category “other” which was the case for the previous exercises. Accordingly, there were no changes
regarding the budgetary elements for 2014.

QO015-2 (2013): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

QO015-2 (2012): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

QO015-3 (2019): "other" is not applicable

Q015-3 (2018): "other" is not applicable

QO015-3 (2016): Before 2015, the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services", while starting from
2015, the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police services”.

Romania

Q009 (2014): Figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.

Q009 (2012): The figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.

Q012 (2019): The observed increase in the budget of legal aid between 2018 and 2019 stems from the fact that the amounts
of public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on the establishment of fees due
to lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least 2.40%.

Q012 (2016): Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’ justice. Thus, they do not have the character of
regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial
cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of persons the court accepts the application for
legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Q012-1 (2019): The amounts of public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on
the establishment of fees due to lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least
2.40%.
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Q012-1 (2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this
item is included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the
moment with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’
justice. Thus, they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal
assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of
persons the court accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Q012-1 (2019): The amounts of public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on
the establishment of fees due to lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least
2.40%.

QO012-1 (2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this
item is included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the
moment with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’
justice. Thus, they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal
assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of
persons the court accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

QO015-1 (2014): In 2014, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court decisions
were even higher than in 2013. Namely, they covered both the installment for the year 2014 (25% of the total amounts
stipulated in the writs of execution) and the installment for the year 2015 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in the writs of
execution). On the contrary, in 2013, these amounts covered only the installment for the year 2013 (10% of the total amounts
stipulated in the writs of execution). _x000D_

Besides, due to the increasing number of occupied posts in 2014 compared to 2013, funds allocated for the payment of
employer contributions due, allowances delegation/secondment allowances for transport, rent, medicines, regular medical
checks etc. increased. _x000D_

Finally, the entry into force in February 2014 of the new Code of Criminal Procedure has generated additional costs for
translation and interpretation services.

QO015-1 (2013): The increase of the budget allocated to the whole justice system between 2010 and 2013 had a double
justification. On the one hand, in 2013, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court
decisions were higher than in previous years. On the other hand, in 2010 the budgetary staff salaries were reduced by 25%,
starting with 2011 they increased by 15% and in 2012 they successively increased by 8% and 7.4%.

QO015-2 (2015): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register, the National Authority for
Citizenship

QO015-2 (2014): For the last three exercises (2012, 2013 and 2014), the category “other” encompasses other institutions
coordinated by the Ministry of Justice, namely the National Trade Register and the National Authority for Citizenship.

Q015-3 (2019): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

QO015-3 (2018): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

QO015-3 (2016): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

Slovakia

Q009 (General Comment): The court fees are collected through the external system administrator "The Slovak Post" who
transfers the collected fees directly to the state budget.

Q009 (2018): The annual income of the court fees is not available. The court fees are collected through the external system
administrator "The Slovak Post" who transfers the collected fees directly to the state budget.

Q009 (2015): The annual income of the court fees is not available. As of the year 2015 all court fees are collected through the
external partner 'Slovak post company' who transfer the fees directly to the state budget.

Q012 (General Comment): The sum stated in the table represents exclusively the approved budget/part of the budget of the
Legal Aid Centre which is the institution granting legal aid to persons in material need in all types of legal disputes except for
criminal cases. As regards the criminal cases, the costs for legal aid represents the fees for counsels appointed by the court
"ex officio" to defendants in case of compulsory defense. These costs are not predetermined in the budget of courts and they
are paid continuously from the budget allocated to the functioning of the courts and therefore cannot be separated. The sum
stated in approved public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the explanatory note (Question 12.).

Q012 (2019): The provided sum represents solely the budget/part of the budget of the Legal Aid Center, state organization
providing legal aid in civil cases. In comparison with the previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to
the explanatory note “Administrative costs resulting from such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should
be excluded”, therefore there is decrees in the declared approved budget.
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Q012 (2018): The provided sum represents solely the budget of the Legal Aid Center. Its budget has increased significantly
compared to previous years mainly in connection with the amendment to Act on Bankruptcy and Restructuring as of 1 March
2017 which introduced the new model of debt relief of natural persons (personal bankruptcy). The new role of the Legal Aid
Center was connected with this amendment. If the applicant (the debtor) seeking for personal bankruptcy meets the legal
requirements for granting legal aid, the Center pays the remuneration to the bankruptcy administrator in the total amount of €
500.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The sum stated in implemented public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the
explanatory note (Question 12.).The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of
Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal
bankruptcy).

Q012-1 (2019): The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of Act no. 7/2005
Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal bankruptcy). In comparison
with the previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to the explanatory note “Administrative costs
resulting from such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should be excluded”, therefore there is decrees in
the declared implemented budget.

QO012-1 (2018): The increase in implemented budget of the Legal Aid Center is related to the implementation of amendment of
Act No. 7/2005 Coll. on bankruptcy and restructuring (personal bankruptcy), wage and salary indexation and the related
increase in insurance levies, and the implementation of the National Project Strengthening and Completion of Legal
Assistance and Prevention of Escalation of Legal Problems.

QO012-1 (General Comment): The sum stated in implemented public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the
explanatory note (Question 12.).The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of
Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal
bankruptcy).

QO012-1 (2019): The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of Act no. 7/2005
Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal bankruptcy). In comparison
with the previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to the explanatory note “Administrative costs
resulting from such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should be excluded”, therefore there is decrees in
the declared implemented budget.

QO012-1 (2018): The increase in implemented budget of the Legal Aid Center is related to the implementation of amendment of
Act No. 7/2005 Coll. on bankruptcy and restructuring (personal bankruptcy), wage and salary indexation and the related
increase in insurance levies, and the implementation of the National Project Strengthening and Completion of Legal
Assistance and Prevention of Escalation of Legal Problems.

QO015-1 (General Comment): The global budgetary sum allocated to whole justice system consists of the approved and
implemented budgets of four bodies with own

individual budget: Ministry of Justice, Supreme Court, General Prosecutors Office and Judicial Council. The budget of the
Ministry of

Justice is composed of two parts— the budget of the prison service and the budget assigned both to courts (except the
Supreme Court) and

to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court comprises the budget for its own functioning. Judicial Council of the
Slovak

republic administers its own budgetary chapter in the state budget.

QO015-1 (2019): A substantial part of the expenditures are covered from the state budget.

QO015-1 (2018): The global budgetary sum allocated to whole justice system consists of the approved and implemented
budgets of four bodies with own individual budget: Ministry of Justice, Supreme Court, General Prosecutors Office and Judicial
Council. The budget of the Ministry of Justice is composed of two parts— the budget of the prison service and the budget
assigned both to courts (except the Supreme Court) and to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court comprises the
budget for its own functioning. Judicial Council of the Slovak republic administers its own budgetary chapter in the state
budget.

QO015-2 (2018): Included: Courts, Legal Aid, Public prosecution services

QO015-2 (2015): The stated sum for the approved budget allocated to whole justice system consists of the overall budget of the
Ministry of justice (310 602 195 €) and the budget of the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic (8 662 521 €).

The implemented budget of the Ministry of justice increased to 400 609 479 € and the implemented budget of the Supreme
court increased to 8 700 158 €.

QO015-2 (2014): For 2014, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 315 788 884 euros and the approved budget of
the Supreme Court was 5 979 697 euros.

QO015-2 (2013): For 2013, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 311 166 599 euros and the approved budget of
the Supreme Court was 8 788 394 euros.

QO015-2 (2012): In 2012, the increase of the total budget allocated to the whole justice system is due mainly to the increased
budget of the prison service.
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Q015-3 (2019): In the category “other” is stated the budget of the Judicial Academy, which is the educational and training
institution for judges, prosecutors and court staff is subsumed.
The used methodology for 2019 data is the same as in the previous cycles.

Q015-3 (2018): In the category “other” the budget of the Judicial Academy which is the educational and training institution for
judges, prosecutors and court staff is subsumed.
QO015-3 (2016): In the category "other" the budget of the Judicial Academy is subsumed.

Slovenia

Q012 (General Comment): The law prescribes that legal aid shall mean the right of the eligible person to the entire or partial
provision of funds necessary to cover the costs of legal assistance and the right to exemption of payment of the costs of the
judicial proceeding (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 1).

Further on the law defines that legal aid may be approved for legal advice, legal representation and other legal services laid
down in this Act, for all forms of judicial protection before all courts of general jurisdiction and specialised courts based in the
Republic of Slovenia, before the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia, and before all authorities, institutions or
persons in the Republic of Slovenia authorised for out-of-court settlement, as well as in the form of exemption from payment of
the costs of the judicial proceeding (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 7).

On the other hand the approved legal aid shall not cover the costs of the proceeding and actual expenditure of and
remuneration for the person authorised by the opposing party (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 9).

The law specifically lists the costs that can be covered by the approved legal aid (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 26): - for legal
advice;

- for the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- for legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- for legal advice and representation before courts in the first and second instances;

- for legal advice and representation involving extraordinary appeals;

- for legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- for legal advice and representation before international courts;

- for legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality;

- in the form of exemption from payment of the costs of the judicial or extrajudicial proceeding.

Legal aid may also be granted in the form of an exemption from payment of the costs of proceedings before courts, particularly
in the form of an exemption from payment of:

1. Costs of experts, witnesses, interpreters, servicing orders and translations, costs of external operations of the court or other
authority in the Republic of Slovenia, and other justified costs;

2. Security deposits for the costs or of the costs, of the implementation of the proceeding (advance payments);

3. Costs of public documents and receipts required for the proceeding before a court;

4. Other costs of the proceeding.”

In the adoption of the budget, no separation between the amounts that will be allocated for legal aid in criminal or other cases
or cases brought to court (or not) is made.

Q012 (2019): The reason for the increase in approved budget in 2019 is due to raise in the attorney tariff in april 2019 (which
resulted in higher costs of legal services to be covered by legal aid).

Q012 (2014): The further decrement in the budget for legal aid in 2014 can be attributed to the amendment of insolvency
legislation in 2013, which abolished the right for legal persons to apply for legal aid for financing advances of the costs of
bankruptcy proceedings (legal persons are now exempt from paying the advance in bankruptcy proceedings in all cases,
without having to apply for legal aid).

QO012-1 (General Comment): The data on budget, spent on criminal and other than criminal cases is available at the level of
the case management system, however the sum will differ from final budgetary data reported above due to accounting rules.
Detailed budgetary data on cases brought to court or not is currently not available, due to the data structure of the case
management system. In single “legal aid” cases, the request can be granted for multiple forms (costs) of legal aid (general
comment to Q12), some of them fitting in the category “cases, brought to court” while others not (i.e. in one case, legal aid can
be granted for verification of documents and representation before courts), however the amount spent for legal aid is currently
not recorded by form of legal aid, therefore the sums for cases brought to court or not cannot be calculated.

Q012-1 (2018): The difference between adopted and implemented budget is due to hiring additional court staff to reduce the
backlogs in this area (legal aid).
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QO012-1 (2015): According to art. 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act, legal aid may (in addition to expenses, related to cases, brought
to court) also be granted for:

- legal advice;

- the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- legal advice and representation before international courts;

- legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality and

- in form of exemption from payment of the costs of the extrajudicial proceedings.

No distinction is possible for the budget allocated to legal aid for:
- cases brought to court and cases not brought to court or
- civil or criminal matters.

Q012-1 (General Comment): The data on budget, spent on criminal and other than criminal cases is available at the level of
the case management system, however the sum will differ from final budgetary data reported above due to accounting rules.
Detailed budgetary data on cases brought to court or not is currently not available, due to the data structure of the case
management system. In single “legal aid” cases, the request can be granted for multiple forms (costs) of legal aid (general
comment to Q12), some of them fitting in the category “cases, brought to court” while others not (i.e. in one case, legal aid can
be granted for verification of documents and representation before courts), however the amount spent for legal aid is currently
not recorded by form of legal aid, therefore the sums for cases brought to court or not cannot be calculated.

QO012-1 (2018): The difference between adopted and implemented budget is due to hiring additional court staff to reduce the
backlogs in this area (legal aid).

QO012-1 (2015): According to art. 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act, legal aid may (in addition to expenses, related to cases, brought
to court) also be granted for:

- legal advice;

- the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- legal advice and representation before international courts;

- legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality and

- in form of exemption from payment of the costs of the extrajudicial proceedings.

No distinction is possible for the budget allocated to legal aid for:
- cases brought to court and cases not brought to court or
- civil or criminal matters.

Q015-1 (2019): The most significant increase in budget can be observed at legal aid, probation services, the State Advocacy
and other (the Public Prosecution Council). For legal aid, please see Q12. At the Probation Administration, the increase is due
to new hiring (the Probation administration was formed in 2018 and siginificantly increased the number of staff in 2019). At the
State Advocacy, the increase is due to additional hiring, a change regarding the salary system and a 100% increase in paid
reimbursments on behalf of the state. At the Public Prosecutorial Council, the increase is due to spending for new equipement
(relocating) and planned new hiring.

Q015-2 (2019): The approved budget for courts for 2019 from EU funds at courts was 2.127.000 EUR and implemented
budget was 608.772 EUR.

Courts also spent 325.918 EUR of EU funds for ADR from the Ministry of Justice budget in 2019.

Q015-2 (2018): /

QO015-2 (2015): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice (approved budget 152.436.526 EUR /
implemented budget 155.940.974 EUR),

- Legal aid: amount at Q12 (3.043.999 EUR / 3.184.217 EUR),

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13 (18.276.528 EUR / 18.134.349 EUR),

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (36.758.054 EUR / 36.048.907 EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (343.776 EUR / 343.266 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia (3.955.730 EUR / 3.955.730 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (7.119.832 EUR / 6.981.242 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (54.713.839 EUR /
52.990.192 EUR) - the budget includes the EU funds (for EU funds, spent on courts on computerisation and ADR see
comment to Q6) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (116.148 EUR / 115.811 EUR).
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QO015-3 (2019): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: approved 177.095.689 EUR / implemented 177.340.872 - Legal aid: 3.491.590 EUR / 4.116.757
- Public prosecution services: 22.418.592 EUR / 22.345.112 EUR

- Prison system: 48.593.535 EUR / 47.578.925 EUR,

- Probation services: 1.765.534 EUR / 1.629.901 EUR,

- Council of the judiciary: 571.869 EUR / 554.803 EUR,

- Constitutional court: 4.524.995 EUR / 4.319.645 EUR,

- State advocacy: 10.068.143 EUR / 10.029.050 EUR,

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: 27.334.371 EUR/ 24.991.381 EUR
and

- Other (the Public Prosecution Council) 165.264 EUR / 163.025 EUR.

QO015-3 (2018): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice - Legal aid: amount at Q12
- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13

- Prison system: approved 41.331.001 EUR / implemented 40.034.390 EUR,

- Probation services: 938.193 EUR / 830.729 EUR,

- Council of the judiciary: 501.655 EUR / 506.649 EUR,

- Constitutional court: 4.496.390 EUR / 4.429.551 EUR,

- State advocacy: 7.606.421 EUR / 7.431.948 EUR,

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: 27.649.968 EUR/ 21.803.961 EUR

and

- Other (the Public Prosecution Council) 132.321 EUR / 130.932 EUR.

In 2018, the newly established Probation Administration of the Republic of Slovenia began to function.

QO015-3 (2016): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice - Legal aid: amount at Q12

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (approved 36.441.312 EUR / implemented 35.027.181
EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (371.793 EUR/ 369.456 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia (4.071.218 EUR / 3.912.332 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (12.418.832 EUR/ 12.292.591 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (17.731.134
EUR/15.923.488 EUR) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (101.677 EUR/97.882 EUR).

Spain

Q009 (2019): In 2019, there was a significant increase in some of the procedures subject to court fees, in order for payments
proceedings and, mainly, in European order for payment proceeding.

Q009 (2018): The Royal Decree 1/2015, 27 February amending the Law 10/2012 and requiring the payment of court fees to
start court proceedings only from companies and not natural persons, on the one hand; the Judgments of the Constitutional
Court that declared the nullity of certain components of the final amount, on the other hand. Both reasons can explain the
decrease.

Q009 (2016): The Royal Decree 1/2015 exempted natural persons from paying fees. Besides, the judgment of the
Constitutional Court 140/2016 suppressed the fees in appeals and in the filing of administrative cases. All of this has resulted
in a reduction in tax collection.

Q012 (2014): In contrast with the 2014 data, the 2012 data did not include the budget allocated by the autonomous
communities to legal aid. The total budget for legal aid in 2012, including the budget of the autonomous communities, is
253.034.641 euros.

Q015-1 (2018): National Comision for Judicial Statistics centralizes and provides data.

QO015-2 (General Comment): Regarding the probation services, depending on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or
Enforcement), the Court competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or
other specialized Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the compliance by the person sentenced of the
legal conditions is followed by the 'Subdirectorate General for Open Environment and Alternative Penalties and Measures'
(within the Ministry of Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for the judicial system includes only the part for
Courts and civil servants that serve in Courts. NOT the control carried out by bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. Since 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system Budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

QO015-2 (2018): Budgetary data centralized by National Comision for Judicial Statistics.
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QO015-2 (2015): The budget approved for the National Agency of the Personal Data Protection and for the Public Registers for
the Justice Administration are also included.

In 2014 and 2015, the protection of juveniles was included only partly in the whole justice system budget.

Q015-2 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, the category “other” encompasses compensation to peace judges,
compensation to psychologists, transferences to autonomous regions and also the budget approved for the National Agency of
the Personal Data Protection. _x000D_

For 2014, the budget allocated to the prison system has been included in the figure provided, even though it is of the
competence of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and not of the competence of the Ministry of Justice. Furthermore, we have
included the budget allocated by Catalufia since this region holds competences over the prison system (by the way, in this
case the Justice Department holds the competences over the prison system).

Q015-2 (2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, the category “other” includes the following components: compensation to
peace judges (2 107 761€); compensation to psychologists (560 610€); transferences to autonomous regions (3 527 352,
85€).

QO015-3 (2019): "Other": budgets of the National Agency of the Personal Data Protection and the Public Registers for the
Justice Administration

QO015-3 (2018): Regarding the probation services, it does not exist a unit or department called 'probation services'. Depending
on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or Enforcement), the Court competent to order the suspension of the prison
penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or other specialized Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control
of the compliance by the person sentenced of the legal conditions is followed by the Police, and by the 'Penalty and Alternative
Measures Management Services' (both of them within the Ministry of Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for
the judicial system includes only the part for Courts and civil servants that serve in Courts. Not the control carried out by
bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. Since 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

QO015-3 (2016): Regarding the probation services, depending on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or Enforcement), the
Court competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or other specialized
Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the compliance by the person sentenced of the legal conditions is
followed by the Police, and by the 'Penalty and Alternative Measures Management Services' (both of them within the Ministry
of Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for the judicial system includes only the part for Courts and civil
servants that serve in Courts. Not the control carried out by bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. In 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 64 / 846



Indicator 1: The budget and
resources of courts and the
justice system

Comments provided by the national correspondents
organised by question no.

Question 009. Annual income of court fees received by the State (in €):
Question 012. Annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.
Question 012-1. Annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.
Question 012-1. Annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid, in €.

Question 015-1. Annual (approved and implemented) public budget allocated to the whole justice system, in € (this global
budget includes the judicial system budget - see 15-2 and other elements of the justice system - see 15-3)
Question 015-2. Elements of the judicial system budget

Question 015-3. Other budgetary elements

Question 009

Austria
(2019): Like in the last years the figure above contains the income of court fees of all ordinary courts (civil and criminal law).
Furthermore, the Federal Administrative Court (Bundesverwaltungsgericht) received 1.218.030,08 EUR of court fees in 2019.
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(2016): As far as civil cases are concerned, according to § 64 of the Austrian Civil Procedure Order (Zivilprozessordnung,
ZPO) legal aid may cover a provisional exemption from court fees, fees for witnesses, experts, interpreters and guardians,
costs of the necessary announcements and the cash expenditure of guardians or lawyers, representation by a court official or
— if necessary — a lawyer.

In criminal cases:

According to sec 391 par 1 CCP the enforcement of the court’s decision on costs has to take into account the ability of the
convicted person to bear the costs for the daily life for him/herself and the family as well as the obligation of compensation in
regard of the offence. The court may, if the costs cannot be enforced because of an impecunious defendant, declare the costs
unrecoverable. If the court assumes that in the future the costs will be recoverable but for the time being they are not, the
economic capacity of the person concerned has to be re-examined after a certain period. The statute for limitation to recover
the costs is five years after the final decision in the proceeding. If the court decides that the convicted person has to bear the
costs of the proceeding and further on he or she is not able to pay the costs the authorities, responsible to recover costs, may
prolong the payment deadline, allow to pay instalments, or to abate the costs.

In principle every person who retains a defence lawyer or another representative has to bear the costs him or herself even if
the lawyer was appointed ex officio (sec 393 par 1 of CCP). According to sec 61 para 2 CCP the court has to decide on total or
partial legal aid on the request of the defendant if the defendant cannot bear the total costs for the defence lawyer without
impairment of his/her own or his/her family’s maintenance which enables him/her to a simple lifestyle and if it is necessary in
the interest of justice in particular in the interest of an adequate defence. In any case legal aid has to be granted during the
whole procedure if and as long as the defendant is held in pre trail detention;
during the entire procedure on the confinement in an institution for mentally abnormal offenders;

«during the trail on the confinement in an institution for addicted offenders in need of curing and on the confinement in an
institution for dangerous subsequent offender;

«during the trail in front of a jury or of a court of lay assessors;

«during the trail in front of a single judge if the sentence which may be imposed is more than three years of deprivation of
liberty;

«during the appeal procedure against a verdict of a court of jury or a court of lay assessors, in case the European Court for
Human Rights has determined a violation of the European Convention on Human Rights or an additional Protocol to it for
conducting the request for the reopening of the procedure and for the trail in public;

«ifithe defendant is blind, deaf, mute or otherwise handicapped or is not able to conduct the defense by him/herself because
he/she can do not understand the language at court,

«for the appeal procedure,

«if the factual and legal position is difficult.

Where in any case the defendant needs a defense lawyer, the court has to decide on legal aid ex officio even if the defendant
does not request for it but further requirements to provide legal aid are given.
With regard to the decision on legal aid the court has to examine the defendant’s economic capacity to bear the costs for a

defense lawyer. The economic capacity is determined by the maintenance which enables the defendant and his/her family to a
simple lifestyle, and can be identified at the bases of the minimum living wage which may not be garnished given by sec 5 of

Belgium
(2019): Following the law of 14th October 2018, which reformed scheduling fees, the payment of scheduling fees is moved to

the end of the procedure and must be paid by the losing party, instead of at the start of the procedure by the requisite part.
This explains the sharp drop in 2019.

(2018): The decrease of this amount for the 2018 cycle is due to the entry into force of a new tax law.
(2016): Legislative amendment on the registry roles.

Croatia

(2019): Data on the annual income of court fees received by the State have not been avaliable in last years.

(2016): Taking into account that the existing legal regulation did not change in a way that would have the effect of reducing
the revenue of the state budget on the basis of court taxes, the reason for the continued decrease (from 2012) of the revenues
from court taxes could be a decrease in the inflow of court cases and the impossibility of collecting court taxes from taxable
payers.

Denmark
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(2015): The decrease between 2010 and 2015 in the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is due to the
fact that from mid-2013 there were no longer taxes in connection with access to the land register.

(2014): In 2013, the revenue from advertisements and queries in the land registration system was reorganized. It is now free
to make advertisements in the digital land registration system, while other revenues related to land registration are collected
directly by the Treasury. Fees from land register amounted to approximately 32% of the total revenue in 2012. Revenue from
court fees makes up the rest corresponding to approximately 65,000,000 € in 2012. From 2012 to 2014 the revenues from
court fees dropped to 57,000,000 €.

Estonia

(2016): The biggest income of court taxes is due to big tax cases where it depends on the case and weather the case is won
or not. Those big tax cases can be more than 20 % of all the fees collected.

(2014): The variations over the years 2010, 2012 and 2014 are probably due to the fact that in 2012 only the income of court
fees was submitted, excluding the registries. For 2014, the annual income of court fees without the registries was 4 227 968
euros.

(2012): The decrease in the income of court taxes can be explained by the fact that in 2012 State fees regarding court
procedures have been reduced significantly (from 1-2% to almost 500%).

Finland

(General Comment): The annual income of court fees received by the State varies depending on the amount of cases
handled by courts each year. Moreover and as already explained under Q8, the level of the court fee varies depending on the
nature of the matter and the instance in which the case is handled.

France

(2018): This amount corresponds to the Fonds d'indemnisation des avoués (FIDA), which was not considered as a tax
collected by the State in previous years

Germany

(2016): Discrepancy with previous cycle is not explained. Data without the Laender Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and Schleswig-
Holstein.

Bremen:No information

North Rhine-Westphalia:lt is not possible to provide separate statistics on court fees alone. This is because income from court
fees in criminal/regulatory proceedings is captured as part of a consolidated estimation and accounting system, which also
includes income from criminal/regulatory fines as well as monetary payments by accused persons in return for the provisional
non-preferment of public charges in the case of misdemeanours.

Lower Saxony:No information can be provided since court fees are accounted for as one item together with criminal and
regulatory fines (11210).

Thuringia: These are legal fees, including repayments of legal aid (installment payments).

(2015):
Some of the Lander were unable to provide data in this regard. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is
not comparable with the 2013 data.

Greece

(2018): For the year 2018, we had an increase in our court fees revenues due to the increase of the number of applications,
lawsuits and other court material.

(2016): There is no specific reason explaining the decrease for the period 2014-2016.
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(2012): The increase between 2012 and 2014 in the annual income of court taxes or fees received by the State is mostly due
to an increase in revenues from judicial stamp fees. Even though the amounts of the fees were increased in the beginning of
the year 2011 (some of them doubled or tripled), the increase of the revenues was at its peak in 2013. In 2012, the revenues
for these particular fees were estimated at 30.000.000 euros, whereas 41.000.000 euros were actually collected. In 2013, a
total of about 81.000.000 euros was collected from these fees, and as a consequence the estimation for 2014 was 81.650.000
euros.

Hungary

(2015): The decrease between 2010-2015 in the approved budget allocated to legal aid is the result of a 2012 law amendment
which led to the fact the fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

(2012): The reason for the decrease in the figures between 2010 and 2012 is the amendment to the law in 2012. Accordingly,
fines are no longer part of the budget of the courts.

Ireland
(2018): updated info

Latvia

(2018): Chancellery fee to the judicial authority, state fee in civil and administrative cases, fee for the submission of
enforcement documents for enforcement, fines imposed by judicial authorities.

Lithuania
(2018): Discrepancy with the numeric data of previous cycle may occur because the overall number of cases has decreased.

(2016): The increase of annual income of court taxes or fees received by the state might be because of the increased number
of litigious cases and the sums of disputes.

Luxembourg
(2016): In Luxembourg, it is not necessary to pay a court taxe or fee to open a case in court.

Netherlands

(2018): It seems that the amounts reported in 2016 and 2017 included some other revenues as well. The amount reported for
2018 is court fees only.

Poland

(General Comment): Common courts - court fees paid to the State Treasury in court proceedings and fees for enforcement
activities and fees

Portugal

(2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received by the
State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are accounted
separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by the State.
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Romania

(2014): Figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.

(2012): The figures provided for 2012 and 2014 refer to the amounts resulting from judicial stamp duties which constitute
revenues to the State budget and also the local budget.

Slovakia

(General Comment): The court fees are collected through the external system administrator "The Slovak Post" who transfers
the collected fees directly to the state budget.

(2018): The annual income of the court fees is not available. The court fees are collected through the external system
administrator "The Slovak Post" who transfers the collected fees directly to the state budget.

(2015): The annual income of the court fees is not available. As of the year 2015 all court fees are collected through the
external partner 'Slovak post company' who transfer the fees directly to the state budget.

Spain
(2019): In 2019, there was a significant increase in some of the procedures subject to court fees, in order for payments
proceedings and, mainly, in European order for payment proceeding.

(2018): The Royal Decree 1/2015, 27 February amending the Law 10/2012 and requiring the payment of court fees to start
court proceedings only from companies and not natural persons, on the one hand; the Judgments of the Constitutional Court
that declared the nullity of certain components of the final amount, on the other hand. Both reasons can explain the decrease.

(2016): The Royal Decree 1/2015 exempted natural persons from paying fees. Besides, the judgment of the Constitutional
Court 140/2016 suppressed the fees in appeals and in the filing of administrative cases. All of this has resulted in a reduction
in tax collection.

Question 012

Austria

(General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties 'pro bono'. It
does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the
budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.
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(2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

Belgium
(2019): Following the resignation of the government in December 2018 and the general elections in 2019, the 2019 budget
was not officially approved. This is a provisional budget.

(2012): The increase in the approved budget allocated to legal aid between 2008 and 2010 can be explained by an increase
in costs and expenses.

Bulgaria

(General Comment): The annual budget for legal aid in the Republic of Bulgaria is not granted by type of cases and type of
legal aid. Legal aid can be provided for all types of civil cases including non-litigious cases. The budget is common to all types
of legal aid — consultation (pre-litigation advice for which the Law on legal aid strictly defines the categories of persons
amenable to be granted with) with the purpose to achieve a settlement before initiation of court proceedings or filing a case,
preparation of documents for filing a case, litigation, and litigation in event of detainment by the bodies of the Ministry of
Interior and the Customs Act. By contrast, the annual budget for legal aid does not include means of alternative dispute
resolution (ADR). The annual budget for legal aid is common to all types of criminal, civil and administrative cases. It includes
remuneration of the attorneys providing legal aid, remuneration of the Bar Councils for the work carried out by the
administration of legal aid, funds for necessary expenses to visit the places of detention or retention and protection in another
village. The National Legal Aid Bureau is an independent State authority, a legal entity and a second grade disposer of budget
credits to the Minister of Justice. Its competence consists in preparing a draft budget of legal aid and disposing the funds in the
budget of legal aid. The Ministry of Justice supervises the planning and reporting of funds in respect of the budget of legal aid.
The annual budget of legal aid is part of the budget of the Ministry of Justice — Chapter 'Policy of Justice'.

(2014): The implemented budget of legal aid exceeds the approved one because of a large number of cases of serious crimes
and a large number of civil cases with high material interest justifying higher legal fees.

(2012): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid between 2010 and 2012 was due to the increase of the number of
disadvantaged citizens.

Croatia

(2019): Approved budget for other than criminal cases brought to courts decreased. Each year, the budget for secondary legal
aid, i.e. for legal aid which includes representation of the parties before the court, is planned in accordance with last year's
budget implementation related to this item. Therefore, in 2019, the budget for this item had been planned in a smaller amount
than it was in 2018. Namely, payments for provided secondary legal aid depend on the number of submitted and approved
requests for secondary legal aid and are paid after the completion of the procedure in which secondary legal aid was provided.
Budget for other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Funds for primary legal aid are allocated each year to
authorized associations and law faculties on the basis of a tender, within the funds provided for that purpose in the state
budget. This is project financing and funds are allocated on the basis of an approved project. Upon completion of the approved
project, primary legal aid providers submit annual (descriptive and financial) reports on project implementation. Taking into
account the comments of stakeholders in the primary legal aid system, the Ministry of Justice seeks to increase allocations for
primary legal aid, depending on the constraints and possibilities of the state budget.
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(2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

(2016): The annual approved public budget allocated in other than criminal cases to primary legal aid (for non-litigious cases
or cases not brought to court) in 2016 was significantly reduced, which results in great differences in total amount approved in
other than criminal cases to legal aid in 2014/2015 and 2016.

(2014): For 2014, the amount of legal aid approved and also allocated for cases brought before courts (primary legal aid) was
1.450.000,00 kuna, while legal aid for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court (secondary legal aid) was 2.570.000,00
kuna. The figures provided in the table are calculated according to the currency for 31st December 2014 (1 €=7,6577 kuna).

(2013): In 2013, the budget for legal aid was increased as a response to the observed trend of increased number of requests
for granting legal aid. Besides, 253 750 euro represent the funds allocated to legal aid in the budget of Croatia intended for
free legal aid under the Free Legal Aid Act (civil and administrative proceedings). There also exist funds paid as per submitted
requests for granting legal aid - 236 000 euro.

(2012): In 2012, due to the decreased budget planned for the Ministry of Justice because of the economic situation, the
amount allocated to legal aid is lower than in 2010.

Cyprus

(General Comment): The amount of legal aid is included in the amount for cost of criminal prosecutions, civil procedure and
procedures in Family courts

(2013): In 2013, there were less applications for legal aid. Besides, the budget allocated to legal aid decreased on account of
the austerity measures.

Czech Republic

(General Comment): It is noteworthy that before 2014, the implemented budget was provided instead of the approved one.
The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approved budget is not divided to this level.

(2016): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approved budget is not divided to this level.

(2014): Data on the approved budget allocated to legal aid is not available because the approved budget is not divided to this
level.

Denmark

(2019): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

(2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

(2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

(2014): The budget foreseen for legal aid in 2012 and 2013 proved to be far less than the actual costs these years.
Accordingly, the 2014 approved budget was increased considerably. Thus, there is not a significant increase in expenditure
rather that budget is adapted to the actual consumption.
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(2013): The 2012 approved budget allocated to legal aid was well below the actual result for that year. Accordingly, the 2013
budget has been increased.

Estonia

(2013): For 2013, according to the implemented budget, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 980 235 euros from the total (3
835 000). From this total, 2 226 315 euros were allocated to legal aid for criminal cases and 718 922 euros to legal aid for civil
and administrative cases, the rest was allocated to legal aid for misdemeanor, enforcement procedure, administrative
procedure and review procedure cases and legal consultation.

(2012): For 2012, the sums paid to lawyers represent 2 857 850 euros from the total (3 835 000). In this respect, the
difference with the amount provided for 2010 is not such important (2 307 334 euros). On the contrary, the IT costs included in
the budget of legal aid for both of the exercises are especially high in 2012 due to the implementation of a new IT system.

Finland
(General Comment): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts.

(2019): The allocated budget in 2019 was 90 200 000 €. A part of the legal aid expenses comes from cases which are not
heard in courts, and the budget does not separate legal aid expenditures in terms of court cases and non-court cases.
Furthermore, there are no separate allocations for criminal and non-criminal cases. The total amount includes the expenses of
the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23.7 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers (net EUR 66.5 million).

(2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 24.500.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 69.200.000).

(2016): The legal aid expenses have increased. This is due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. Also the number of
refugees getting legal aid has increased.

(2014): Legal aid expenses have been increasing. In 2014 this was due to the 4 % increase made in the legal fees. In 2015
this is due to the increase in the number of refugees to whom legal aid was granted.

France

(General Comment): In France, the law pertaining to legal aid has several components: legal aid granted to litigants before
courts as well as for out of court proceedings (transactions, participatory procedures in civil matters that are not brought to
court); legal aid granted for consultation out of any proceedings; legal aid covering legal representation by a lawyer granted to
individuals detained in custody, individuals detained in the frame of disciplinary proceedings, or in matters of mediation and
plea bargaining procedures; legal aid granted for legal consultation (Legal Advice Centres and legal access points created by
Departmental Councils for Access to the Law offer court users free legal consultations by lawyers, notaries and bailiffs).

(2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and the
REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (423,716,957 Euro +
83,0006 Euro REBAJ = 506,716,963 Euro).
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(2016): As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected the
legal aid budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence of
the scale of remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul of
the system of financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of
legal aid in order to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main
facets of the reform are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move
towards better governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.

(2015): Thus the implemented budget for legal aid allocated to criminal cases increased significantly between 2014 and 2015
(by 141%).

The 90% decrease between 2014 and 2015 regarding the annual implemented public budget relating to legal aid for non-
litigious cases or cases not brought to court results from the different presentation. The related legal aid costs, including those
attributed to custody, have been included in the annual implemented public budget allocated to legal aid for cases brought to
courts.

This also explains the decrease in other than criminal cases (by 53%). In the basis of calculation have been included the
expenses relating to criminal field, the costs for custody (garde a vue), mediation and penal composition, assistance to
prisoners, protocols art. 91 and the custodial agreements. The portion of other than criminal expenses is reduced by the same
amount.

(2012): The methodology of presentation of data is different for 2010 and 2012. For 2012, legal aid for non-litigious
proceedings amounts to 49,732,000 euros. Therefore, for all criminal cases (brought to court and out of court) 49,732,000
euros should be added to the 88,730,000 euros, bringing the figure to 138,462,000 euros. The increase stems from increased
cuctody costs as a result of the 2011 reform.

Germany

(General Comment): It is noteworthy that all data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal State
structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the fact that
for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity, the information
remains most of the time incomplete.

The figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.

(2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to
provide data regarding question 12. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the
2013 data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a
number of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not
possible to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

(2014): For 2014, Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia did not reply. In as much as the other Federal Lander have provided
data, these were added to the aggregate amount. In contrast with the previous cycles, figures indicated by individual Lander
only in respect of the total are encompassed in the total (in 2012 the sum of € 304,584,278 was not included in the total and in
2013 - € 316,707,568). Since a number of Lander have provided only the aggregate amount, the reply in respect of the sub-
categories is NA.

(2013): For 2013, only figures concerning Lander which provided complete data for the total and the sub-categories were

represented in the total (Berlin, Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, North Rhine/Westphalia, Rhineland-Palatinate, Saxony-
Anhalt, and Thuringia). As to individual Lander that communicated only totals (Baden-Wirttemberg, Bavaria, Brandenburg,
Bremen, Hesse, Lower Saxony, Saxony, and Schleswig-Holstein), these amounts were not taken into account (a sum of €

316,707,568).
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(2012): In 2012, 3 Lander did not provide any information. Only figures concerning Lander which provided complete data for
the total and the sub-categories were represented in the total. As to individual Lander that communicated only totals, these
amounts were not taken into account (a sum of € 304,584,278). According to the Legal Advice and Assistance Act, the so-
called legal advice and assistance is a social benefit provided by the State to persons seeking justice who cannot afford the
assistance of or representation by a lawyer. Legal advice and assistance is granted for asserting one’s rights outside of court
proceedings as well as for obligatory conciliation proceedings.

Greece

(2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

(2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

(2016): A reassessment of the annual budgetary needs in legal aid was made by the Courts Building Fund. The annual cost is
not a stable amount and depends on the number of cases where the legal aid is used.

(2014): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid in 2014 stems to some extent from time limitations. On 31 December
2014, there were unpaid expenses. Generally, legal aid is entirely paid from the budget of the Courts Building Fund, a legal
entity of public law, which draws its budget according to its expected annual revenues and its expected annual needs.

(2012): The increase in the budget allocated to legal aid in 2012 is due to accumulated debts from previous years.

Hungary

(2013): The annual public budget allocated to legal aid decreased between 2012 and 2013 as a consequence of the
strengthening of the legal aid service.

Ireland

(General Comment): The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state
funding received by the Legal Aid Board in one year. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total
expenditure of the Legal Aid Board. Please note that:

(1) The Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.

(2019): The budget for Criminal Legal Aid increased due to the outrun in the previous year (Where a supplementary €15
million was required)

Italy

(General Comment): In Italy there is not a specific budget allocated to legal aid. Legal aid is part of the general budget
allocated to justice expenses.

More generally, due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the Ministry of Justice has one single budget which does not
distinguish between the budget allocated to courts, the budget allocated to public prosecution services and the one allocated
to the administration. The figures provided in this chapter are the result of a re-classification of the budget statements which
takes into consideration several criteria.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice has not experienced any payment yet.
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(2018): Please note that when it comes to legal aid in civil and criminal cases, there is not a specifically approved budget
destined for legal aid. For this reason legal aid expenses are paid to the parties regardless of the budget. For statistical
reasons, the approved budget is considered as equivalent to the implemented budget. Please also note that the budget
allocated to legal aid for administrative justice is 2.071.809 €

(2016): In Italy, legal aid claims which are legitimate (i.e. the claimant lives under a certain income threshold) are always
honoured. In other words, legal aid covers all judicial expenses regardless available funds. In order to reflect this reality, the
approved budget appears equal to the implemented one.

(2013): The impact of the “annual public budget allocated to legal aid for cases not brought to court” on the total is extremely
low. Therefore -essentially- the budget allocated for cases brought to court may be considered as the total budget allocated to
legal aid.

Latvia

(General Comment): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the State Ensured Legal
Aid, the Amount of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of
December 22, 2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to legal aid providers and
the reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof. In
accordance with this Regulation, the following shall be covered from the funds allocated for the provision of legal aid: certain
types of legal aid (for example provision of legal consultations, drafting an appellate complaint, representation at court sittings
etc.) in criminal matters, civil matters, administrative matters and cross-border dispute matters, as well as in out-of-court
dispute matters. Furthermore, reimbursable expenses (road (transportation) expenses and hotel expenses) shall also be paid
from the aforementioned funds.

(2016): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia has revised
amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase starting with
January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the state budget in 2014 to
extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29, 2014).

(2014): Through developing the State ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised compensation
for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual increase starting with January 1, 2014 and January 1, 2015. From 1 May,
2015 it has reached the maximum limit.

Lithuania

(General Comment): In Lithuania, two types of legal aid are ensured. On the one hand, primary legal aid comprises the
delivering of legal information, legal advice (consultations), drafting of documents to be submitted to State and municipal
institutions, with the exception of procedural documents, advice on out-of-court settlement of a dispute, actions for amicable
settlement of a dispute and drafting of a settlement agreement.

On the other hand, secondary legal aid comprises preparation of documents, defence and representation in courts, including
the process of enforcement, representation in preliminary extrajudicial consideration of a dispute, where such a procedure has
been laid down by laws or by a court decision (e.g. settlement of a dispute in the Labour disputes commission).

(2019): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6847794 (€ 540000 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal information,
legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception of procedural
documents) and € 6307794 for secondary legal aid (drafting of procedural documents, defence and representation).

In 2019 funds were increased for the organization and provision of state-guaranteed legal aid. This was necessary due to a
lack of funds to pay for the services provided.
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(2014): Within the approved public budget for legal aid for 2014 (5900767,4 EUR), 560753,59 EUR concern primary legal aid
and 5340013,9 EUR concern secondary legal aid (covering remuneration of lawyers and other legal aid costs). _x000D_The
implemented budget is 5 43013,22 EUR for primary legal aid and 5340013,9 EUR for secondary legal aid. _x000D_17740,39
EUR of funds allocated to primary legal aid remained unused and were returned to the State budget. In 2014, 1985027 EUR
were paid to lawyers providing legal aid in criminal cases and 1583728,53 EUR for civil and administrative cases.

(2013): For 2013, the annual approved public budget for primary legal aid is 519 868 EUR and this for secondary legal aid is 4
041 358 EUR. The latter comprises remuneration for lawyers and, in contrast with 2012, other secondary legal aid costs.

(2012): The 2012 total encompasses the budget of both primary (513 681,15 €) and secondary legal aid (4 030 144,9 € from
which 1 350 333,83 € for civil and administrative cases and 1 955 879,07 € for criminal cases). The latter includes the
remuneration for lawyers and excludes other State-guaranteed legal aid expenses (e.g. costs related to collection of evidence,
interpretation etc.).

Luxembourg
(2018): The number of people seeking legal aid has increased over the years and the budget has had to be adapted.

(2016): There is no isolated budget for non-litigious cases or criminal cases.

(2012): It is not possible to differentiate the amount of legal aid allocated to criminal and non-criminal cases, whether they are
contentious or not.

Malta

(2018): The communicated data represents the full amount allocated to the Legal Aid Agency for its operation. However it is
not possible to distinguish between the budget allocated to criminal cases, and that allocated to other than criminal cases.
There has been an increase in the approved budget since 2015 when the Legal Aid Agency became an independently
functioning Agency. Since 2017, not only has there been a recruitment drive in the Agency that now employs more lawyers
and an administrative structure, but the conditions and financial package of the lawyers was also improved. hence the increase
in the budget year after year. The Legal Aid Agency is set to expand and therefore further increases in the Agency's budget
are expected.

(2016): The Legal Aid budget does not differentiate between the services offered for criminal cases or the services offered for
non-criminal cases. However Legal Aid in Malta is offered mainly for litigation purposes, and not for consultation, and hence
the NAP response to question 12.2. 2016 was the first year in which the legal Aid Agency had a budget of its' own. The actual
financial requirements needed to run the Agency.

(2012): In contrast with the 2010 exercise for which the provided figures were more generic, data communicated for 2012 are
more accurate.

Netherlands

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 76 / 846



(General Comment): The Dutch legal aid system encompasses three ‘lines’ that provide legal aid and constitutes a mixed
model consisting of a public preliminary provision, public first-line and private second-line help. o  Firstly, the preliminary
provision of the interactive online application called Roadmap to Justice offers digital help to people to find solutions for their
legal problems in an interactive manner, initially in the area of divorce. This online platform provides information, objective
criteria and self-help tools. With the aid of a reviewer the agreements can be finalized in a divorce settlement. In the near
future, after-care will also be possible. The Legal Services Counters also have a website that can be seen as a preliminary
provision. o  Secondly, the Legal Services Counters (LSC) who are financed by the Legal Aid Board, act as what is commonly
known as the ‘front office’ (primary help). Legal matters are being clarified to clients and information and advice given. If
necessary, clients will be referred to other professionals or support agencies. Clients may also be referred to a private lawyer
or mediator who acts as the secondary line of legal aid. Clients may also apply for legal aid from a subsidised lawyer or
mediator directly. o  Finally, private lawyers and mediators provide legal aid in more complicated or time-consuming matters
(secondary help). They are paid by the Legal Aid Board to provide their services to clients of limited means. Generally they are
paid a fixed fee according to the type of case, although exceptions can be made for more extensive cases. Since 2010 it is
possible to get subsidized legal aid for criminal cases that do not go to court. However, for subsidized legal aid in criminal
cases it is not possible to make the distinction between “cases brought to court” and “non-litigious cases”. Until 2013 the
number of non-litigious criminal cases was negligible. So they were ignored. On the contrary, currently the number of cases is
growing and becoming substantial. So they can no longer be ignored, but the actual figures are not available. It is noteworthy
that subsidized legal aid has an open end funding, meaning that all applications that meet the criteria are awarded, regardless
of the original budget. Accordingly, the difference between the proposed budget and the implemented one could be
contentious. The budget intended to the Legal Counters (one of the providers of primary legal aid) is not included.

(2014): The ongoing decrease over the period 2012-2014 in the annual approved budget allocated to legal aid with regard to
other than criminal cases brought to court might be due to cutbacks in budget. Figures communicated for the previous
evaluation cycles reflect the implemented budget.

(2013): In 2013, the indicated amount does not include expenditures related to detention of illegal aliens, forced
hospitalization for psychiatric problems, divorce and legal guardianship of children.

Poland
(2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid granted ex

officio were higher than in 2014 but they were not fully used. For that reason we see increase in the amount of approved
budgets for legal aid but in fact the implemented legal aid is on the same level as 2014.

Portugal

(2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received by the
State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are accounted
separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by the State.

(2018): In 20186, in fact, the amounts of budget allocated to legal aid considered in the approved budget were lower than in
2018. However, in 2016 the execution ammount was very much in line with the approved budget and the amount implemented
in 2018.

(2014): The decrease in the approved budget allocated to legal aid for 2014 is due to budget cutbacks justified by the
economic and financial situation. However, in the past years, the approved budget has been revised and increased on the
course of the year. In fact, legal aid expenses have not decreased, quite the opposite, if one refers to the implemented
budget._x000D_ The approved budget for 2014 was in deficit regarding the needs of the year.

(2013): The decrease in the budget of legal aid in 2013 is due to financial constraints faced by the Portuguese government in
the past years.

Romania
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(2019): The observed increase in the budget of legal aid between 2018 and 2019 stems from the fact that the amounts of
public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on the establishment of fees due to
lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least 2.40%.

(2016): Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’ justice. Thus, they do not have the character of
regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal assistance: in civil, criminal, international judicial
cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of persons the court accepts the application for
legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Slovakia

(General Comment): The sum stated in the table represents exclusively the approved budget/part of the budget of the Legal
Aid Centre which is the institution granting legal aid to persons in material need in all types of legal disputes except for criminal
cases. As regards the criminal cases, the costs for legal aid represents the fees for counsels appointed by the court "ex officio"
to defendants in case of compulsory defense. These costs are not predetermined in the budget of courts and they are paid
continuously from the budget allocated to the functioning of the courts and therefore cannot be separated. The sum stated in
approved public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the explanatory note (Question 12.).

(2019): The provided sum represents solely the budget/part of the budget of the Legal Aid Center, state organization providing
legal aid in civil cases. In comparison with the previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to the
explanatory note “Administrative costs resulting from such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should be
excluded”, therefore there is decrees in the declared approved budget.

(2018): The provided sum represents solely the budget of the Legal Aid Center. Its budget has increased significantly
compared to previous years mainly in connection with the amendment to Act on Bankruptcy and Restructuring as of 1 March
2017 which introduced the new model of debt relief of natural persons (personal bankruptcy). The new role of the Legal Aid
Center was connected with this amendment. If the applicant (the debtor) seeking for personal bankruptcy meets the legal
requirements for granting legal aid, the Center pays the remuneration to the bankruptcy administrator in the total amount of €
500.

Slovenia
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(General Comment): The law prescribes that legal aid shall mean the right of the eligible person to the entire or partial
provision of funds necessary to cover the costs of legal assistance and the right to exemption of payment of the costs of the
judicial proceeding (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 1).

Further on the law defines that legal aid may be approved for legal advice, legal representation and other legal services laid
down in this Act, for all forms of judicial protection before all courts of general jurisdiction and specialised courts based in the
Republic of Slovenia, before the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia, and before all authorities, institutions or
persons in the Republic of Slovenia authorised for out-of-court settlement, as well as in the form of exemption from payment of
the costs of the judicial proceeding (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 7).

On the other hand the approved legal aid shall not cover the costs of the proceeding and actual expenditure of and
remuneration for the person authorised by the opposing party (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 9).

The law specifically lists the costs that can be covered by the approved legal aid (Free Legal Aid Act, Article 26): - for legal
advice;

- for the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- for legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- for legal advice and representation before courts in the first and second instances;

- for legal advice and representation involving extraordinary appeals;

- for legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- for legal advice and representation before international courts;

- for legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality;

- in the form of exemption from payment of the costs of the judicial or extrajudicial proceeding.

Legal aid may also be granted in the form of an exemption from payment of the costs of proceedings before courts, particularly
in the form of an exemption from payment of:

1. Costs of experts, witnesses, interpreters, servicing orders and translations, costs of external operations of the court or other
authority in the Republic of Slovenia, and other justified costs;

2. Security deposits for the costs or of the costs, of the implementation of the proceeding (advance payments);

3. Costs of public documents and receipts required for the proceeding before a court;

4. Other costs of the proceeding."

In the adoption of the budget, no separation between the amounts that will be allocated for legal aid in criminal or other cases
or cases brought to court (or not) is made.

(2019): The reason for the increase in approved budget in 2019 is due to raise in the attorney tariff in april 2019 (which
resulted in higher costs of legal services to be covered by legal aid).

(2014): The further decrement in the budget for legal aid in 2014 can be attributed to the amendment of insolvency legislation
in 2013, which abolished the right for legal persons to apply for legal aid for financing advances of the costs of bankruptcy
proceedings (legal persons are now exempt from paying the advance in bankruptcy proceedings in all cases, without having to
apply for legal aid).

Spain
(2014): In contrast with the 2014 data, the 2012 data did not include the budget allocated by the autonomous communities to
legal aid. The total budget for legal aid in 2012, including the budget of the autonomous communities, is 253.034.641 euros.

Question 012-1

Austria

(General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties 'pro bono'. It
does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the
budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.
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(2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2015): A lump sum of € 19.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
20.800.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, a lump sum of € 19 Mio represents the approved public budget for payment to the
bar for “pro bono” representation of parties. The implemented public budget in this respect is € 21 070 101. The difference
between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono” representation in overlong cases.

Belgium
(2016): Intervention in the costs related to the organization of legal aid offices and payment for lawyers responsible for legal
aid greater than the initial budget

Bulgaria

(2019): The number of cases for legal representation, which accounts for 90% of legal aid, has decreased significantly as a
result of the developed and approved by the National Legal Aid Bureau (“NLAB”) minimum standards and unified procedures
for granting, reporting and control of legal aid. The standards and unified procedures for legal aid have been developed in the
implementation of the project "Strategic Reforms in the National Legal Aid Bureau" funded under Operational Program "Good
Governance" and mandatory for the bodies of the legal aid system - NLAB, courts, bar associations and lawyers. Another main
reason for the decrease in the number of cases for legal aid for legal representation is the growing network of Regional
Counseling Centers / RCCs /, established at thirteen bar councils in the country. The consultations provided in the RCC, as
well as through the National Telephone for Legal Aid at the NLAB, create preconditions for a significant reduction in the
number of cases of inadmissible and unfounded requests from citizens to the courts, resp. until the reduction in the number of
cases of legal aid for legal representation.

(2018): The difference between the approved and implemented budget for legal aid is due to the control exercised by the
National Legal Aid Bureau on the authorities providing such aid (as investigation authorities and courts) to comply with the
statutory procedure for admission of legal aid with a view to the appropriate disposal of the budget funds for legal aid and, in
this respect, the reduced number of cases for which legal aid is granted.
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Croatia

(2019): The number if other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

(2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

(2016): In the Ministry of Justice of the RoC there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases and it keeps
records on the total annual and implemented buget for legal aid in other than criminal cases in detail. The costs for the legal
aid in other than criminal cases are paid after the end of the dispute before the first instance court.

The amount in 2016 for "other than criminal cases brought to court" is higher because more bills had to be paid in 2016.
Namely, court proceedings last for several years, and probably in 2016 more bills for paying the costs of court experts and
interpreters had been received since the Free Legal Aid Act (OG 143/13), which grants the exemption from paying the costs of
court experts and interpreters, came into force on 1 January 2014.

Different methodologies were used in 2014 and 2016 for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. According to the
methodology used in 2016, the total amount for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court in 2014 would be 346779,
while the amount for criminal cases would be 255 830.

(2015): The Ministry of Justice of the RoC keeps statistical records on the total annual approved and implemented budget for
legal aid (separate for the other than criminal cases and separate for courts and public prosecution services). Since in the
Ministry of Justice there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases, it is possible to keep a track record on these
cases in detail. However, it is not possible to present in detail all the other data for approved and implemented budget (total -
cases brought to court and

cases not brought to court; criminal cases - cases brought to court and cases not brought to court).

Cyprus
(2016): In 2016 there was an increase in the number of legal aid cases.

Czech Republic

(General Comment): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their accounting system.
The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

(2016): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

(2015): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this level. The
data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

(2012): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that data on implemented budget are obtained from individual
courts from their respective economic systems.
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Denmark

(2019): The difference between total budget and total accounts is approx. 9 pct. and is primarily due to increased expenses
for legal assistance in extensive litigations with many defendants and many court days.

The increasing expenses compared to previous years are partly due to an increased effort to reduce case processing times
and case stocks in the criminal case chain. In 2019, further expenses were incurred in connection with the implementation of
several commissions of inquiry set up by the government.

(2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

(2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

Finland

(2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23.100.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 68.200.000).

In 2018, the legal aid offices issued approximately 3.300 new legal aid decisions in matters concerning international protection,
which was approximately 1.000 decisions less than the year before. The reduction in the number of new asylum seekers
applying for legal aid ensued from a drop in the number of persons applying for asylum in Finland.

(2016): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in court. The total amount includes the
expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers. Private lawyers were
paid EUR 66.4 million as fees and compensations in legal aid matters, which is 24 per cent more than in the previous year.
Expenses have grown as the number of clients has grown. In 74 per cent of the 15,600 legal aid decisions made concerning
asylum seekers applying for international protection, the applicant was assisted by a private lawyer.

(2015): Q12: A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total amount
includes te expenses of the legal aid offices (24,2 milj. €) and the expenses paid to the Private lawyers (53,5 milj. €).

France

(2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and the
REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (409 100 585 Euro+
83000006 euro REBAJ = 492 100 591 Euro).

(2018): The provisional budget is calculated on the basis of a theoretical trend; the executed budget is slightly lower.

(2016): The budget has indeed increased significantly by 36% (+ 2,0M€) between 2015 and 2016, going from 5 166 600 to 7
083 912 Euros, as a result of the reform of the system of financing legal aid, aimed at progressively developing legal
consultations prior to or as alternatives to the referral to the judge, within access points to the law in the courts. This is a new
measure specified by the Finance Act 2016, in order to analyse the validity of the citizen’s request, to facilitate, if necessary,
the examination of his/her application for legal aid and to propose, if necessary, a referral to other institutions, namely a
mediator. This preliminary consultation was implemented within the framework of an agreement between the departmental
councils for access to law (CDAD) and the first instance courts (TGI).

As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected the legal aid
budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence of the scale of
remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul of the system of
financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of legal aid in order
to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main facets of the reform
are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move towards better
governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.
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Germany

(2019): Bavaria

Administrative courts:

no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts:

No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one
budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be answered here. Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The expenditure depends on the number
of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the justice administration. The target was
derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into account any changes made to the law
governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).
Thuringia
The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.
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(2018): Bavaria

Administrative courts: no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts: No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because — as explained under questions 6 and 7
— legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be
answered here.

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

The expenditure depends on the number of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the
justice administration. The target was derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into
account any changes made to the law governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.

(2015):

The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to provide
data regarding question 12.1. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013
data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a number
of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible
to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

Greece

(2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

(2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

(2016): The difference observed between the allocated budget to legal aid and the implemented one, is a result of several
unpaid obligations due to the very large number of cases of legal aid in comparison to the staff assigned with the task of
paying the beneficiaries.

Hungary
(2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.
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(2018): The Public budget does not have a limit, the amounts actually paid depends on the number of cases.

(2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Ireland

(2019): The excess of €3.79 million compared with the original allocation of €61.302 million is reflected in part in the
supplementary estimate for the subhead. The additional requirement arose due to the number and category of criminal matters
coming before the courts in which legal aid certificates were issued. Under the Criminal Justice (Legal Aid) Act 1962 the
Judiciary are responsible for the granting of legal aid. This is a demand led scheme and the fees and expenses due to the
legal practitioners are paid in accordance with the terms and conditions of the scheme.

(2015): In the answer to Question 12 - the category 'other than criminal cases' is the amount as per the Grant in Aid which the
Legal Aid Board received for the Government

In the answer to Question 12.1 - under the category 'Total annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid - other
criminal cases' this amount includes the Grant in Aid, Client Contributions, Costs Recovered and Other Incomes

"The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state funding received by the
Legal Aid Board in 2015. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total expenditure of the Legal Aid
Board. Please note that:

(1) the Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.'

Italy

(2018): Other than criminal cases at Q.12.1 include both Civil and Administrative Justice.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice hasn’t experienced any payment yet.

The implemented public budget allocated to legal aid in 2018 is much higher than in 2016. Generally speaking, legal aid
expenses grows at a very high pace. A possible reason for such increase in 2016-2018 might be due to the legal aid granted
to migrants. Please also note that such expenses do not exactly reflect the same growth rate of the number of cases for which
legal aid has been granted because of a temporal gap between the twos

(2016): The increase experienced during the period 2014-2016 is very likely due to the higher number of cases for which legal
aid was granted.

Latvia

(General Comment): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of
Latvia has revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual
increase starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the
state budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

(2019): Public budget funds are allocated on the basis of forecasts. The forecasts are influenced by several variables: the
number of legal disputes, the number of low-income and needy people, the number of initiated criminal proceedings.
Implemented public budget in 2019 is close to the adopted forecasts.
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(2018): The payments in 2016, 2017 and 2018 were significantly affected by the overall decrease of the number of criminal
proceedings and, accordingly, the reduction of the number of criminal proceedings in which was provided the state ensured
legal aid. Based on this, the Legal Aid Administration made proposals and the Ministry of Justice drafted legal act’s projects
that foresee redistribution of funds, including increasing the amount of remuneration for legal aid providers, giving fiscal impact
for the coming years. On April 1, 2018 and January 1, 2019, the relevant regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers came into
force, which provides increasing the amount of payment for certain types of legal aid and introducing new ones.

(2016): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the Amount
of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof”’ of December 22,
2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers and the
reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof. Through
developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be paid to
the legal aid providers from 1 July, 2016.

(2015): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the Amount
of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of December 22,
2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers and the
reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof. Through
developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be paid to
the legal aid providers from 1 May, 2015 and 1 July, 2016.

Lithuania

(2019): Implemented public budget in 2019 was € 6837270 as € 10524 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused
and given back to the state budget.

(2018): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6224861 (€ 520865 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal information,
legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception of procedural
documents) and € 5703996 for secondary legal aid (drafting of documents, defence and representation). Implemented public
budget in 2018 was € 6220085 as €4776 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and given back to the state
budget.

(2016): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 5500227 (€ 563000 for primary legal aid and € 4937227 for secondary
legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2016 was € 5494755 as €5472 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused
and given back to the state budget.

(2015): Approved public budget for legal aid was 5 925 285 € (562 356 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for secondary
legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2015 was 5 917 807,4 € (554 878,4 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for
secondary legal aid). 7 477,6 € of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and returned to the state budget.

Luxembourg

(General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available, as the
regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year following the
financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was only signed on
December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/jo).

(2019): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or not) and types of cases (litigious or not).
However, the budget does not distinguish a specific amount of legal aid available per matter or type of case.

(2018): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or otherwise) and types of cases
(contentious or not). On the other hand, the budget does not distinguish the precise amount of available legal aid by subject or
type of case.

(2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.
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Malta

(General Comment): The main increase in the budget results form the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of
Legal Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to renovation of the new premises with
facilities and also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in
2019, some Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal
duties.

(2019): The main increase in the budget results from the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of Legal Aid.
Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to upgrading the new premises with facilities and also
initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in 2019, some Legal
Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal duties.

(2018): The implemented budget did not reach the projections of the approved budget. This was mainly due to the fact that
allowance was made for the possible recruitment of more lawyers and their cost in wages, but these lawyers were either
employed late in the year, or less lawyers were actually recruited than projected.

(2016): The difference between the approved budget and the implemented budget for the Legal Aid Agency results from
additional funds requested in 2016 in order to cover the increase in the honoraria of the lawyers and legal procurators offering
their services to the Agency (also see answer to Q208)

It is possible that there will be an additional increase in the budget in the forthcoming evaluations.

It is not possible to differentiate between the budget allocated to criminal and 'other than criminal cases' and that is why it is
marked as NAP (There are no means to distinguish between the two).

(2015): Up to 2015, the funds allocated to Legal Aid were not itemised separately from the budget of the Office of the Attorney
General. Therefore whilst there was no approved a priori Legal Aid budget, any related costs were borne out of the budget of
the Office of the Attorney General. The cost of Legal Aid throughout 2015 is the amount outlined in Question 12.1, and it does
not discriminate on whether the funds were used for other-than-criminal or criminal cases.

Poland

(2019): Apart from the expenses for legal aid granted ex officio, financed from part 15 of the Common Courts, the expenses in
the field of legal assistance are realized from part 85 of the Voivod's Budget, division 755 Justice, chapter 75515 Free legal
assistance in connection with the implementation of tasks resulting from of August 5, 2015 on free legal assistance, free civic
counseling and legal education (Journal of Laws of 2019, item 294, as amended). The total amount of subsidy for the
implementation of tasks resulting from the above-mentioned of the act, secured in the Budget Act for 2019, amounted to PLN
100 914 000 PLN, i.e. 23 697 000 €.

(2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid granted ex
officio were lower than expected . The amount of funds disbursed by the courts for defense is directly attributable to the
number of incoming cases and the number of beneficiaries of unpaid legal aid granted ex officio, therefore implementation of
the plan in this group of expenses during the financial year is independent of the activities of the financial services of individual
courts.

Portugal

(2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received by the
State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are accounted
separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by the State.

(2015): The public budget implemented regarding legal aid is different from the annual approved budget allocated to legal aid
because the annual approved budget was in deficit regarding the needs of the year, therefore it was necessary to strengthen
an endowment by the Ministry of Finance
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Romania

(2019): The amounts of public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on the
establishment of fees due to lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least 2.40%.

(2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this item is
included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the moment
with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’ justice. Thus,
they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal assistance: in civil,
criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of persons the court
accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Slovakia

(General Comment): The sum stated in implemented public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the
explanatory note (Question 12.).The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of
Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal
bankruptcy).

(2019): The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on
Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal bankruptcy). In comparison with the
previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to the explanatory note “Administrative costs resulting from
such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should be excluded”, therefore there is decrees in the declared
implemented budget.

(2018): The increase in implemented budget of the Legal Aid Center is related to the implementation of amendment of Act No.
7/2005 Coll. on bankruptcy and restructuring (personal bankruptcy), wage and salary indexation and the related increase in
insurance levies, and the implementation of the National Project Strengthening and Completion of Legal Assistance and
Prevention of Escalation of Legal Problems.

Slovenia

(General Comment): The data on budget, spent on criminal and other than criminal cases is available at the level of the case
management system, however the sum will differ from final budgetary data reported above due to accounting rules.

Detailed budgetary data on cases brought to court or not is currently not available, due to the data structure of the case
management system. In single “legal aid” cases, the request can be granted for multiple forms (costs) of legal aid (general
comment to Q12), some of them fitting in the category “cases, brought to court” while others not (i.e. in one case, legal aid can
be granted for verification of documents and representation before courts), however the amount spent for legal aid is currently
not recorded by form of legal aid, therefore the sums for cases brought to court or not cannot be calculated.

(2018): The difference between adopted and implemented budget is due to hiring additional court staff to reduce the backlogs
in this area (legal aid).

(2015): According to art. 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act, legal aid may (in addition to expenses, related to cases, brought to
court) also be granted for:

- legal advice;

- the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- legal advice and representation before international courts;

- legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality and

- in form of exemption from payment of the costs of the extrajudicial proceedings.

No distinction is possible for the budget allocated to legal aid for:
- cases brought to court and cases not brought to court or
- civil or criminal matters.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 88 /846



Austria

(General Comment): The indicated sum includes only the lump sum paid to the bar for representation of parties 'pro bono'. It
does not include court fees or fees for translation or experts, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the
budget. Accordingly, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2019): A lump sum of € 21.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service”. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar
for “pro bono” representation of parties and the “stand-by legal counselling service” is € 21.240.000 (for civil and criminal
cases). Furthermore, there is another 38.000,- EUR implemented budget in the area of the Federal Administrative Court
(Bundesverwaltungsgericht).

The difference between the approved and the implemented budget is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro
bono” representation in overlong cases. These figures do, however, not include court fees or fees for expertise or
interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as
regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2018): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.828.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2016): A lump sum of € 19.500.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
19.700.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2015): A lump sum of € 19.000.000 represents the approved public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono”
representation of parties. The implemented public budget for payment to the bar for “pro bono” representation of parties is €
20.800.000. The difference between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono”
representation in overlong cases.

These figures do, however, not include court fees for expertise or interpretation, which are also covered by legal aid, but not
isolated within the budget. Therefore, no figures can be provided as regards the whole regime of legal aid.

(2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, a lump sum of € 19 Mio represents the approved public budget for payment to the
bar for “pro bono” representation of parties. The implemented public budget in this respect is € 21 070 101. The difference
between these two figures is mainly due to advance payments to the bar for “pro bono” representation in overlong cases.

Belgium

(2016): Intervention in the costs related to the organization of legal aid offices and payment for lawyers responsible for legal
aid greater than the initial budget

Bulgaria
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(2019): The number of cases for legal representation, which accounts for 90% of legal aid, has decreased significantly as a
result of the developed and approved by the National Legal Aid Bureau (“NLAB”) minimum standards and unified procedures
for granting, reporting and control of legal aid. The standards and unified procedures for legal aid have been developed in the
implementation of the project "Strategic Reforms in the National Legal Aid Bureau" funded under Operational Program "Good
Governance" and mandatory for the bodies of the legal aid system - NLAB, courts, bar associations and lawyers. Another main
reason for the decrease in the number of cases for legal aid for legal representation is the growing network of Regional
Counseling Centers / RCCs /, established at thirteen bar councils in the country. The consultations provided in the RCC, as
well as through the National Telephone for Legal Aid at the NLAB, create preconditions for a significant reduction in the
number of cases of inadmissible and unfounded requests from citizens to the courts, resp. until the reduction in the number of
cases of legal aid for legal representation.

(2018): The difference between the approved and implemented budget for legal aid is due to the control exercised by the
National Legal Aid Bureau on the authorities providing such aid (as investigation authorities and courts) to comply with the
statutory procedure for admission of legal aid with a view to the appropriate disposal of the budget funds for legal aid and, in
this respect, the reduced number of cases for which legal aid is granted.

Croatia

(2019): The number if other than criminal cases not brought to court increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

(2018): In 2018 annual approved public budget for legal aid has been increased. Having regard to the comments of the
stakeholders of the legal aid system (NGO's registered in the Register of primary legal aid providers Faculties of Law,
attorneys), the Ministry of Justice strives to increase the allocations for legal aid, depending on the limits and possibilities of
the public budget.

(2016): In the Ministry of Justice of the RoC there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases and it keeps
records on the total annual and implemented buget for legal aid in other than criminal cases in detail. The costs for the legal
aid in other than criminal cases are paid after the end of the dispute before the first instance court.

The amount in 2016 for "other than criminal cases brought to court" is higher because more bills had to be paid in 2016.
Namely, court proceedings last for several years, and probably in 2016 more bills for paying the costs of court experts and
interpreters had been received since the Free Legal Aid Act (OG 143/13), which grants the exemption from paying the costs of
court experts and interpreters, came into force on 1 January 2014.

Different methodologies were used in 2014 and 2016 for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. According to the
methodology used in 2016, the total amount for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court in 2014 would be 346779,
while the amount for criminal cases would be 255 830.

(2015): The Ministry of Justice of the RoC keeps statistical records on the total annual approved and implemented budget for
legal aid (separate for the other than criminal cases and separate for courts and public prosecution services). Since in the
Ministry of Justice there is a Department for legal aid in other than criminal cases, it is possible to keep a track record on these
cases in detail. However, it is not possible to present in detail all the other data for approved and implemented budget (total -
cases brought to court and

cases not brought to court; criminal cases - cases brought to court and cases not brought to court).

Cyprus
(2016): In 2016 there was an increase in the number of legal aid cases.

Czech Republic

(General Comment): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their accounting system.
The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.
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(2016): The data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

(2015): The data on approved budget allocated to legal aid do not exist, the approval budget is not divided to this level. The
data on implemented budget are obtained from individual courts from their economic system.

The provided data covers only financial means from the State budget and only cases brought to court. Besides, legal aid is
also provided by the Czech Bar Association on its own expenses (or on the expenses of the individual lawyers) and it could
cover also cases not brought to court.

(2012): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, it has been indicated that data on implemented budget are obtained from individual
courts from their respective economic systems.

Denmark

(2019): The difference between total budget and total accounts is approx. 9 pct. and is primarily due to increased expenses
for legal assistance in extensive litigations with many defendants and many court days.

The increasing expenses compared to previous years are partly due to an increased effort to reduce case processing times
and case stocks in the criminal case chain. In 2019, further expenses were incurred in connection with the implementation of
several commissions of inquiry set up by the government.

(2018): The amount listed in Q12.1. also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not
currently possible to separate these amounts

(2016): The amount listed also includes expenses for non-litigious cases or cases not brought to court. It is not currently
possible to separate these amounts

Finland

(2018): The total amount includes the expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23.100.000) and the fees and
compensations paid to the private lawyers in legal aid matters (EUR 68.200.000).

In 2018, the legal aid offices issued approximately 3.300 new legal aid decisions in matters concerning international protection,
which was approximately 1.000 decisions less than the year before. The reduction in the number of new asylum seekers
applying for legal aid ensued from a drop in the number of persons applying for asylum in Finland.

(2016): A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in court. The total amount includes the
expenses of the public legal aid offices (net EUR 23 million) and the expenses paid to private lawyers. Private lawyers were
paid EUR 66.4 million as fees and compensations in legal aid matters, which is 24 per cent more than in the previous year.
Expenses have grown as the number of clients has grown. In 74 per cent of the 15,600 legal aid decisions made concerning
asylum seekers applying for international protection, the applicant was assisted by a private lawyer.

(2015): Q12: A part of the expenses of the legal aid comes from cases which are not heard in the courts. The total amount
includes te expenses of the legal aid offices (24,2 milj. €) and the expenses paid to the Private lawyers (53,5 mil;j. €).

France

(2019): The annual public budget for cases brought to court (Q12.1) has two components: the approved budget and the
REBAJ (legal aid extra-budgetary resources) which are not voted appropriations in the strict sense (409 100 585 Euro+
83000006 euro REBAJ = 492 100 591 Euro).

(2018): The provisional budget is calculated on the basis of a theoretical trend; the executed budget is slightly lower.
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(2016): The budget has indeed increased significantly by 36% (+ 2,0M€) between 2015 and 2016, going from 5 166 600 to 7
083 912 Euros, as a result of the reform of the system of financing legal aid, aimed at progressively developing legal
consultations prior to or as alternatives to the referral to the judge, within access points to the law in the courts. This is a new
measure specified by the Finance Act 2016, in order to analyse the validity of the citizen’s request, to facilitate, if necessary,
the examination of his/her application for legal aid and to propose, if necessary, a referral to other institutions, namely a
mediator. This preliminary consultation was implemented within the framework of an agreement between the departmental
councils for access to law (CDAD) and the first instance courts (TGI).

As regards the difference between the approved budget and the implemented one, significant cuts have affected the legal aid
budget. In addition, several observations (concerning in particular the complexity of the system, the incoherence of the scale of
remuneration, the obsolete nature of geographical modulation) have highlighted the need for a major overhaul of the system of
financing legal aid. In the Finance Act for 2015, a first step consisted in diversifying the sources of funding of legal aid in order
to meet needs that are tending to increase, particularly as a result of changes in European law. The main facets of the reform
are aimed at better respond to the demand for law, to better reward the work of the actors and to move towards better
governance and optimised management of legal aid.

The general economy of the reform was as follows: 1) reconsidering the system to make it fairer, simpler and better adapted to
local situations: the generalised and revalued unit of value, a contractualisation between the courts and the bar associations
allowing additional remuneration for lawyers; 2) raising the ceiling on resources for access to full legal aid to €1,000 and
raising the ceiling on partial legal aid accordingly; almost 100,000 new litigants will thus be eligible with this scheme;
3)development of the use of alternative dispute resolution methods.

Germany

(2019): Bavaria

Administrative courts:

no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts:

No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one
budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be answered here. Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The expenditure depends on the number
of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the justice administration. The target was
derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into account any changes made to the law
governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.
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(2018): Bavaria

Administrative courts: no separate estimate for legal aid

Labour and social courts: No answer can be provided regarding question 12 because — as explained under questions 6 and 7
— legal aid and court costs etc. are estimated together in one budgetary item. For this reason, only question 12.1 can be
answered here.

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

The expenditure depends on the number of court proceedings and their value. This means that it cannot be controlled by the
justice administration. The target was derived from a prognosis based on the actual numbers of previous years, taking into
account any changes made to the law governing costs.

Bremen:

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Hesse

As regards questions 12 and 12.1, it should be noted that the amount indicated only refers to attorney fees paid within the
framework of legal aid. No data can be provided regarding court costs paid within the framework of legal aid — especially
regarding costs for experts or interpreters and witness compensation — as these data are not collected separately.
Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure.

Lower Saxony

As concerns the estimation of legal aid, no separation is made between criminal cases and cases other than criminal cases. It
is not possible to differentiate between the areas of law in which legal aid was granted.

Saxony

Expenditure is dependent on the number of court proceedings and the value of the subject matter, both of which are beyond
the control of the judicial administration. The target is therefore based on a prognosis reached on the basis of how expenditure
has developed in previous years, taking into account any possible changes to the law governing costs.

Saxony-Anhalt

Legal assistance in line with the Act on Legal Advice and Assistance

Schleswig-Holstein

In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided since most jurisdictions include legal aid expenditure in the estimate of
expenditure on legal matters, which is why it cannot be shown separately. In terms of legal aid, no target data can be provided
(legal aid is only estimated in one of the jurisdiction chapters in a separate budgetary item; apart from that, legal aid is included
in the estimate of expenditure on legal matters; see explanations to question 6.3).

Thuringia

The information provided with regard to questions 12.2 and 12.1.2 (non-litigious cases) refers to expenditure for legal advice
and assistance.

No information has been provided in this regard by the other Federal Lander.

(2015):

The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available. Some of the Lander were unable to provide
data regarding question 12.1. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013
data. Inasmuch as the other Federal Lander have provided data, these were added to the aggregate amount. Since a number
of Lander have provided the aggregate amount, but have otherwise indicated “NA” in all or some of the cases, it is not possible
to form a sum total under 12.1 or 12.2. For this reason, “NA” was indicated.

Greece

(2019): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2019 but also of previous years.

(2018): The difference in the approved and implemented budget is because the approved budget concerns economic
obligations not only of 2018 but also of previous years.

(2016): The difference observed between the allocated budget to legal aid and the implemented one, is a result of several
unpaid obligations due to the very large number of cases of legal aid in comparison to the staff assigned with the task of
paying the beneficiaries.

Hungary
(2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.
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(2018): The Public budget does not have a limit, the amounts actually paid depends on the number of cases.

(2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.

Ireland

(2019): The excess of €3.79 million compared with the original allocation of €61.302 million is reflected in part in the
supplementary estimate for the subhead. The additional requirement arose due to the number and category of criminal matters
coming before the courts in which legal aid certificates were issued. Under the Criminal Justice (Legal Aid) Act 1962 the
Judiciary are responsible for the granting of legal aid. This is a demand led scheme and the fees and expenses due to the
legal practitioners are paid in accordance with the terms and conditions of the scheme.

(2015): In the answer to Question 12 - the category 'other than criminal cases' is the amount as per the Grant in Aid which the
Legal Aid Board received for the Government

In the answer to Question 12.1 - under the category 'Total annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid - other
criminal cases' this amount includes the Grant in Aid, Client Contributions, Costs Recovered and Other Incomes

"The annual approved public budget allocated to legal aid in other than criminal cases is the state funding received by the
Legal Aid Board in 2015. The annual public budget implemented regarding legal aid is the total expenditure of the Legal Aid
Board. Please note that:

(1) the Legal Aid Board receives funding from sources other than state funding, in the form of contributions paid by legally
aided persons and costs recovered from legally aided persons. This funding is paid into the same Legal Aid Fund as the state
funding and therefore it is not possible to distinguish expenditure funded from this source as distinct as from state funding.

(2) The Legal Aid Board does not separately account for the money it spends on the provision of legal advice to the money it
spends on the provision of legal representation. Nor does it separately account for the costs of the mediation service from that
of the law centre service, and even if it did, that would not represent the full total of the Board’s spending on non-litigious cases
for the above reason.'

Italy

(2018): Other than criminal cases at Q.12.1 include both Civil and Administrative Justice.

In Italy, legal aid can be granted for all categories of civil cases: litigious, non-litigious and also ADR. Nevertheless, in respect
of the latter, so far the Ministry of Justice hasn’t experienced any payment yet.

The implemented public budget allocated to legal aid in 2018 is much higher than in 2016. Generally speaking, legal aid
expenses grows at a very high pace. A possible reason for such increase in 2016-2018 might be due to the legal aid granted
to migrants. Please also note that such expenses do not exactly reflect the same growth rate of the number of cases for which
legal aid has been granted because of a temporal gap between the twos

(2016): The increase experienced during the period 2014-2016 is very likely due to the higher number of cases for which legal
aid was granted.

Latvia

(General Comment): Through developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of
Latvia has revised amount of the payment due to the legal aid providers for the provision of legal aid, anticipating an annual
increase starting with January 1, 2014, January 1, 2015 and July 1, 2016. Moreover additional funds were allocated from the
state budget in 2014 to extend the provision of legal aid to the victims (Amendments to the Criminal Procedure Law on May 29,
2014).

(2019): Public budget funds are allocated on the basis of forecasts. The forecasts are influenced by several variables: the
number of legal disputes, the number of low-income and needy people, the number of initiated criminal proceedings.
Implemented public budget in 2019 is close to the adopted forecasts.
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(2018): The payments in 2016, 2017 and 2018 were significantly affected by the overall decrease of the number of criminal
proceedings and, accordingly, the reduction of the number of criminal proceedings in which was provided the state ensured
legal aid. Based on this, the Legal Aid Administration made proposals and the Ministry of Justice drafted legal act’s projects
that foresee redistribution of funds, including increasing the amount of remuneration for legal aid providers, giving fiscal impact
for the coming years. On April 1, 2018 and January 1, 2019, the relevant regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers came into
force, which provides increasing the amount of payment for certain types of legal aid and introducing new ones.

(2016): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the Amount
of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof”’ of December 22,
2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers and the
reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof. Through
developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be paid to
the legal aid providers from 1 July, 2016.

(2015): The Cabinet of Ministers Regulations No. 1493 “Regulations on the Extent of the state Ensured Legal Aid, the Amount
of the Payment Due to the Legal Aid Providers, Reimbursable Expenses and Payment Procedure Thereof” of December 22,
2009 provides for the types and extent of legal aid, the amount of payment to be paid to the legal aid providers and the
reimbursable expenses arising from the provision of legal aid, as well as the amount and payment procedure thereof. Through
developing the state ensured legal aid system, the Latvian Cabinet of Ministers has revised amount of payment to be paid to
the legal aid providers from 1 May, 2015 and 1 July, 2016.

Lithuania

(2019): Implemented public budget in 2019 was € 6837270 as € 10524 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused
and given back to the state budget.

(2018): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 6224861 (€ 520865 for primary legal aid (the provision of legal information,
legal advice and drafting of the documents to be submitted to state and municipal institutions, with the exception of procedural
documents) and € 5703996 for secondary legal aid (drafting of documents, defence and representation). Implemented public
budget in 2018 was € 6220085 as €4776 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and given back to the state
budget.

(2016): Approved public budget for legal aid was € 5500227 (€ 563000 for primary legal aid and € 4937227 for secondary
legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2016 was € 5494755 as €5472 of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused
and given back to the state budget.

(2015): Approved public budget for legal aid was 5 925 285 € (562 356 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for secondary
legal aid). Implemented public budget in 2015 was 5 917 807,4 € (554 878,4 € for primary legal aid and 5 362 929 € for
secondary legal aid). 7 477,6 € of funds allocated to primary legal aid were unused and returned to the state budget.

Luxembourg

(General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available, as the
regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year following the
financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was only signed on
December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/jo).

(2019): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or not) and types of cases (litigious or not).
However, the budget does not distinguish a specific amount of legal aid available per matter or type of case.

(2018): The budget allocated for legal aid covers legal aid for all matters (criminal or otherwise) and types of cases
(contentious or not). On the other hand, the budget does not distinguish the precise amount of available legal aid by subject or
type of case.

(2016): The bill containing the implemented budget of 2016 has not been approved yet.
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Malta

(General Comment): The main increase in the budget results form the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of
Legal Aid. Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to renovation of the new premises with
facilities and also initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in
2019, some Legal Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal
duties.

(2019): The main increase in the budget results from the expenses related to the relocation of the premises of Legal Aid.
Despite the fact that this relocation happened in 2020, expenses related to upgrading the new premises with facilities and also
initial payments of rent account for the biggest difference in the budget expenditure in 2019. In addition, in 2019, some Legal
Aid lawyers were trained abroad, and the Agency also recruited temporary support staff to assist in legal duties.

(2018): The implemented budget did not reach the projections of the approved budget. This was mainly due to the fact that
allowance was made for the possible recruitment of more lawyers and their cost in wages, but these lawyers were either
employed late in the year, or less lawyers were actually recruited than projected.

(2016): The difference between the approved budget and the implemented budget for the Legal Aid Agency results from
additional funds requested in 2016 in order to cover the increase in the honoraria of the lawyers and legal procurators offering
their services to the Agency (also see answer to Q208)

It is possible that there will be an additional increase in the budget in the forthcoming evaluations.

It is not possible to differentiate between the budget allocated to criminal and 'other than criminal cases' and that is why it is
marked as NAP (There are no means to distinguish between the two).

(2015): Up to 2015, the funds allocated to Legal Aid were not itemised separately from the budget of the Office of the Attorney
General. Therefore whilst there was no approved a priori Legal Aid budget, any related costs were borne out of the budget of
the Office of the Attorney General. The cost of Legal Aid throughout 2015 is the amount outlined in Question 12.1, and it does
not discriminate on whether the funds were used for other-than-criminal or criminal cases.

Poland

(2019): Apart from the expenses for legal aid granted ex officio, financed from part 15 of the Common Courts, the expenses in
the field of legal assistance are realized from part 85 of the Voivod's Budget, division 755 Justice, chapter 75515 Free legal
assistance in connection with the implementation of tasks resulting from of August 5, 2015 on free legal assistance, free civic
counseling and legal education (Journal of Laws of 2019, item 294, as amended). The total amount of subsidy for the
implementation of tasks resulting from the above-mentioned of the act, secured in the Budget Act for 2019, amounted to PLN
100 914 000 PLN, i.e. 23 697 000 €.

(2016): In 2016 the costs of implementing changes in the Code of Criminal Procedure in the field of free legal aid granted ex
officio were lower than expected . The amount of funds disbursed by the courts for defense is directly attributable to the
number of incoming cases and the number of beneficiaries of unpaid legal aid granted ex officio, therefore implementation of
the plan in this group of expenses during the financial year is independent of the activities of the financial services of individual
courts.

Portugal

(2019): Prior to 2019, a part of the advance money paid in legal aid was accounted by reducing the court fees received by the
State in the same amount. In 2019 this situation has been corrected and now all the revenue and the expense are accounted
separately. This has represented a significant increase in the value of the annual income of court fees received by the State.

(2015): The public budget implemented regarding legal aid is different from the annual approved budget allocated to legal aid
because the annual approved budget was in deficit regarding the needs of the year, therefore it was necessary to strengthen
an endowment by the Ministry of Finance
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Romania

(2019): The amounts of public legal aid have increased compared to previous charges - according to the Protocol on the
establishment of fees due to lawyers for legal aid (as amended in 2019) lawyers' fees have been increased by at least 2.40%.

(2016): Despite the reply NA in respect of the category 12.2, the indicated totals are correct. In fact, the budget of this item is
included in the budget concerning “other than criminal law cases”. There is no separate budget classification for the moment
with regard to litigious and non-litigious matters. Expenditure on legal aid covers costs incurred for beneficiaries’ justice. Thus,
they do not have the character of regularity and depend on different factors (number of cases, such legal assistance: in civil,
criminal, international judicial cooperation in civil and criminal matters, the service provided, the number of persons the court
accepts the application for legal aid and the amount granted, etc.).

Slovakia

(General Comment): The sum stated in implemented public budget allocated to legal aid is adjusted according the
explanatory note (Question 12.).The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of
Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal
bankruptcy).

(2019): The increase in the budget for the Legal Aid Center is in connection with the implementation of Act no. 7/2005 Coll. on
Bankruptcy and Restructuring and on Amendments to Certain Acts, as amended (personal bankruptcy). In comparison with the
previous year 2018 the represented sum was adjusted according to the explanatory note “Administrative costs resulting from
such procedures (e.g. salaries of free legal aid services staff) should be excluded”, therefore there is decrees in the declared
implemented budget.

(2018): The increase in implemented budget of the Legal Aid Center is related to the implementation of amendment of Act No.
7/2005 Coll. on bankruptcy and restructuring (personal bankruptcy), wage and salary indexation and the related increase in
insurance levies, and the implementation of the National Project Strengthening and Completion of Legal Assistance and
Prevention of Escalation of Legal Problems.

Slovenia

(General Comment): The data on budget, spent on criminal and other than criminal cases is available at the level of the case
management system, however the sum will differ from final budgetary data reported above due to accounting rules.

Detailed budgetary data on cases brought to court or not is currently not available, due to the data structure of the case
management system. In single “legal aid” cases, the request can be granted for multiple forms (costs) of legal aid (general
comment to Q12), some of them fitting in the category “cases, brought to court” while others not (i.e. in one case, legal aid can
be granted for verification of documents and representation before courts), however the amount spent for legal aid is currently
not recorded by form of legal aid, therefore the sums for cases brought to court or not cannot be calculated.

(2018): The difference between adopted and implemented budget is due to hiring additional court staff to reduce the backlogs
in this area (legal aid).

(2015): According to art. 26 of the Free Legal Aid Act, legal aid may (in addition to expenses, related to cases, brought to
court) also be granted for:

- legal advice;

- the formulation, verification and certification of documents on legal relations, facts and statements;

- legal advice and representation in cases of out-of-court settlement;

- legal advice and representation involving constitutional action;

- legal advice and representation before international courts;

- legal advice and representation involving the filing of a petition for the assessment of constitutionality and

- in form of exemption from payment of the costs of the extrajudicial proceedings.

No distinction is possible for the budget allocated to legal aid for:

- cases brought to court and cases not brought to court or
- civil or criminal matters.

Question 015-1
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Austria

(2019): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase in
costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison System, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-
up care for former prisoners on probation. In addition, there was also an increase in costs for interpreters and experts in court
proceedings.

(2018): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase in
costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison System, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-
up care for former prisoners on probation. In addition, there was also an increase in costs for interpreters and experts in court
proceedings.

(2016): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase in
costs for health care and hospitalization in the prison system, interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-
up care for former prisoners on probation.

(2015): The higher figure of the implemented budget compared to the approved budget is mainly a result of an increase in
costs for interpretation, drug rehabilitation, medical or therapeutic follow-up care for former prisoners on probation. In 2015
there was also a non-budgeted increase in salaries.

Source 15-1: “Bundesrechnungsabschluss 2015,” dated June 29th 2015

Belgium
(2019): Following the resignation of the government in December 2018 and the general elections in 2019, the 2019 budget
was not officially approved. This is a provisional budget.

(2018): The appropriations for investments and/or rentals of buildings are part of the budget of the Régie des batiments, the
body responsible for the federal authority's housing stock; the budget includes provisions allocated to the courts for the fight
against terrorism.

(2016): Total commitments adjusted to credits 2016
The credits for investments and or rentals of buildings are part of the budget of the "Régie des batiments", the body
responsible for the real estate of the federal authority;

Bulgaria

(2019): Annual public budget of the whole justice system in Bulgaria (2019):

Approved:

Supreme Judicial Council data: EUR 363,738,333 (incl.: Courts + Prosecution of Republic of Bulgria + National Institute of
Justice + Supreme Judicial Council /SJC/ + SJC Inspectorate)

Directorate General for the Execution of sanctions at the Ministry of Justice: EUR 90,870,557

National Bureau of Legal Aid at The Ministry of Justice: EUR 4,216,113

Constitutional Court: EUR 1,695,955 Total: EUR 460,520,958

Implemented:

SJC data: EUR 354,708,610 ( incl.: Courts + Prosecution of Republic of Bulgria + National Institute of Justice + Supreme
Judicial Council /SJC/ + SJC Inspectorate)

Directorate General for the Execution of sanctions : EUR 90,537,250

National Bureau of Legal Aid : EUR 3,924,219

Constitutional Court: EUR 1,654,667 Total: EUR 450,824,746

(2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the difference between the implemented and approved
budget was financed with part of the additional resources from the State budget for judiciary.

Cyprus

(2018): please note that the budget for the judicial service is completely independent from the budget of the prosecution
service and the ministry of justice
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Czech Republic
(General Comment): It is noteworthy that before 2014, the implemented budget was provided instead of the approved one.

Denmark

(2019): The difference between approved budget and implemented budget is approx. 0.5 pct. and does not give rise to any
comments.

(2016): Expenditures on the Refugees and asylum seekers and the Immigration Service are from 2016 no longer a part of the
justice system. The total expenditure in 2016 allocated to the whole justice system is therefore significantly lower compared to
previous cycles.

Estonia
(2016): One of the reasons for this increase is that Estonian Competition Authority is now under the Ministry of Justice.

(2014): In 2014, the implemented budget is higher than the approved budget because of larger amounts carried over for
execution of the previous year expenditures which were higher than the planned grants.

France

(2019): The above annual public budget includes data for the whole justice system, attached to the Ministry of Justice, and
includes data for the Supreme administrative court (Conseil d’Etat), the administrative courts, the Court of Justice of the
Republic and the Constitutional Court.

The evolution of the budget between 2018 and 2019 is mainly explained by:

- a 4% increase in the amount of the "Justice" mission;

- the integration of the portion not included in the general justice budget of appropriations contributing to the transversal
"Juvenile Justice" policy (under the responsibility of the national police, the national gendarmerie, secondary public-school
education, social inclusion and individual protection).

(2018): The above annual public budget includes data from the entire justice system, attached to the Ministry of Justice, and
includes data from the Court of Justice of the Republic and the Constitutional Council.

Germany

(General Comment): It is noteworthy that all data concerning the budget should be construed in the light of the federal State
structure of Germany. Accordingly, variations for which no particular explanation has been notified are often due to the fact that
for the different evaluation cycles a different number of Lander provided a reply. Owing to this peculiarity, the information
remains most of the time incomplete.

The figures include the federal budget as well as the budgets indicated by the respondent Landers.
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(2019): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative courts

Finance, labour and social courts: NA

Administrative courts: Question 15.1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative courts incl. further training costs
Berlin

Consumer protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2018/2019 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The total budget calculation for EPL 04
did not include the chapter for Europe and consumer protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety,
Consumer Protection and Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. The indicated budget includes Land and federal funds only.
Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Lower Saxony

No information

Rhineland-Palatinate

The figures quoted include the expenditure by the Ministry of Justice, the courts and public prosecutor's offices including the
Constitutional Court of Rhineland-Palatinate, the prisons and the German Judicial Academy (Trier conference centre). A
separate reporting of the expenditure by the public prosecutor's offices is not possible under the system in place in Rhineland-
Palatinate.

Saarland

NO INFORMATION

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System, and (up until
31 December 2016) the Land Commissioner for the Records of the State Security Service of the Former GDR.

Section 06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices
en bloc. However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those
actually spent over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure
earmarked for each branch is estimated in a central chapter and some of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning
for these funds is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate,
is estimated in section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the
Saxony State Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony
State Ministry of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure
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(2018): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative courts.

Finance, labour and social courts: NA

Administrative courts: Question 15.1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative courts incl. further training costs
Berlin

Consumer protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

The budget plan for 2017/2018 was based on an assumption of greater expenditure. The total budget calculation for EPL 04
did not include the chapter for Europe and consumer protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety,
Consumer Protection and Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. The indicated budget includes Land and federal funds only.
Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Rhineland-Palatinate

Rhineland-Palatinate Constitutional Court

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, and the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System. Section
06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices en bloc.
However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those actually spent
over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure earmarked for
each branch is estimated in a central chapter and some of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning for these funds
is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate, is estimated in
section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the Saxony State
Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony State Ministry
of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure for major
building works (i.e. those entailing total building costs exceeding 1 million euros) can be attributed to individual facilities and
thus, as a rule, to courts or public prosecution offices. However, investment-related expenditure for minor building works
cannot be separated according to courts/public prosecution offices. At each individual court and public prosecution office, as
well as at the Central Office for Information Technology in the Saxon Justice System and the Saxony State Ministry of Justice,
budget planning, administration and execution fall within the purview of the head of office and the budget commissioner. In
total — graded according to the volume of funds — more than 50 offices are involved in planning and managing budgetary
resources. It is therefore not possible to draw up an organisational diagram. Expenditure is dependent on the number and
scale of court/criminal proceedings as well as the number of inmates, all of which are beyond the control of the judicial
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(2016): Bavaria

The figure provided covers the budget for the justice system and the administrative jurisdiction

Fiscal, labour and social jurisdictions: NA

Administrative jurisdiction: Question 15-1 includes the overall allocation for the administrative jurisdiction incl. further-training
costs

Berlin

Consumer-protection matters, Bar Examinations Office

Brandenburg

Budget plan for 2015/2016 assumed greater expenditure. Total budget calculation for EPL 04 did not include chapter for
Europe and consumer-protection departments, Land Office for Occupational Health and Safety, Consumer Protection and
Health (LAVG) and INTERREG. Budget indicated includes Land and federal funds only.

Bremen

Figures take account of expenditure in product plan justice as well as justice expenditure in product plan 96, IT budget, of the
Free Hanseatic City of Bremen.

Actual expenditure over the financial year fell behind the approved funds.

Lower Saxony

No information

Rhineland-Palatinate

Rhineland-Palatinate Constitutional Court

Saarland

NO INFORMATION

Saxony

Expenditure for the justice system in the Free State of Saxony is estimated in section 06 of the Land budget, with the exception
of building and maintenance works/management and rental of real estate. This section thus accounts for all expenditure falling
within the portfolio of the Saxony State Ministry of Justice. This portfolio includes the courts and public prosecution offices,
prisons, Bobritzsch Training Centre, the Central Office for Information Technology of the Saxon Justice System, and (up until
31 December 2016) the Land Commissioner for the Records of the State Security Service of the Former GDR.

Section 06 is split into various chapters, including chapters for each individual jurisdiction and for the public prosecution offices
en bloc. However, it is not possible to provide a detailed breakdown of the funds approved in the budget plan and those
actually spent over the financial year on each individual branch of the justice system. This is because part of the expenditure
earmarked for each branch is estimated in a central chapter and parts of these funds are centrally managed. Budget planning
for these funds is also centralised. Expenditure on building and maintenance, as well as management and rental of real estate,
is estimated in section 14 of the Land budget for the entire of Saxony. Any such expenditure falling within the remit of the
Saxony State Ministry of Justice is consolidated into a single chapter within this section. Offices within the remit of the Saxony
State Ministry of Finance are responsible for planning and managing funds under section 14. Investment-related expenditure
for major building works (i.e. those entailing total building costs exceeding 1 million euros) can be attributed to individual
facilities and thus, as a rule, to courts or public prosecution offices. However, investment-related expenditure for minor building

(2014): For 2014, no information was available from Hamburg, Saarland, and Thuringia. Six Landers communicated detailed
information on the content of their individual budgetary plans. Inasmuch as the other Federal Landers have provided data,
these were added to the aggregate amount. Accordingly, the information provided here is incomplete.

(2012): In 2012, six Landers communicated detailed information on the content of their individual budgetary plans. Berlin did
not provide any information. Data provided by Bavaria did not include the public annual budget approved and granted for labor,
social and finance jurisdiction.

Greece

(2019): The approved budget is always proportionate to the confirmed needs of the justice system. The amount not
implemented returns to the General Accounting Office

Hungary
(2019): The implemented budget of 2019 not yet approved by the Parliament.

(2018): The act for implemented state budget of 2018 are not yet adopted by the Parliament.

(2015): Annual implemented public budget of 2015 not yet approved.
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Italy

(General Comment): Due to the structure of the Italian judicial system, the Ministry of Justice has one single budget which
does not distinguish between the budget allocated to courts, the budget allocated to public prosecution services and the one
allocated to the administration. The figures provided in this chapter are the result of a re-classification of the budget statements
which takes into consideration several criteria.

(2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been explained that the difference between allocated and implemented
budgets is mainly due to the salary of personnel as the retirement age is not exactly foreseeable.

Latvia
(2019): There are included also the budget for Supreme Court and Public Prosecutors System.

(2016): Budget of Prosecution and Constitutional court were not usually included in this question since these are separate
institutions with individual budgets. Prosecution budget is provided in Q13 and Approved budget of Constitutional court is
1484895, but we were not able to acquire implemented budget. We will however include Prosecution office and Constitutional
court budgets in this question in next cycles and have marked them in Q15-2 and Q15-3, while we did not change sums given
above.

Lithuania

(2018): The data above and here below is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget
financial rates for 2018 (Law of 12th December, 2017 No. XI11-868):

- the adjusted total was 211 424 800;

- courts (excluding the budget of the National Courts Administration for computerization, investment in new buildings,
expertise, building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of the National Courts Administration) - budget
approved 74 095 000, budget adjusted 74 110 000, budget implemented 74 085 200;

- public prosecution services - budget approved 31 520 000, budget adjusted 31 620 200, budget implemented 31 607 100;
- Ministry of Justice (including prison system) — budget approved 93 951 000, budget adjusted 94 972 100, budget
implemented 92 601 000. The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget
for the whole justice system as presented does not include budget for primary legal aid. The Ministry of Justice implemented
less budget because of the economy due to reorganisation, the staff's change and illness, because of the economy of the
budget for the acquisition of long-term assets, because the budget for investment was not implemented at the whole scale in
the subordinate institution, also because of decreased workload of the advocates providing secondary legal aid;

- prison system - budget approved 69 524 000 (budget adjusted - 68 788 400, budget implemented 66 973 700. The
discrepancies arise because of the public procurement procedures.

- the Constitutional Court — budget approved 2 132 000, budget adjusted - 2 132 000, budget implemented 1 943 600. The
Constitutional Court implemented less budget than approved because of the staff's illness and parental leave;

- the National Courts Administration — budget approved 8 551 000, budget adjusted - 8 590 500, budget implemented 8 473
800. The

difference arises due to termination of the contract for development and installation of centralised payroll system and the
decrease of the factual number of state pension beneficiaries (judges).
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(2016): The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2016
(Law of 10th December, 2015 No. XII-2161):

- Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerization, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 63 983 000
(budget specified - 64 215 400, implemented 64 181 700).

- Public prosecution services - budget approved 34 944 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 34 948 500).

- Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 510 000 (budget specified - 30 722 700, implemented 27 530 700).The budget for
secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as presented does
not include budget for primary legal aid.

The Ministry of Justice implemented less budget because of the economy of the salaries in the subordinate institutions
(change of the staff, free vacancies, illness), economy of the budget for the goods and services, for the acquisition of long-term
assets, for the repair of premises, decreased workload of the advocates providing secondary legal aid.

- Prison system - budget approved 69 302 000 (budget specified - 69 526 600, implemented 66 477 500). The discrepancies
arise because of the public procurement procedures.

- The Constitutional Court — budget approved 2 019 000 (budget specified - 2 022 600, implemented 2 018 300). The
Constitutional Court implemented less budget than approved because the budget for investment was not implemented at the
whole scale.

- The National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 832 000 (budget specified - 34 962 800, implemented 10 521 900).
The difference arises because not all the LITEKO services were acquired, the public procurement procedures prolonged, not
all the budget for investments was implemented.

Luxembourg

(General Comment): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available, as the
regulation of the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year following the
financial year in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was only signed on
December 20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2019/12/20/a885/jo).

(2019): At the date set for answering the CEPEJ questionnaire (01/10), these data are not yet available, as the regulation of
the general account for the financial year is voted and generally published in December of the year following the financial year
in question. Thus, the law on the regulation of the general account for the financial year 2018 was only signed on December
20, 2019 (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/12/20/a885/jo).

(2018): /

(2016): The bill containing the implemented budget 2016 has not been approved yet.

Malta
(2019): Most of the increase in the implemented budget lies in the expenditure of the Court Services Agency, the Prison

system, the Police and the Refugee Services.
(2014): In 2014, the budget allocations listed within the table relate to recurrent expenditure and do not include capital

expenditure.

Netherlands
(2016): Excluding the judiciary part of the Council of State

Poland
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(General Comment): The data include budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common Courts and
part 37 Justice. Part 15 covers the expenses of common judiciary units, the remuneration of retired common court judges and
the payment of State Treasury compensation, while Part 37 includes expenses related to the functioning of the Ministry of
Justice, organizational units of the prison system, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary
and Public Prosecution, the College of Criminology and Penitentiary houses, juvenile detention centers and shelters for
minors, retirement and disability benefits for prison service officers and retired judges of common courts.

The data does not include other units of the judiciary: common organizational units of the prosecutor's office, administrative
judiciary, military judiciary, the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Tribunal and the National Council of the Judiciary.

The amount planned in the budget act for part 15 and part 37 was increased in the course of the financial year by funds from
the state budget specific reserves and the amended plan for the above-mentioned parts amounted to 3 165 730 000 €.

(2019): The above data include budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common Courts and part 37
Justice. Part 15 covers the expenses of common judiciary units, the remuneration of retired common court judges and the
payment of State Treasury compensation, while Part 37 includes expenses related to the functioning of the Ministry of Justice,
organizational units of the prison system, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary and
Public Prosecution, the College of Criminology and Penitentiary houses, juvenile detention centers and shelters for minors,
retirement and disability benefits for prison service officers and retired judges of common courts.

The data does not include other units of the judiciary: common organizational units of the prosecutor's office, administrative
judiciary, military judiciary, the Supreme Court, the Constitutional Tribunal and the National Council of the Judiciary.

The amount planned in the budget act for part 15 and part 37 was increased in the course of the financial year by funds from
the state budget specific reserves and the amended plan for the above-mentioned parts amounted to 3 165 730 000 €.

(2016): The above data include the budgetary sections of which responsible is the Minister of Justice (part 15 - Common
Courts and Part 37 - Justice). Section 15 covers expenditures of common courts, retired judges and the payment of
compensation paid from the National Treasury. Part of the expenses are related to the functioning of the Ministry of Justice,
prison units, scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the National School of Judiciary and Public Prosecution, correctional
institutions and juvenile shelters and retirement and disability benefits for prison officials.

Portugal

(General Comment): Before 2015, the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services", while
starting from 2015, the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police
services”.

(2016): Q.15.1 - The approved budget has increased because the salary cuts that were made in 2012 have been replaced.

Romania

(2014): In 2014, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court decisions were even
higher than in 2013. Namely, they covered both the installment for the year 2014 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in the
writs of execution) and the installment for the year 2015 (25% of the total amounts stipulated in the writs of execution). On the
contrary, in 2013, these amounts covered only the installment for the year 2013 (10% of the total amounts stipulated in the
writs of execution). _x000D_

Besides, due to the increasing number of occupied posts in 2014 compared to 2013, funds allocated for the payment of
employer contributions due, allowances delegation/secondment allowances for transport, rent, medicines, regular medical
checks etc. increased. _x000D_

Finally, the entry into force in February 2014 of the new Code of Criminal Procedure has generated additional costs for
translation and interpretation services.

(2013): The increase of the budget allocated to the whole justice system between 2010 and 2013 had a double justification.
On the one hand, in 2013, funds allocated for the payment of wage rights of the judiciary staff established by court decisions
were higher than in previous years. On the other hand, in 2010 the budgetary staff salaries were reduced by 25%, starting with
2011 they increased by 15% and in 2012 they successively increased by 8% and 7.4%.
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Slovakia

(General Comment): The global budgetary sum allocated to whole justice system consists of the approved and implemented
budgets of four bodies with own

individual budget: Ministry of Justice, Supreme Court, General Prosecutors Office and Judicial Council. The budget of the
Ministry of

Justice is composed of two parts— the budget of the prison service and the budget assigned both to courts (except the
Supreme Court) and

to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court comprises the budget for its own functioning. Judicial Council of the
Slovak

republic administers its own budgetary chapter in the state budget.

(2019): A substantial part of the expenditures are covered from the state budget.

(2018): The global budgetary sum allocated to whole justice system consists of the approved and implemented budgets of
four bodies with own individual budget: Ministry of Justice, Supreme Court, General Prosecutors Office and Judicial Council.
The budget of the Ministry of Justice is composed of two parts— the budget of the prison service and the budget assigned both
to courts (except the Supreme Court) and to the ministry itself. The budget of the Supreme Court comprises the budget for its
own functioning. Judicial Council of the Slovak republic administers its own budgetary chapter in the state budget.

Slovenia

(2019): The most significant increase in budget can be observed at legal aid, probation services, the State Advocacy and
other (the Public Prosecution Council). For legal aid, please see Q12. At the Probation Administration, the increase is due to
new hiring (the Probation administration was formed in 2018 and siginificantly increased the number of staff in 2019). At the
State Advocacy, the increase is due to additional hiring, a change regarding the salary system and a 100% increase in paid
reimbursments on behalf of the state. At the Public Prosecutorial Council, the increase is due to spending for new equipement
(relocating) and planned new hiring.

Spain
(2018): National Comision for Judicial Statistics centralizes and provides data.

Question 015-2

Austria
(2015): Source 15-2: “Bundesrechnungsabschluss 2015,” dated June 29th 2015

Belgium

(2015): budget for personnel responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners security in the court is included in the
budget of the prison system

en 2015, le budget de la justice a été impute de au moins 75 million d'euro suite au transfert de la compétence des maison de
la justice du niveau national vers les états fédérés (communautés flamande, francaise et germanophones)

two judicial management bodies are created in 2014.

(2014): 2014: Two services of management system have been created by a law in 2014, but the two colleges, on one hand for
courts and tribunals and on another hand for the public prosecution service, are formally made up only at the end of 2014 and
do not function yet as autonomous managers.

(2012): The National Institute of Criminalistics and Criminology is partly financed by the budget of Justice.
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Bulgaria

(2015): The budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (budgets of the courts,
Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Bulgaria, Supreme Judicial Council, The Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council
and the National Institute of Justice. The budget of courts includes the costs for forensic services, state enforcement services),
Legal Aid, Registry agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations
between Spouses), General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services), General Directorate
Security (security of the judicial system bodies), Central administration of the Ministry of Justice, Constitutional court.

(2014): For 2014, the budget (approved/implemented) allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the
Judiciary (courts (including forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Bulgaria,
Supreme Judicial Council, Inspectorate at the Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) — 237 789 709
€/235 421 896 €, Legal Aid — 4 306 647 €/4 796 175 €, Registry agency (property register, commercial register, BULSTAD
register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) — 8 534 524 €/8 274 378 €, General Directorate Execution
of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 60 670 876 €/60 229 567 €, General Directorate Security (security of
the judicial system bodies) — 15 508 519 €/15 508 059 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice — 9 313 711 €/9 010
504 €, Constitutional court — 1 656 600 €/1 656 600 €.

(2013): For 2013, the budget allocated for the whole justice system includes the budget for the Judiciary (Courts (including
forensic services and State enforcement services), Prosecutor’s office, Supreme Judicial Council, the Inspectorate at the
Supreme Judicial Council and the National Institute of Justice) - 225 753 988 €, Legal Aid - 5 292 135 €, Registry agency
(property register, commercial register, BULSTAD register and Register of the Property Relations between Spouses) — 9 448
009 €, General Directorate Execution of Sanctions (includes the costs for probation services) — 52 982 312 €, General
Directorate Security (security of the judicial system bodies)— 15 528 857 €, Central administration of the Ministry of Justice —
13 999 008 €, Constitutional court — 1 056 000 €.

Croatia
(2014): In 2014, the difference between allocated and implemented public budget is not significant.

(2013): For 2012 the Ministry of Justice envisaged special costs related to the establishment of the Public Bailiff Service.
However, following the amendments to the Enforcement Act, the introduction of the Public Bailiff Service was abandoned,
pursuant to which this category is not included in the budget of the judiciary for 2013.

Cyprus
(2018): x

(2015): STATE BUDGET

(2014): In 2014 there is substantial increase of the budget of the judicial system due to inclusion of budgets of the attorney
general’s office, the police, the prison, Ministry of justice, enforcement and forensic services.

Czech Republic
(2015): Ministry of Justice

Denmark
(2012): The category “other” encompasses the budget of the Danish Court Administration.

France
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(2015): The annual public budget above includes the data of the entire justice system, attached to the Ministry of Justice and
the Presidency of the Republic.
Other: Access to law and assistance to victims

Sources: Ministry of Justice, General Secretariat, Sub-Directorate for Budget and Accounting, Access to Law and Victim
Assistance Unit, and Sub-Directorate for Statistics and Studies

Germany
(2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available.

Information provided by the Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander.

(2014): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

(2013): In 2013 and 2014, 7 Landers provided information as for the category “other”: Brandenburg (German Judicial
Academy); Hesse (IT office of the Hessian Ministry of Justice); Lower Saxony (Northern German University for the
Administration of Justice); Rhineland-Palatinate (Constitutional Court of the Rhineland-Palatinate); Saxony (information
technology response service of the Saxonian judiciary, Bobritzsch training centre, Land Commissioner for the Files of the
State Security Service of the former German Democratic Republic); Saxony-Anhalt (area of responsibility of the Land Ministry
of Justice includes the Land Commissioner for the Files of the State Security Service of the former German Democratic
Republic); Thuringia (Judicial Examinations Office).

Hungary
(2015): Sources:

Act C of 2014 on the budget of Hungary in 2015,

Act CLXI of 2011 on the organisation and administration of courts
Act CLXII of 2011 on the legal status and remuneration of judges,
Act CXCV of 2011 on the state finance,

Act LXVI of 2011 on the State Audit Office

(2012): In 2012, as in 2010, the budget allocated to the whole justice system included also the total budget of the Ministry of
Justice.

Ireland

(2015): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however, the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q 15.
Department of Justice and Equality

'‘Other' includes Administration costs, various Commissions, Equality, Disability, various Public Agencies.

Italy

(2018): In Italy all the above three elements are included.
WARING: there is a bug in the electronic scheme for this question.

(2015): Some kind of police services are included such as the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific courts.

Source: Ministry of Justice — Budget and Accounts Department (Direzione generale del bilancio e della contabilita)
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(2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been specified that the category “police services” subsumes some kinds of
police services related to the surveillance of the Ministry of Justice and other specific courts.

Latvia
(2018): In the judicial systems budget is included courts, legal aid and Public prosecutor services.

(2015): Judicial management body is meant Court Administration.

Enforcement services - in the Ministry of Justice budget are includes compensation for bailiffs for the enforcement activities.
In the section 'other' are included budget for institutions what are under supervision of the Ministry of Justice. Data doesn't
include budget for prosecutor system.

Data includes also budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other financial instruments co-
financed projects: Approved budget - EUR 6 945 797, implemented EUR 5 610 619.

(2014): For 2014, data includes also the budget means for financing projects from the EU structural funds and other financial
instruments co-financed projects (approved budget: 2 127 919 euros/implemented budget: 1 763 536 euros).

Lithuania
(2016): The category "legal aid" encompasses only secondary legal aid that falls within the budget of the Ministry of Justice.

(2015): Other — National Courts Administration. Ministry of Finance according to the Law on the approval of State and
municipal budget financial rates for 2015 (Law of 11th December, 2014 No. XII-1408).

The data is presented according to the Law on the approval of State and municipal budget financial rates for 2015 (Law of 11th
December, 2014 No. XI1-1408):

-Qourts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 61 675 389
(budget implemented 61 793 221)0

-Bublic prosecution services - budget approved 28 810 734 budget (implemented 28 835 957)0

-Prison system -[Budget approved 64 271 866 (implemented 64 685 999)0

-Constitutional court — budget approved1 845 285 (budget implemented 1 817 674)

-Ministry of Justice — budget approved 31 916 616 (budget implemented 32 426 279)

-National Courts Administration — budget approved 13 489 687 (budget implemented 9 330 743)(]

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system as
presented does not include budget for primary legal aid.

It should be noted, that the implemented budget of the Constitutional Court is less than approved due to non-implementation of
assets for investments. Due to protracted public procurement procedures, the National Courts Administration didn’t assimilate
part of assets of Norway grants. The Ministry of Justice also didn’t assimilate the assets of Norway grants and the fees,
received from the Central Mortgage Office.

(2014): In the frame of the 2014 evaluation it is specified that data are presented according to the Law on the approval of
State and municipal budget financial rates for 2014 (Law of 12th December, 2013 No. XII-659). The following detailed
information could be provided: _x000D_

Courts (excluding the budget of National Courts Administration for computerisation, investment in new buildings, expertise,
building repair, trainings, which is included in the budget item of National Courts Administration) - budget approved 58
389 133/budget implemented 59 883 804; _x000D_

Public prosecution services - budget approved 28 563 485/ budget implemented 28 622 712; _x000D_

Prison system - budget approved 58 697 579/budget implemented 58 436 457; _x000D_

Constitutional court — budget approved 1 794 485/budget implemented 1 801 060; _x000D_

Ministry of Justice — budget approved 30 150 070/budget implemented 30 210 177; _x000D_

National Courts Administration — budget approved 9 531 974/budget implemented 5 496 061._x000D_

The budget for secondary legal aid is included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. The budget for whole justice system also
includes budget for primary legal aid (approved budget 560753,59/implemented budget - 5 43013,22).
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Luxembourg
(2019): /

(2018): /

Malta

(2015): The implemented budget could not be compiled because not all the items listed in the Approved budget could be
traced for their Implemented budget. Thus the total provided would not compare to the total of the Approved budget.

The total Approved budget is less than the previous year mainly because of historical factors that lie beyond the control of the
data collector. Before 2014, the Ministry for Justice was integrated in the Ministry for Home Affairs, and its budget was
incorporated within this larger Ministry (previously known as Ministry for Justice and Home Affairs). In 2014, the Ministry for
Justice became an independent Ministry (incorporating also Culture and Local Government), and for the first time, was
allocated its own budget in 2015. Thus, the budget quoted in this evaluation is a more true reflection of the actual budget of the
Ministry for Justice despite the fact that it still incorporates elements that fall outside the remit of justice.

In 2015, the category "notariat" has been included as line item "Notary to Government” within the budget of the Ministry of
Justice, Culture and Local Government.

The budget of forensic services outside the budget allocation of the police force (enforcement services) is not available.

The components of the item referring to "police services" are incorporated in the budget of either the "enforcement services" or
the "prison system".

(2014): In 2014, the category “other” includes: Justice Reform Commission (€55,000); Malta Mediation Centre (€25,000);
Malta Arbitration Centre (€67,000); Refugees and asylum seekers services which encompasses: Detention Services
(€2,800,000), European Asylum Support Office (€250,000) and Commissioner for Refugee Office (€600,000)._x000D_
Enforcement services specifically reflect the recurrent budget of the Malta Police Force. _x000D_

It is important to note that most of the budgets listed above fall under the remit of different ministries. Thus for example, the
recurrent budgets pertaining to the Ministry of Home Affairs are: Malta Police Force under Enforcement Services (€53, 108,
000); Prison System (€8,874,000); Probation Services (Euros 763, 000); Detention Services for refugees (€2, 800, 000).

(2013): In 2013, akin to 2012, the approved budgets were spread between different ministries and a breakdown of the amount
indicated in accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office (€1,757,000);
Courts (€12,305,000); Probation and Parole Services (€778000); Prison system (€9,059,000); Commissioner for Refugees
Office (€600,000); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€30,000); Police (€51,743,000); Budget for Parliamentary
Secretary of Justice (€492,000); Legal Aid (€49500).

(2012): As in 2012 the approved budgets were spread between different ministries, a breakdown of the amount indicated in
accordance with the various information collected was provided for clarity: Attorney General’s Office (€1,828,559); Courts (€11
527 427); Probation and Parole Services (€655,079); Prison system (€8,974,218); Commissioner for Refugees Office
(€125,841); Commission for the Administration of Justice (€29,928).

Netherlands
(2018): A value must be entered for each question !

(2016): Comment : the figure is the entire budget of the ministry of security and justice. However other ministries may also
finance parts of the justice system. Also third parties may contribute. This is not included here. The Netherlands have no
constitutional court as such but the tasks of a constitutional court are performed by the Council of State. Its budget is not
included in the figure reported here.

(2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been specified that the difference of data between 2010 and 2012 is due to a
major reorganization in 2010. On January 1st 2011 the budget of the police services, secret service, fire department amongst
others, was transferred from the Ministry of Internal affairs to the Ministry of Justice which is now the Ministry of Security and
Justice.
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Poland

(2013): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education, social
security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

(2012): In 2010 and 2012 the category “other” encompasses damages paid by the State, other forms of education, social
security benefits, the budget of the National School for Judges and Prosecutors.

Portugal
(2018): all values are included

(2015): Before 2015 the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services". In 2015, the Criminal
Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police services”.

(2014): Since 2014, a reference to the Criminal Investigation Police is made within the specific category “some police
services” and not in the category “other” which was the case for the previous exercises. Accordingly, there were no changes
regarding the budgetary elements for 2014.

(2013): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

(2012): For the 2010, 2012 and 2013 exercises, the category “other” covers the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia
Judiciéria).

Romania

(2015): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register, the National Authority for
Citizenship

(2014): For the last three exercises (2012, 2013 and 2014), the category “other” encompasses other institutions coordinated
by the Ministry of Justice, namely the National Trade Register and the National Authority for Citizenship.

Slovakia
(2018): Included: Courts, Legal Aid, Public prosecution services

(2015): The stated sum for the approved budget allocated to whole justice system consists of the overall budget of the
Ministry of justice (310 602 195 €) and the budget of the Supreme Court of the Slovak Republic (8 662 521 €).

The implemented budget of the Ministry of justice increased to 400 609 479 € and the implemented budget of the Supreme
court increased to 8 700 158 €.

(2014): For 2014, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 315 788 884 euros and the approved budget of the
Supreme Court was 5 979 697 euros.

(2013): For 2013, the approved budget of the Ministry of justice was 311 166 599 euros and the approved budget of the
Supreme Court was 8 788 394 euros.

(2012): In 2012, the increase of the total budget allocated to the whole justice system is due mainly to the increased budget of
the prison service.

Slovenia

(2019): The approved budget for courts for 2019 from EU funds at courts was 2.127.000 EUR and implemented budget was
608.772 EUR.
Courts also spent 325.918 EUR of EU funds for ADR from the Ministry of Justice budget in 2019.
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(2018): /

(2015): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice (approved budget 152.436.526 EUR /
implemented budget 155.940.974 EUR),

- Legal aid: amount at Q12 (3.043.999 EUR / 3.184.217 EUR),

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13 (18.276.528 EUR / 18.134.349 EUR),

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (36.758.054 EUR / 36.048.907 EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (343.776 EUR / 343.266 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia (3.955.730 EUR / 3.955.730 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (7.119.832 EUR / 6.981.242 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (54.713.839 EUR /
52.990.192 EUR) - the budget includes the EU funds (for EU funds, spent on courts on computerisation and ADR see
comment to Q6) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (116.148 EUR / 115.811 EUR).

Spain

(General Comment): Regarding the probation services, depending on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or
Enforcement), the Court competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or
other specialized Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the compliance by the person sentenced of the
legal conditions is followed by the 'Subdirectorate General for Open Environment and Alternative Penalties and Measures'
(within the Ministry of Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for the judicial system includes only the part for
Courts and civil servants that serve in Courts. NOT the control carried out by bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. Since 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system Budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

(2018): Budgetary data centralized by National Comision for Judicial Statistics.

(2015): The budget approved for the National Agency of the Personal Data Protection and for the Public Registers for the
Justice Administration are also included.

In 2014 and 2015, the protection of juveniles was included only partly in the whole justice system budget.

(2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, the category “other” encompasses compensation to peace judges, compensation to
psychologists, transferences to autonomous regions and also the budget approved for the National Agency of the Personal
Data Protection. _x000D _

For 2014, the budget allocated to the prison system has been included in the figure provided, even though it is of the
competence of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and not of the competence of the Ministry of Justice. Furthermore, we have
included the budget allocated by Catalufia since this region holds competences over the prison system (by the way, in this
case the Justice Department holds the competences over the prison system).

(2012): In the ambit of the 2012 exercise, the category “other” includes the following components: compensation to peace
judges (2 107 761€); compensation to psychologists (560 610€); transferences to autonomous regions (3 527 352, 85€).

Question 015-3

Austria

(2019): The budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR 52.915.000,-
approved and implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 7.943.000 approved/EUR 8.498.042,37
implemented), as well as the data protection authority (= Datenschutzbehérde) (EUR 2.282.000,- approved/ EUR 2.707.316,84
implemented), the Federal Administrative Court (= Bundesverwaltungsgericht) (EUR 70.180.000,- approved/EUR
67.310.314,75 implemented) and the Supreme Administrative Court (= Verwaltungsgerichtshof) (EUR 20.934.000,-
approved/EUR 21.004.000,- implemented).
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(2018): The budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR 48.417.000
approved and implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 7.943.000 approved/EUR
7.906.259,21implemented), as well as the data protection authority (= Datenschutzbehorde) (EUR 1.939.000 approved/ EUR
2.070.864,95 implemented).

(2016): This cycle the budget of the whole justice system also includes state funding concerning guardianship (EUR
35.853.000 approved/EUR 36.143.000 implemented) and grants to victim assistance facilities (EUR 5.589.000 approved/EUR
6.850.674 implemented).

Belgium
(2019): Specialized committees: for example, Center for information on harmful sectarian organizations, Commission on bio-

ethics and Commission on euthanasia, Commission for victim assistance, Commission on games of chance, National
Commission on the Rights of the Child, Federal Mediation Commission, State security, Cults and secularism.

(2018): Specialized Commissions: e.g. Information Centre, Harmful Sectarian Organizations, Bioethics Commission and
Euthanasia Commission, Victims' Assistance Commission, Gambling Commission, National Commission on the Rights of
Children, Federal Mediation Commission

State Security

Cults and secularism

(2016): Specialized Commission: eg Information Center, Harmful Sectarian Organisations, Commission of Bioethics and
Euthanasia Commission, Commission to help victims, Gambling Commission, Arbitration - Construction and Rental Litigation,
National Commission for the Rights of the Child, Federal Mediation Commission, State security,Cults and secularism. The
budget for staff responsible for the transfer of prisoners and prisoners in the prison system.

Probation Services (Houses of Justice) are transferred to the regional authorities.

Bulgaria
(2019): National Institute of Justice and the Inspectorate to the Supreme Judicial Council

(2018): "other" comprises- the National Institute of Justice and the Inspectorate to the Supreme Judicial Council.

Cyprus
(2018): x

Denmark

(2018): Concerning the Refugees and asylum services + immigration service: Due to an reorganisation the area is no longer
part of the whole justice system.

(2016): Concerning the Refugees and asylum services the answer for previous cycles was correctly YES. Due to an
reorganisation the area is no longer part of the whole justice system. Accordingly, the answer is NO for 2016.

Finland

(General Comment): The category “other” includes: election expenditure as well as some other offices under the
administrative sector of

the Ministry of Justice such as the Legal Register Centre, the Office of the Bankruptcy Ombudsman, the Office of the Data
Protection

Ombudsman, the Council for Crime Prevention, the Safety Investigation Authority, the National Research Institute of Legal
Policy, the

Accident Investigation Board and the Consumer Disputes Board. Another component encompassed in this category for 2010,
2012 and 2013 is the ICT Service Centre for Judicial Administration. In 2014, the ICT services for the overall state
administration were centralized to the Government ICT Centre Valtori.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 113/ 846



France

(2018): In 2018, the budget of the entire justice system does not yet include all the expenses related to judicial extractions that
are borne by the Ministry of the Interior. However, they are intended to be fully supported by the Ministry of Justice by 2019.

(2016): In 2016, the budget allocated to the whole justice system does not yet include all the expenses relating to judicial
extractions that are borne by the Ministry of the Interior. However, they are intended to be fully supported by the Ministry of
Justice by 2019.

Germany

(2019): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational / further training centres.

(2018): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational/further training centres.

(2016): Training centres for the administration of justice, such as the German Judicial Academy, the Northern German
College for the Administration of Justice and educational / further training centres.

Ireland

(2019): The Judicial Council was set up on the 17th December 2019. The Judicial Council is tasked with maintaining
standards, performance and the training of Judges in Ireland. More information can be found here:
https://judicialcouncil.ie/about-the-judicial-council/

(2018): Legislation to provide for a Judicial Council is under preparation.

(2016): Ireland does not have a Judicial Council, however the costs of the Judiciary are included under Q15. Legislation to
provide for a Judicial Council is under preparation.

Lithuania
(2019): National Courts Administration

(2018): National Courts Administration

(2016): National Courts Administration

Luxembourg

(General Comment): The annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system includes, among other things, budget
items relating to subsidies to the bar associations, expenses for setting up and running the anti-money laundering unit,
expenses for the organization of additional courses in Luxembourg law and judicial traineeships or relating to judicial
assistance (http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/04/26/a274/jo).

(2019): The annual public budget allocated to the whole justice system includes, among other things, budget items relating to
subsidies to the bar associations, expenses for setting up and running the anti-money laundering unit, expenses for the
organization of additional courses in Luxembourg law and judicial traineeships or relating to judicial assistance
(http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/l0i/2019/04/26/a274/jo).

(2018): /
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Malta

(2019): This category includes:

- the Asset Recovery Bureau

- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Malta Arbitration Centre

- the Permanent Commission Against Corruption
- the Law Commissioner

- the Department of Justice

(2018): The category 'Other’ includes:

- the Malta Arbitration Centre (MAC)

- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Commission against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Justice Reform Commission

- the Asset Recovery Bureau (new for this evaluation)
- the Department of Justice (new for this evaluation)

(2016): - the Malta Arbitration Centre (MAC)
- the Malta Mediation Centre

- the Commission against Corruption

- the Law Commissioner

- the Justice Reform Commission

Netherlands

(2019): Raad van State - it is not part of the Ministry of Justice and Safety annual budget, but falls under 'Boek Il - Overige
hoge colleges van staat' (Book Il - Other High colleges of State). Also includes police and secret service.

(2018): Includes police and secret service

(2016): Other: Police, secret service (both since 2011).

Poland

(2019): The budget of the judiciary consists of part 15 Ordinary courts and part 37 Justice, the individual budget components
of the above parts are presented below.

part 15 Ordinary courts

section 755 Administration of justice, chap. 75595 Other activities

- expenditure included in the above chapter of the budget classification relate to the payment of State Treasury compensation
part 37 - Justice

department 730 Higher education and science, chap. 73014 Teaching and research activities, subsidy and subsidy for the
College of Criminology and Penitentiary Studies

section 755 Administration of justice, chap. 75507 Scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, chap. 75514 National School of
Judiciary and Public Prosecution

- as part of the above chapters, expenditure related to the functioning of scientific institutes of the Ministry of Justice, the
National School of Judiciary and Public Prosecution and the College of Criminology and Penitentiary Studies

Police services are not part of the budget parts administered by the Minister of Justice, i.e. part 15 Common Courts and part
37 Justice of the Budget Act.

(2018): Expenditure on payments of compensations from National Budget.

Expenditure related to the functioning of research institutes of the Ministry of Justice and National School of Judiciary and
Public

Prosecution.
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(2016): Expenditure on payments of compensations from national budget.
Expenditure related to the functioning of research institutes of the Ministry of Justice and National School of Judiciary and
Public Prosecution.

Portugal
(2019): "other" is not applicable

(2018): "other" is not applicable

(2016): Before 2015, the budget of the judicial police was included in the category "other services", while starting from 2015,
the Criminal Investigation Police (Policia Judiciaria) has been included in the new category “some police services”.

Romania

(2019): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

(2018): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

(2016): Other institutions coordinated by the Ministry of Justice: the National Trade Register,the National Authority for
Citizenship

Slovakia

(2019): In the category “other” is stated the budget of the Judicial Academy, which is the educational and training institution
for judges, prosecutors and court staff is subsumed.
The used methodology for 2019 data is the same as in the previous cycles.

(2018): In the category “other” the budget of the Judicial Academy which is the educational and training institution for judges,
prosecutors and court staff is subsumed.

(2016): In the category "other" the budget of the Judicial Academy is subsumed.

Slovenia

(2019): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: approved 177.095.689 EUR / implemented 177.340.872 - Legal aid: 3.491.590 EUR / 4.116.757
- Public prosecution services: 22.418.592 EUR / 22.345.112 EUR

- Prison system: 48.593.535 EUR / 47.578.925 EUR,

- Probation services: 1.765.534 EUR / 1.629.901 EUR,

- Council of the judiciary: 571.869 EUR / 554.803 EUR,

- Constitutional court: 4.524.995 EUR / 4.319.645 EUR,

- State advocacy: 10.068.143 EUR / 10.029.050 EUR,

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: 27.334.371 EUR/ 24.991.381 EUR
and

- Other (the Public Prosecution Council) 165.264 EUR / 163.025 EUR.
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(2018): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice - Legal aid: amount at Q12
- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13

- Prison system: approved 41.331.001 EUR / implemented 40.034.390 EUR,

- Probation services: 938.193 EUR / 830.729 EUR,

- Council of the judiciary: 501.655 EUR / 506.649 EUR,

- Constitutional court: 4.496.390 EUR / 4.429.551 EUR,

- State advocacy: 7.606.421 EUR / 7.431.948 EUR,

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: 27.649.968 EUR/ 21.803.961 EUR

and

- Other (the Public Prosecution Council) 132.321 EUR / 130.932 EUR.

In 2018, the newly established Probation Administration of the Republic of Slovenia began to function.

(2016): Public budget for the whole justice system includes:

- Courts: total at Q6 without the amounts financed by the Ministry of Justice - Legal aid: amount at Q12

- Public prosecution services: amount at Q13

- Prison system: Prison Administration of the Republic of Slovenia (approved 36.441.312 EUR / implemented 35.027.181
EUR),

- Council of the judiciary: the Judicial Council of the Republic of Slovenia (371.793 EUR/ 369.456 EUR),

- Constitutional court: Constitutional Court of the Republic of Slovenia ( 4.071.218 EUR / 3.912.332 EUR),

- State advocacy: State Attorney's Office of the Republic of Slovenia (12.418.832 EUR/ 12.292.591 EUR),

- Functioning of the Ministry of justice: the Ministry of Justice (including JTC) without prison system (17.731.134
EUR/15.923.488 EUR) and

- Other: the Public Prosecution Council (101.677 EUR/97.882 EUR).

Spain

(2019): "Other": budgets of the National Agency of the Personal Data Protection and the Public Registers for the Justice
Administration

(2018): Regarding the probation services, it does not exist a unit or department called ‘probation services'. Depending on the
phase of the proceeding (Judgement or Enforcement), the Court competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can
be the Court that has judged the case or other specialized Courts (on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the
compliance by the person sentenced of the legal conditions is followed by the Police, and by the 'Penalty and Alternative
Measures Management Services' (both of them within the Ministry of Interior) and also by the competent Court. The Budget for
the judicial system includes only the part for Courts and civil servants that serve in Courts. Not the control carried out by
bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. Since 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.

(2016): Regarding the probation services, depending on the phase of the proceeding (Judgement or Enforcement), the Court
competent to order the suspension of the prison penalty can be the Court that has judged the case or other specialized Courts
(on Prison Supervision). The subsequent control of the compliance by the person sentenced of the legal conditions is followed
by the Police, and by the 'Penalty and Alternative Measures Management Services' (both of them within the Ministry of Interior)
and also by the competent Court. The Budget for the judicial system includes only the part for Courts and civil servants that
serve in Courts. Not the control carried out by bodies within the Ministry of Interior.

Regarding forensic services, these services are under the competences of the Ministry of Justice, and their buildings, material
resources and main professionals are part of the budget for Justice provided. In 2016 the Notariat is included in the whole
justice system budget whereas it was not the case for previous cycles.
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Indicator 2: The judicial
organisation
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Table 2.1 Number of first instance courts (general and specialised) as legal entities and number of all courts (first, appeal and high courts) as geographic locations from 2012 to 2019 (Q42)

T:‘)itraslt ?:::::éem First instance courts of general jurisdiction Specialised first instance courts
(legal entities) (legal entities) (geographic locations)
States court_s _(Iegal
e_ntltles) 2019
(1) +(2)

Austria 146 154 132 129 129 129 129 128 128 7 7 18 18 18 18 18 18 149 135 103 103 103 103 102 102
Belgium 213 27 27 13 13 13 13 13 13 262 262 225 225 225 200 200 200 288 288 288 288 267 264 253 232
Bulgaria 145 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 113 34 34 32 32 32 32 32 32 170 170 168 175 182 182 182 182
Croatia 47 67 65 65 22 22 22 22 30 74 74 74 36 36 36 36 17 158 192 203 203 203 203 205 143
Cyprus 22 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 14 13 13 15 15 15 15 16 21 19 21 22 22 22 21 22
Czech Republic 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 98 98 98 98 98 98 98 98
Denmark 26 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29
Estonia 6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 22 22 22 22 21 22 21 21
Finland 29 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 20 11 11 9 9 9 9 9 9 82 78 81 79 73 73 71 52
France 1354 778 783 786 786 786 786 168 168 1156 1089 1094 1094 1 086 1 086 1463 1186 640 641 643 643 641 641 641 641
Germany 998 765 765 761 754 761 753 753 753 250 248 247 247 247 246 245 245 1108 1107 1101 1095 1102 1093 1076 1076
Greece 289 402 NA 298 298 289 289 289 289 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 402 NA 329 329 319 319 319 319
Hungary 133 131 131 111 111 111 112 113 113 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 157 157 157 157 157 158 159 159
Ireland 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 105 100 94 94 95 95 95 95
Italy 764 1231 643 510 510 510 534 531 527 116 116 245 245 245 245 237 237 1378 790 836 836 836 831 828 828
Latvia 10 34 34 34 28 28 25 9 9 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 48 48 48 49 42 47 52 56
Lithuania 19 59 54 54 54 54 54 17 17 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 67 62 62 62 62 62 22 22
Luxembourg 8 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
Malta 10 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7 7 7 7 7 8 9 9 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Netherlands 12 19 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 60 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Poland 388 287 - 287 - 363 363 363 363 26 - 26 - 26 25 25 25 827 - NA - 401 401 401 401
Portugal 580 231 231 292 292 292 150 150 145 102 102 228 228 228 394 394 435 318 319 253 253 253 312 312 316
Romania 242 233 233 233 232 233 233 233 233 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 9 244 244 244 243 243 243 243 243
Slovakia 63 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 64 64 64 64 64 64 63 64
Slovenia 60 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
Spain 3810 2 349 - 2224 2224 2223 2282 2 269 2 317 1459 - 1443 1432 1434 1451 1 465 1493 763 - 763 763 763 698 701 702
Sweden 79 60 60 60 60 60 60 48 48 12 12 12 12 10 10 31 31 95 95 95 95 95 95 74 74
Average 353 267 148 231 227 232 229 204 205 144 88 149 153 147 153 169 160 273 199 224 224 230 229 226 222
Median 79 60 55 60 55 55 55 54 54 11 10 12 11 10 10 15 16 105 97 97 97 98 98 98 98
Minimum 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Maximum 3810 2 349 783 2224 2224 2223 2282 2 269 2 317 1459 1089 1443 1432 1434 1451 1465 1493 1378 1107 1101 1095 1102 1093 1076 1076
Nb of values 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27
% of NA 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Italy: . Before 2014 only courts financed by Ministry of justice were included.

Latvia: different presentation of number of specialised courts in 2015. In reality there is one administrative court with 5 court houses
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Table 2.1b Number of first instance courts (general and specialised as legal entities) and number of all courts (first, appeal and high court
as geographic locations) per 100 000 inhabitants from 2012 to 2019 (Q42, Q43)

Total number

of first First instance courts of general jurisdiction Specialised first instance courts All the courts
instance (legal entities) (legal entities) (geographic locations)
States courts (legal
entities) 2019 2019
2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 ) 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 @) 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Austria 164 182 156 150 148 148 147 145 144 008 008 021 021 021 020 020 0,20 176 159 120 1,18 1,18 1,17 1,16 1,15
Belgium 18 024 024 012 012 0112 0,112 0211 011 235 23 201 200 199 176 175 175 258 258 257 256 236 232 221 203
Bulgaria 209 155 156 157 158 159 160 161 163 047 047 044 045 045 045 046 046 233 235 233 245 256 258 260 262
Croatia 1,16 157 153 154 052 053 054 054 074 174 174 175 086 087 088 0838 042 3,71 452 480 484 489 494 503 352
Cyprus 2,48 069 o070 o070 o071 071 070 069 068 162 152 152 177 177 1,75 171 180 243 221 245 259 259 257 240 248
Czech Republic 08 082 08 1082 08 081 081 081 081 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 093 093 093 093 093 093 092 0,92
Denmark 045 043 043 042 042 042 042 041 041 004 004 004 004 003 003 003 003 052 052 051 051 050 050 050 0,50
Estonia 045 031 030 030 030 030 03 030 030 016 015 015 015 015 015 0415 o015 1,717 167 168 167 160 167 159 1,59
Finland 052 050 050 049 049 049 049 049 036 020 0,20 0,26 0,16 0,16 0,16 0,16 0,16 151 143 148 144 133 132 129 094
France 202 119 119 119 118 117 117 025 025 1,76 165 165 164 162 162 218 1,77 098 097 097 097 09 095 096 0,9
Germany 120 09 095 094 092 093 091 091 091 o031 031 031 030 030 030 030 029 138 137 136 134 134 132 130 1,29
Greece 2,69 3,63 NA 275 2,74 268 268 269 2,69 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3,63 NA 303 303 29 29 297 297
Hungary 13 132 133 1213 113 1,13 1,13 118 1,16 0,20 0,20 020 0,20 0,20 020 021 0,20 158 159 159 160 160 160 166 1,63
Ireland 0,00 o0,07vr 0,07 006 006 006 006 006 006 002 002 002 002 004 004 004 004 229 217 203 202 203 198 19 193
Italy 127 206 108 084 084 084 08 08 087 019 019 040 040 040 041 039 039 231 132 138 138 1,38 1,37 137 1,37
Latvia 052 166 168 1,70 142 142 128 047 047 005 005 005 025 005 005 005 005 23 237 240 249 213 241 271 294
Lithuania 068 19 183 18 187 19 192 o061 o061 0,17 0,17 0,17 0,17 0,18 0,18 0,07 0,07 223 211 212 215 218 221 0,79 0,79
Luxembourg 128 09 0912 08 08 08 08 08 08 057 055 053 053 051 050 049 048 152 145 142 142 135 133 130 1,28
Malta 203 024 023 023 022 022 021 021 020 166 163 159 155 152 168 189 182 047 047 045 044 043 042 042 041
Netherlands 0,0 0211 0,07 007 006 006 006 006 006 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 036 024 024 024 023 023 023 0,23
Poland 1,01 0,74 - 0,75 - 094 094 09 095 0,07 - 0,07 - 007 0,07 007 0,07 215 - NA - 104 104 104 1,04
Portugal 563 220 222 281 28 283 146 146 141 097 098 220 220 221 383 383 422 303 306 244 245 245 3,03 3,04 3,07
Romania 125 109 1,17 105 117 119 119 120 1,20 005 005 004 005 005 005 005 005 115 122 110 1,23 124 124 125 1,25
Slovakia 1,15 100 100 100 100 099 099 099 09 0,17 0,17 0,27 0,17 0,17 0,17 0,17 0,16 1,18 1,18 1,18 1,18 1,18 1,18 1,16 1,17
Slovenia 286 2,67 267 267 266 266 266 264 262 024 024 024 024 024 024 024 024 374 374 374 373 373 373 370 3,67
Spain 8,03 5,11 - 479 479 478 489 483 488 3,17 - 311 308 308 311 3,12 315 166 - 164 164 164 149 1,49 148
Sweden 0,76 063 062 062 061 060 059 047 046 013 0,12 0,12 012 010 010 030 030 099 1098 097 09% 095 094 0,72 0,72
Average 168 132 103 121 119 1,17 1,12 100 100 066 056 069 069 066 072 075 073 187 1,75 1,77 179 1,73 1,76 169 1,63
Median 1,25 100 097 094 091 093 0912 o081 08 020 020 021 0,25 0,21 020 024 024 1717 152 154 152 138 137 130 1,29
Minimum 0,0 0,07 007 006 006 006 006 006 006 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 001 036 024 024 024 023 023 023 0,23
Maximum 8,03 511 267 479 479 478 489 483 483 317 235 311 3,08 308 383 383 422 374 452 480 484 489 494 503 3,67
Nb of values 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27 27 25 27 26 27 27 27 27
% of NA 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Italy: . Before 2014 only courts financed by Ministry of justice were included.

Latvia: different presentation of number of specialised courts in 2015. In reality there is one administrative court with 5 court houses
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Table 2.2 Number of (legal entities) first instance specialised courts and its break-down in 2019 (Q43)

Commercial Fight against
Enforcement of . - . Insurance and/or Other
States cogrts (excluded Insolvency Labour courts Family courts Rer'1t and criminal ter.rorlsm,. Interpet related | Administrative social welfare Military courts | specialised first
insolvency courts tenancies courts : organised crime disputes courts :
o) sanctions courts SnHlGoIp N courts instance courts
Austria 18 2 NAP 1 NAP NAP 2 NAP NAP 11 1 NAP 2
Belgium 200 9 NAP 9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 5 NAP NAP 177
Bulgaria 32 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 28 NAP 3 1
Croatia 17 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 3
Cyprus 16 NAP NAP 3 3 2 NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP 1 6
Czech Republic NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Denmark 2 1 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1
Estonia 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 NAP NAP NAP
Finland 9 1 NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 6 1 NAP NAP
France 1186 143 NAP 216 NAP 289 49 9 NAP 42 NAP NAP 438
Germany 245 NAP NAP 108 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 51 68 NAP 18
Greece NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 30 NAP NA NA
Hungary 20 NAP NAP 20 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 20 NAP NAP NAP
Ireland 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 237 22 NAP NAP NAP NAP 58 NAP NAP 21 NAP 4 132
Latvia 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP NA NAP
Lithuania 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 NAP NAP NAP
Luxembourg 13 2 NAP 3 2 3 NAP NAP NAP 1 1 1 NAP
Malta 9 1 NAP NAP 1 1 NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP NAP 5
Netherlands 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP
Poland 25 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 16 NAP 9 NAP
Portugal 435 23 NAP 44 51 NAP 6 NAP NAP 17 NAP NAP 293
Romania 9 3 NAP NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 5 NAP
Slovakia 9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 NAP 8 NAP NAP NAP
Slovenia 5 NAP NAP 4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 1 NAP NAP
Spain 1493 74 NAP 365 126 NAP 17 7 NAP 241 NAP NAP 663
Sweden 31 NAP NAP 1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 NAP NAP 18
Average 161 24 0,5 60 26 59 22 4 0 23 12 3 135
Median 16 6 0,5 4 2 2 12 2 0 8 1 3 18
Minimum 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Maximum 1493 143 1 365 126 289 58 9 0 241 68 9 663
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 4%
% of NAP 4% 56% 93% 52% 74% 81% 78% 81% 96% 15% 78% 67% 48%
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Table 2.3 (EC) Variation of the absolute number of all courts (geographic locations) from 2012 to 2019 and from

2018 to 2019 (Q42)

States EC Code 2012 2013
149 135

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain

Sweden

Croatia: in 2019, misdemeanor courts were merged into municipal courts.

288
170
158
21
98
29
22
82
640
1108
402
157
105
1378
48
67

60
827
318
244

64

77
763

95

288
170
192
19
98
29
22
78
641
1107
NA
157
100
790
48
62

40

319
244
64
77

95
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103
288
168
203
21
98
29
22
81
643
1101
329
157
94
836
48
62

40
NA
253
244
64
77
763
95

103
288
175
203
22
98
29
22
79
643
1095
329
157
94
836
49
62

40

253
243
64
77
763
95

103
267
182
203
22
98
29
21
73
641
1102
319
157
95
836
42
62

40
401
253
243

64

77
763

95

2017

103
264
182
203
22
98
29
22
73
641
1093
319
158
95
831
47
62

40
401
312
243

64

77
698

95

2018

102
253
182
205
21
98
29
21
71
641
1076
319
159
95
828
52
22

40
401
312
243

63

77
701

74

102
232
182
143
22
98
29
21
52
641
1076
319
159
95
828
56
22

40
401
316
243

64

77
702

74

Variation
2018-2019

Variation
2012-2019
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Indicator 2: The judicial
organisation

Comments provided by the national correspondents
organised by country

Question 042. Number of courts considered as legal entities (administrative structures) and geographic locations.
Question 043. Number (legal entities) of first instance specialised courts (or specific judicial order)

Austria

Q042 (2014): From January 1st 2013 to July 1st, 2014 a number of district courts merged. In 2014, there are 129 first instance
district courts which is less than 132 (humber communicated for 2013) but still not complying with the aim of 115.

Q043 (General Comment): The other specialized first instance courts are 2 criminal courts and 2 civil law courts (in Vienna
and Graz). The sum of the numbers in the categories exceeds the total number of specialised courts because the labour and
social court in Vienna is one court that is competent for labour and (some) social welfare cases. From January 1st, 2014 there
are 11 newly found courts for administrative law in Austria, namely 9 regional administrative courts, 1 Federal administrative
court and 1 Federal Tax Court.

Q043 (2019): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are
specialized, i.e. eight in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2X], employment- and social welfare cases,
administrative cases) and two in Graz (criminal cases, remaining cases). There is also a regional administrative court in every
federal state (9 in total). Because of the Court for labour and social welfare cases in Vienna (Arbeits- und Sozialgericht Wien)
the sum of the individual courts equals nineteen.

Q043 (2018): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are
specialised, i.e. five in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2 x], employment- and social welfare cases) and
two in Graz (criminal cases, remaining cases)

Q043 (2016): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are
specialised, i.e. five in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2 x], employment- and social welfare cases) and
two in Graz (criminal cases, remaining cases)

Belgium

Q042 (General Comment): The reform of the justices of the peace by the law of 25 December 2017 has been gradually
implemented between 2016 and 2019. It has resulted in the decrease in the number of justices of the peace and of the
geographical establishments.

Q042 (2016): A reform of the justices of the peace is under way, leading to a reduction in the number of hearing locations.

Q042 (2014): Following a reform of the judicial map, the number of legal entities decreased: from 27 to 13 first instance courts,
from 27 to 9 labour courts, from 27 to 9 commercial courts, and from 34 to 15 police courts.

Q043 (General Comment): Through the reform of the justices of the peace, Belgium went from 187 cantons to 162. By also
closing the double and triple seats in certain cantons, Belgium went from 220 places of hearings to 162 seats of the justices of
the peace.

Administrative tribunals are not strictly part of the justice system. They have their own rules on procedure, appointment of
judges, organization, and their own budget, etc.

Q043 (2019): Other: 162 justices of the peace and 15 police courts. Administrative courts: Council of State, Council for Aliens
Litigation, de Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen
(these courts are under the authority of the Minister for Home Affairs and the Flemish Regional Government, and not the
Minister of Justice).

Six courts of first instance have specialized chambers for the application of sentences. The denomination ‘court for the
enforcement of sentences' is used, but in reality it is a specialized chamber.

All the courts of first instance (13) have a special family and youth section. The denomination ‘family court' is used, but in
reality it is a specialized section.
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Q043 (2016): Other: justices of the peace and police courts

Administrative courts: Council of State, Aliens Litigation Council, Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het
Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

Five courts of first instance have specialized chambers for the enforcement of sentences. The name "court for the enforcement
of sentences" is used, but in reality it is a specialized chamber.

All courts of first instance (13) have a specialized family and youth section. The name "family court™ is used, but in reality it is a
specialized section.

Q043 (2015): Other: justices of the peace and police courts

Administrative courts: the Council of State, the Council of the Litigation of Foreigners, Milieuhandhavingscollege, de Raad voor
Vergunningsbetwistingen en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

Q043 (2014): The other specialised courts are 15 police courts and 187 justices of peace. Family courts are a section within
the 13 first instance courts. The administrative courts (the Council of State, the Alien Litigation Council, "(Vlaamse)Raad voor
Vergunningsbetwistingen”, "het (Vlaamse) Milieuhandhavingscollege") are not part of the judicial system administered by the
Ministry of Justice. Following a reform of the judicial map, the number of labour, commercial and police courts was reduced.

Bulgaria

Q042 (2019): There are the following courts in Bulgaria: District Courts- 113- The District Court is the main court of first
instance. It has jurisdiction over all cases except those which are statutorily assigned to another court. It deals with civil,
criminal and administrative-criminal cases. The decisions of the district courts are subject to appeal before the respective
Regional court.

Provincial/Regional Courts- 28- The Provincial Courts act as courts of first and second instance. As courts of first instance,
they examine a precisely defined category of cases involving significant sums or substantial societal interest. When acting as a
second (appellate) instance, they re-examine decisions taken by the district courts.

Administrative Courts- 28

Specialized Criminal Court -1

Courts of Appeals - 5

Specialized Court of Appeal - 1

MilitaryCourts - 3 - The Military courts consider criminal cases of crimes committed by servicemen or officials of the Interior
Ministry at first instance.

Military Court of Appeal - 1

Supreme Court of Cassation - 1

Supreme Administrative Court - 1

Q042 (2018): 42.1. District Court - 113

The District Court is the main court of first instance. It has jurisdiction over all cases except those which are statutorily
assigned to another court. It deals with civil, criminal and administrative-criminal cases. The decisions of the district courts are
subject to appeal before the respective Regional court.

Provincial/ regional courts- 28

The provincial courts act as courts of first and second instance. As courts of first instance, they examine a precisely defined
category of cases involving significant sums or substantial societal interest. When acting as a second (appellate) instance,
they re-examine decisions taken by the district courts.

Military first instance courts- 3

Military courts consider criminal cases of crimes committed by servicemen or officials of the Interior Ministry at first instance.

Q043 (General Comment): The category “other” encompasses the Specialized Criminal Court of Republic of Bulgaria,
established in 2011, situated in Sofia and treated as a District Court. Its jurisdiction covers criminal cases of a general nature
for crimes carried out throughout the Republic of Bulgaria. Its competence is determined on the basis of the subject of the
case and not the quality of the perpetrator. The Criminal Procedure Code exhaustively enumerates cases within the
competence of this Court, namely crimes committed by organized criminal groups, or on behalf of them and following their
decision.

Q043 (2019): The cases under the jurisdiction of Specialized Criminal Court are specified in Art. 411a of the Penal Procedure
Code

Q043 (2018): The category “other” encompasses the Specialized Criminal Court of Republic of Bulgaria (see the general
comment).

Q043 (2016): 'Other specialised 1st instance courts' - 1 Specialized Criminal Court.

Croatia

Q042 (General Comment): The reform of the judicial map implemented in 2019. removed specialized misdemeanour courts
from Croatian judicial system (they were merged into municipal courts of general jurisdiction. Only two municipal courts
specialized only for misdemeanour cases were left in two largest cities).
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Q042 (2019): On the 1st of January 2019. new Courts Areas and Seats Act came into force.From the organizational aspect,
the most important organizational measure was the merging of misdemeanor courts into municipal courts, and few municipal
courts were reopened after 2015. That is why we have now less first instance specialized courts than in 2018. and more courts
of general jurisdiction (22 courts which were in 2018. plus 8 courts which were reopened after the new law came into force).

Q042 (2016): There was a reform of judicial map implemented in 2015 in which the number of Misdemeanour Courts has
decreased from 63 to 22. Therefore, in accordance with the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts (Official Gazette,
No. 128/14) in force, there are currently 22 Misdemeanour Courts in function.

Q042 (2014): In 2014, according to the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts, there are 67 first instance courts but
the Municipal Court in Novi Zagreb is not in function while the Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb is a specialized court
counted in Q42.2. Accordingly, there are 65 actually functioning first instance courts of a general jurisdiction.

Q042 (2013): For 2013, the Ministry of Justice added to the number of geographic locations all offices of a specific court that
are located outside of the seat of the court, in which judicial activities are undertaken. The number of courts did not increase in
2013._x000D_ Also, 66 municipal courts (65 municipal courts and 1 Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb) were in function out of
total 67 first instance courts prescribed by the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts. The Municipal Court in Novi
Zagreb is still not in function.

Q043 (General Comment): The term “other specialized first instance courts” in the Republic of Croatia refers to two municipal
courts specialized only for misdemeanour cases and one specialized only for criminal cases (Municipal misdemeanour court in
Zagreb, Municipal misdemeanour court in Split and the Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb). There was a reform of judicial
map implemented in 2019 in which the misdemeanour courts were merged to municipal courts.

Q043 (2019): One criminal and two misdemeanour courts. After the reorganization of courts in 2019 we do not have 22
misdemeanor courts. Only two courts specialized only for misdemeanor cases were left in two largest cities (Zagreb and Split).
Third specialized court is court in Zagreb specialized only for criminal cases.

Q043 (2018): Other specialised 1st instance courts are Misdemeanour courts and Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb.

Q043 (2016): According to the Act on the Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts (Official Gazette 128/14) as of 1 April 2015 the
number of municipal courts has been reduced, as of 1 July 2015 reduced the number of misdemeanour courts has been

reduced and as of 1 April 2015 a new commercial court has been established.
Other specialised 1st instance courts are 22 Misdemeanour courts and a Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb.

Cyprus

Q042 (2014): The number of courts changed in 2014. Instead one labour court in the district of Nicosia, there are 3 separate
courts in different districts. This applies as well as for rent and tenancies court. One more family court was also established.
The Assize court deals with serious criminal offences only.

Q043 (2019): Other specialised 1st instance courts: 1 International Protection Administrative Court and 5 Assize Court. In
2019 the new administrative court for international protection was established to hear cases concerning asylum applications
and international protection matters.

Q043 (2018): 5 Assize courts

Q043 (2016): Assize Courts

Q043 (2015): In 2015, two new Assize courts and one administrative court were established and one Rent Control Tribunal
was removed.

Czech Republic

Q042 (2016): There are no specialised first instance courts, but judges within individual courts are specialised (e.g. for family,
labour and enforcement cases at district courts, and insolvency and administrative cases at regional courts as first instance
courts).

Q043 (General Comment): There are no specialised first instance courts, but judges within individual courts are specialised
(e.g. for family, labour and enforcement cases at district courts, and insolvency and administrative cases at regional courts as
first instance courts).

Denmark

Q042 (General Comment): District courts are called 1st instance courts, the Land Registration court and the Maritime and
Commercial Court are considered as first instance specialized courts. Second and third instance courts are the two High
Courts and the Supreme Court.

Q042 (2019): Commercial and naval court

Land Registration court.

Q042 (2018): Data has not changed on this point.
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Q043 (General Comment): The category “other” concerns the Land Registration Court that has been established in 2009. As
for the Commercial Court, in Denmark, it is called Maritime and Commercial Court and it presents the peculiarity to also deal,
to a great extent but not exclusively, with insolvency cases (bankruptcies etc.). Accordingly, there is an overlap with the
category “Insolvency courts”.

Q043 (2019): Other specialised 1st instance court is the Land Registration Court. The Maritime and Commercial Court is a
commercial court which ALSO deals with insolvency cases. Although it looks like there are two courts there is only one! As the
district courts outside Greater Copenhagen deal with insolvency cases, and the Maritime and Commercial Court deals with
insolvency cases inside Greater Copenhagen, but at the same time is a specialized commercial court, the Maritime and
Commercial Court is marked as a specialized Commercial Court and insolvency court.

Q043 (2018): Military courts exist but they are not part of the Danish Courts Administration. The 24 district courts have always
dealt with family cases. From 1 April 2019 family issues are a section of the court.

Q043 (2016): Land Registration Court.

Estonia

Q042 (General Comment): Estonia has 17 courthouses of county courts (first instance courts), 4 courthouses of
administrative courts (first instance courts), 2 courthouses of appellate courts (second instance courts) and 1 courthouse of the
Supreme Court (highest instance court), all together 24 courthouses. However, as some of the courts are situated in the same
house (e.g Tallinn Administrative Court and Tallinn Circuit Court) and taking into account the fact that Parnu County Court has
a courthouse that is divided between two locations, there are 21 actual geographical locations of Estonian courts.

Q042 (2019): A small courthouse was adjoined with another small courthouse. The distance between them was less than 50
km.

Q042 (2016): A small courthouse was adjoined with another small courthouse. The distance between them was less than 50
km.

Q043 (General Comment): In Estonia, there are no specialized first instance courts, other than administrative courts. All the
cases are dealt with by ordinary courts of first instance. The two administrative courts of first instance are situated in Tallinn
and Tartu. Nevertheless, for guaranteeing wider access to justice, these two courts have several court buildings in other cities,
namely in Parnu and J6hvi, where judges and their supporting legal staff work.

Finland

Q042 (General Comment): In Finland, there are 20 district courts with 36 offices, five courts of appeal, the Supreme Court, six
administrative courts, the Supreme Administrative Court, the Market Court, the Labour Court and the Insurance Court. One of
the administrative courts, the Labour Court and the Market Court are located in the same location. In total there are 36 courts
in 52 geographic locations.

Q042 (2019): The Court Network has been modified.
Q042 (2016): Some geographic locations of the District Courts have been shut down.

Q042 (2014): In 2014, in Finland there are 81 courts as geographic locations, namely 27 District Courts, 13 Branch offices of
District Courts, 25 Auxiliary courtrooms of District Courts (23 till 2014), 3 specialized courts, 6 Administrative Courts (8 till
2014), 5 Courts of Appeal (6 till 2014), the Supreme Court and the Supreme Administrative Court.

Q043 (General Comment): In Finland, there are six regional administrative courts, the Market Court, the Labour Court and the
Insurance Court.

Another specialised court is the High Court of Impeachment that hears charges against ministers (i.e. members of the
Government), the Chancellor of Justice, the Parliamentary Ombudsman and members of the Supreme Court or the Supreme
Administrative Court for unlawful conduct in office. In addition, the High Court of Impeachment deals with charges concerning
the criminal liability of the President of the Republic. However, it is convened only when necessary.

Q043 (2016): In Finland there are 6 Administrative Courts, 1 Market Court, 1 Labour Court and 1 Insurance Court. Then there
is the High Court of Impeachment that hears charges against Ministers (i.e.Members of the State Council), Chancellor of
Justice, Parliamentary Ombudsman and Supreme Court Justices for unlawful conduct in office but it is convened only when
necessary.

France
Q042 (2019): See the comment on specialised first instance courts in the frame of Q43.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 126 / 846



Q042 (2018): With regard to the ordinary courts, the number indicated in the 2016 questionnaire includes the local courts that
have been abolished since 1 July 2017 (Act No. 2011-1862 of 13 December 2011), their powers having been taken over by the
courts of first instance in civil matters and by the police courts attached to the courts of first instance in criminal matters.

The number of 786 corresponded to: 164 TGl + 4 TPI + 307 Tl + 311 jprox Since then, Tls have been removed from the
category of ordinary courts of first instance since they constitute specialised courts of first instance. The number of 479
ordinary courts of first instance therefore corresponded to 164 TGI + 4 TPI + 311 TPROX. The figure of 168 is thus explained
by the abolition of the 311 local courts since 1 July 2017, as indicated in the comments in the questionnaire.

Thus: 479 - 311 = 168 ordinary courts of first instance (164 TGI + 4 TPI).

Q043 (2019): Since 1 January 2019, social litigation, formerly divided between the social security courts (TASS), the incapacity
courts (TCI) and the departmental social assistance commissions (CDAS), has been merged and transferred to the “tribunaux
de grande instance” (first instance courts of general jurisdiction). As a result, these specialised courts have been abolished.

As of 1 November 2019, litigation concerning military invalidity pensions will be transferred to the administrative courts,
eliminating the military invalidity pension courts and the regional military invalidity pension courts which rule on appeal.

These changes explain the variation in the number of courts compared to the previous year. The other specialised courts are: -
joint courts for rural leases: 274; juvenile courts: 155; court for navigation on the Rhine: 1; maritime courts: 6; national asylum
court: 1; court of first instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1.

Q043 (2018): The other specialized courts are: - joint courts for rural leases: 272 ;

- juvenile courts: 155; - military pension courts: 36;

- court for navigation on the Rhine: 1;

- Maritime courts: 6;

- national court of asylum: 1; - court of first instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1.

In the previous questionnaire, the Joint Rural Lease Courts (JRTs) were indicated, with the District Courts (TIs) within the
"Rental Courts", the figure of 307 corresponding to the District Courts, since the seats and jurisdictions of the JRTs were linked
to those of the TI. However, the TPBRs are, and have always been, autonomous courts. However, as decrees have been
issued to remove some TPBRs, there is no longer a correlation between their number and that of IT. We have therefore
indicated here in the "rental courts”, only IT (289), and by including TPBRs in a separate item, which is legally more accurate.
The total number of TPBRs is 274. On the insurance and social security courts: in the requested reference year, there are 26
disability courts, 115 social security courts (TASS) and 100 departmental social assistance commissions (CDAS). The
differential of 100 corresponds to the addition of the 100 CDASs which are administrative courts.

The Paris Court, created on 14 May 2018, brought together all the services of the Regional Court, formerly dispersed over 5
sites, including lle de la Cité, the Police Court and the 20 District Courts. The number of Tls had to be reduced by 19. In
addition, the reform of the transfer of the police court under the 21st century Justice Act had the effect of removing 3 of them
from the 307 TIs. The number of IT has therefore increased from 304 (307-3) to 285 district courts (304-19). We have added to
these 285 Tl the 4 TPIs because of their dual IT and TGI skills. Thus: 285 Tl + 4 TPI = 289 Tl in total.

Q043 (2016): The other specialised courts are: 155 juvenile courts; 36 military pension courts; 1 court for navigation on the
Rhine; 1 court for navigation on the Moselle; 6 maritime trade courts; 1 national asylum court.

As a matter of fact, the following reforms are on-going:

- The future Tribunal of Paris, whose establishment is scheduled for 14 May 2018, will unify all the services of the TGI (Tribunal
de grande instance) currently dispersed over 5 sites, including “lle de la Cité”, the police court and the first instance courts
(tribunaux d’instance);

- Since 1 July 2017, the hearings of the Police Court, previously under the jurisdiction of the “tribunaux d’instance”, have been
transferred to the TGI. The aim of this reform is to refocus the tribunaux d’instance on day-to-day civil justice and to centralise
criminal litigation at the seat of the TGI.

- Since 1 July 2017, the 311 local courts have been abolished (Law No. 2011-1862 of 13 December 2011), their powers being
taken over by the tribuanux d’instance in civil matters and by the police courts attached to the TGl in criminal matters.

- As of 1 January 2019, social litigation, currently divided between the Social Security Courts (TASS), the Disability Dispute
Courts (TCI) and the Departmental Social Assistance Commissions (CDAS), will be unified and transferred to the TGI (first
instance courts of general jurisdiction). These specialised courts will then be abolished.

Q043 (2015): Other specialised courts are:

Juvenile courts : 155

Military Pensions Courts: 36

Court for navigation on the Rhine: 1

Maritime Courts: 14

National Court of Asylum: 1

Court of First Instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1
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Q043 (2014): The reduction of the number of specialised courts is primarily due to the suppression of 70 military pensions
courts. The other specialised courts are: Children courts (155); Military pensions courts (36); the Rhine navigation court;
commercial maritime courts (14); the National court for asylum right; the Court for the navigation on the Moselle. In contrast
with 2010 and 2012 data, a part of the "other specialised courts" was distributed in the proposed categories, namely the
agricultural land courts, the courts of rental cases, the Courts for enforcement of criminal sanctions and the courts of
incapability litigation.The specialised interregional courts, competent to judge cases of organised crime were added.

Q043 (2013): The reduction of the number of specialised courts is primarily due to the suppression of 70 military pensions
courts. The other specialised courts are: Children courts (155); Military pensions courts (36); the Rhine navigation court;
commercial maritime courts (14); the National court for asylum right; the Court for the navigation on the Moselle. In contrast
with 2010 and 2012 data, a part of the "other specialised courts" was distributed in the proposed categories, namely the
agricultural land courts, the courts of rental cases, the Courts for enforcement of criminal sanctions and the courts of
incapability litigation.The specialised interregional courts, competent to judge cases of organised crime were added.

Q043 (2012): There are 135 Commercial Courts and 8 mixed commercial courts (this of Mayotte is not included). The category
"labour courts" subsumes 210 industrial courts and 6 labour courts. The category "insurance and/or social security courts"
refers to the courts responsible for social security cases. The other specialised courts are: Police courts (3); local Police courts
(3); Children courts (155); Incapacity Dispute courts (26); Agricultural land courts (281); Sentence enforcement courts (50);
Military pensions courts (106); the Rhine navigation court; Commercial maritime courts (14); the Court for the navigation on
Moselle. The military court of Paris was discontinued in January 2012. Its functions were transfered to a pole specialised in
military matters in the High Court of Paris.

Germany

Q043 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that depending on the value at dispute, commercial cases are dealt with at Local
or Regional Courts, on application in a chamber established at the Regional Court for commercial cases. There are no
separate commercial courts. Likewise, there are no independent rent and tenancies courts, enforcement courts or courts for
insurance cases. Depending on the caseload, special panels of judges are established for this purpose at the Local and
Regional Courts. Family cases are dealt with at first instance in special departments of the Local Courts. The Federal Armed
Forces do not have any military courts of their own; its members are subject to civil jurisdiction. The category “other” covers 18
Finance Courts.

Q043 (2019): finance courts

Q043 (2018): Finance Courts

Q043 (2016): Other specialised 1st instance courts: Finance Courts

Q043 (2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available.

Q043 (2014): In 2014, in comparison with 2012, the number of specialized first instance courts decreased of three labour
courts in two Landers.

Greece

Q043 (General Comment): In Greece, there are no special courts for the fields of law described in the question 43, besides
those already mentioned. The Greek Constitution is reluctant to provide in the Greek legal system special courts. Instead,
within the Courts of First Instance and Courts of Appeal of large cities, we have special Chambers, where the task of
adjudicating in special categories of law (e.g. family law, commercial law, etc.) is assigned. Judges entrusted with such duties
have usually the correspondent specific studies. As far as other special courts are concerned, special provisions regulate the
operation of courts for juveniles, military, navy and air force courts.

Hungary
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Q042 (General Comment): The Hungarian court system is as follows: Kuria (1) — the Hungarian Supreme Court - its
jurisdiction in criminal, civil and administrative cases covers adjudication of extraordinary remedies and appeals, adopting
uniformity decisions. It also decides if municipal decrees are in compliance with higher level legislation. Regional courts of
appeal (5) — their jurisdiction in criminal and civil cases covers the adjudication of appeals received from the regional courts
(third instance in criminal cases). Regional courts (20) — their jurisdiction in criminal, civil and administrative cases covers the
adjudication of appeals received from district courts, administrative and labour courts, and procedure at first instance in certain
criminal and civil cases. District courts (113) — their jurisdiction in criminal and civil cases covers the procedures at first
instance. The number of judges in the largest district court is 357, whereas the smallest court operates with one judge. Out of
the 113 district courts, the district courts in the seat of the regional courts have special competences in many cases.
Administrative and labour courts (20) — their jurisdiction covers procedures at first instance in individual and collective labour
disputes and in administrative cases. First instance administrative and labour courts (20) started operating on 1 January 2013
as first instance specialized courts.

Q042 (2019): 113 District Courts (first instance courts of general jurisdiction)

20 Administrative and Labour Courts (specialized first instance courts)

20 Regional Courts (second instance courts of general jurisdiction + first instance courts in cases of higher importance)

5 Regional Courts of Appeal (second instance courts in cases of higher importance)

1 Supreme Court ("Karia" - special judicial review)

It has to be noted that Administrative and Labour Courts are merged into the regional courts on the 31st of March 2020. Since
1st of April 2020 every regional court deals with labour cases on first instance (second instance are the regional courts of
appeal) and 8 regional courts have special administrative law department dealing with first instance cases (seconf instance is
the Supreme Court).

Q042 (2018): Two new district courts were established (one in 2017 in the city of Szigetszentmiklds, another one in 2019 in the
city of Erd).

113 District Courts (first instance courts of general jurisdiction)

20 Administrative and Labour Courts (specialized first instance courts)

20 Regional Courts (second instance courts of general jurisdiction + first instance courts in cases of higher importance)

5 Regional Courts of Appeal (second instance courts in cases of higher importance)

1 Supreme Court (special judicial review)

Q043 (General Comment): In Hungary, the only specialized 1st instance courts are the administrative and labour courts (20)
that deal with administrative, labour and social security cases. Till 2013, there were 20 Labour courts which became in 2013
Administrative and Labour courts. More precisely, their jurisdiction covers procedures at first instance in individual and
collective labour disputes, and in administrative actions. These courts are not a part of the ordinary 1st instance courts (district
courts). Their professional management is the duty of the administrative and labour regional departments (6).

There are military departments at five Regional Courts and at one Regional Court of Appeal. Although they only deal with
military related criminal cases, they are not considered as specialized courts as they are a part of the ordinary court system
both in administrative and professional management.

Ireland

Q042 (General Comment): In Ireland, there are only three first instance courts (as legal entities) exercising general
jurisdiction for the entire State (the High Court, the Circuit Court and the District Court). Each of those three courts has a single
court president only, who exercises a nationwide remit for his/her court. The number of geographic locations reflects the
physical location serving as seats or venues for the three jurisdictions.

Q042 (2016): The specialised courts referred to are the two Special Criminal Courts the jurisdiction of which generally relates
to trial of terrorism- and organised crime-related offices.

The increase of one location over the figure provided for 2014 refers to the temporary relocation of the Dublin District Court's
Drug Treatment Court in 2016.

Q043 (General Comment): The two specialised first instance courts listed above are Special Criminal Court No. 1 and Special
Criminal Court No. 2. The latter was established in October 2015 and came into operation, sitting for the first time, in 2016. In
previous cycles the category "other" (1) was referring to Special Criminal Court No. 1.

Other than distinctions between jurisdictional levels there is no specialisation - all judges within a court jurisdiction may be
allocated to any category of case falling within the jurisdictional remit of the court concerned. Starting in 2013 a new cadre of
specialist judges was created in the Circuit Court with specific jurisdiction in relation to certain types of personal insolvency
remedy and certain pre-trial order making powers.

Ireland has a specialist regime for the trial of commercial proceedings in the form of the Commercial List of the High Court
(known as the 'Commercial Court’) but, as it is not a separate legal entity, being a list within and formally a part of the High
Court, it is not included as a specialist court as such.

Q043 (2019): Legislation to provide for a Family Court has been proposed

Italy
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Q042 (2018): In 2012-2013 we went through a major reform of the judicial map. In particular, a great number of justice of
peace offices (initially 846) were shut down. However, each Italian municipality had (and still has) the opportunity to preserve
the office at their own expenses. For this reason, each year a series of Justice of Peace offices administered by the
municipality might be re-opened or closed. 3 justice of peace offices closed between 2017 and 2018.

Q043 (General Comment): Since 2014 in Italy there are 22 Brand Commercial courts (Tribunali delle imprese) that are legal
entities of their own and not just internal court divisions for organizational purpose (such as labour, family etc.).

It is noteworthy that in Italy, some of the specialized first instance courts are not administered and financed by the Ministry of
Justice. This is the case for the regional audit commissions, the local tax commissions and military courts. These courts are
not taken into consideration for the replies to questions 6, 46 and 52 for none of the exercises.

In respect of the 29 regional administrative courts (geographic locations) and their supreme court, it should be stressed that
they have been encompassed within the total under question 43 for the last four exercises, but only since 2014 this approach
is reflected in questions 91 and 99 (number of administrative law cases).

Moreover, in Italy specific matters (such as labour, family etc.) are dealt by specific divisions within the same Court. There are
also 26 divisions called DDA (Direzioni Distrettuali Antimafia) which deal specifically with mafia and organized crime.

Q043 (2019): The category “other” subsumes 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts and 103 Tax Courts
Q043 (2018): The category “other” category subsumes 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts and 103 Tax Courts.
Q043 (2016): OTHER: 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts + 103 Local Tax Commissions

Q043 (2013): In September 2013, the Italian judicial system implemented an extensive reorganization of the territorial
distribution of offices with the closing (by merger) of 30 Tribunals, 30 Prosecution offices, 220 branches of Tribunals and 346
Peace Judges.

Latvia

Q042 (2019): Since the reform of March, 2018, the number of first instance courts has been reduced to 10 legal entities at first
instance (9 general + 1 administrative). There are also 6 appelate courts and Supreme court. In 2019 was completed reform of
Land Register Units, which are included in the composition of district (city) courts. The number of legal entities doesn't
changes, but number of courts per geographic locations therefore differs.

The data regarding the geographic locations are indicated on 31.12.2019.

Q042 (2018): Since the reform of March, 2018, the number of first instance courts has been reduced to 10 legal entities at first
instance (9 general + 1 administrative). There are also 6 appelate courts and Supreme court.

Q042 (2016): There is only one specialised court the administrative court with 5 court houses

Q043 (General Comment): In Latvia, only the Administrative court can be considered as a 1st instance specialized court
(which is divided into 5 court houses). As to the category “military courts”, the reply NA is justified by the fact that according to
the Law on Judicial Power, judicial power in the Republic of Latvia is vested in district (city) courts, regional courts, the
Supreme Court and the Constitutional Court, but in state of emergencies or during war — also military courts. The rest of the
courts in Latvia are not established, and therefore in this case should be NAP. Latvia has also one Court, wich is specialized
on Commercial cases, but that court working with other civil cases and is first instance court. This court is uncheking
separately on Question 43 because it is not a separate commercial court, but just few judges are specialized on commercial
cases.

Q043 (2019): There is only Administrative court in Latvia. On July 1, 2020, amendments to the Law “On Judical Power”
entered into force. The Amendments provides for the establishment of the Court of Economic Affairs. The Economic Court will
take office on 1 January 2021.

Q043 (2018): There is only Administrative court in Latvia.

Q043 (2016): There is only one specialised court the administrative court with 5 court houses

Lithuania

Q042 (2018): Number of courts (as legal entities) in Lithuania decreased from 1st January 2018 according to the Law on
Reorganization of Courts of the Republic of Lithuania (Law of 23rd Juin, 2016 No. XII-2474). Instead of 49 district courts (as
legal entities) there are now 12 district courts (some of them have court houses), instead of 5 regional administrative courts
there are now 2 of them (one has houses). The number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction (legal entities) in point
42.1 implies 5 regional courts (of general jurisdiction) which are first instance for criminal and civil cases assigned to its
jurisdiction by law. These courts also are appeal instance for judgements, decisions, rulings and orders of district courts, so
their number is also included in the number of all courts at point 42.3.

Q042 (2014): As regional courts of Lithuania function not only as courts of appeal, but also as courts of first instance, for 2014,
the number of these courts is also included in the number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction. This was not the case
in earlier years.

Luxembourg
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Q042 (General Comment): 42.1: 3 justices of the peace and 2 district courts

42.2: Please note that the total of Q43 is not identical to the total in Q42.2, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

Q042 (2016): 42.1: 3 justices of the peace and 2 district courts

42.2: Please note that the total of 043 is not identical to the total in 042, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

Q043 (General Comment): Please note that the total of Q43 is not identical to the total in Q42.2, as most of the specialized
courts are in fact specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases)
are specialized sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance
social security courts are selfstanding.

Q043 (2016): Please note that the total of 043 is not identical to the total in 042, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

Q043 (2014): Most of the areas mentioned in the question are within the competence of district courts (commercial cases,
insolvency cases, family law cases and all criminal cases except for offenses that are under the jurisdiction of justices of
peace) and justices of peace (labour law cases, rental cases). The indicated total is a purely statistical information which does
not reflect the reality.

Q043 (2012): Matters concerning trade and family law are dealt with at the level of district courts, while matters pertaining to
labour law and rental cases are within the competence of the justices of peace.

Malta

Q042 (2018): In 2018, the Commercial Division was set up in order to hear cases filed under the Companies Act that include
Insolvency cases. This new specialised first instance court is the reason behind the increase in the number of courts quoted at
42.2 above.

Q043 (General Comment): The 1st Instance Courts include general jurisdiction and specialised courts, tribunals and boards.
Following April 2018, a new Commercial Section was set-up, which sees to claims filed under the Companies Act. There are
now nine (9) specialised first instance courts, namely the First Hall, Commercial Section, the First Hall, Family Court, the Rent
Regulation Board, the Administrative Tribunal, the Court of First Instance, the Land Arbitration Board, the Rural Leases Control
Board, the Small Claims Tribunal and the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction.

Q043 (2019): The courts referred to under 'Other specialised 1st Instance courts' include:
- The Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

- the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction

Q043 (2018): The courts referred to under 'Other specialised 1st Instance courts' include:
- The Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

- the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction

Q043 (2016): The other specialised 1st Instance courts include:
- the Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

Netherlands

Q042 (General Comment): Since 2013 and following the implementation of the reform related to the reorganization of the
judicial map, the number of district courts was reduced from 19 in 2010 to 11 in 2013 and 2014. Moreover, this reform resulted
in the closure of sub-district court locations due to which the number of geographic locations decreased from 64 in 2010 to 40
in 2013 and 2014.
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Q043 (General Comment): There is only one specialized first instance court, namely the Trade and Industry Appeals Tribunal,
also known as Administrative High Court for Trade and Industry. The other specialized jurisdictions are not legal entities (Natte
kamer, Ondernemingskamer, Militaire kamer) but only chambers within the courts.

There is no separate military court, but there is a military chamber in one of the district courts.

Q043 (2015): Currently the commercial court in the Netherlands is the specialized court CBb. Per January first 2017 starts the

Netherlands Commercial Court (NCC).

Poland

Q042 (General Comment): First instance courts of general jurisdiction — common courts (regional courts (318), district courts
(45)).

First instance specialised courts — administrative courts (16), military courts (regional military courts (7), district military courts
(2).

All the courts — the Supreme Court, common courts (regional courts (318), district courts (45), appeal courts (11)),
administrative courts (voivodship administrative courts (16), the Supreme Administrative Court), military courts (regional
military

courts (7), district military courts (2)).

Q042 (2018): .

Q042 (2016): 42.1 First instance courts of general jurisdiction - common courts (318 regional courts, 45 district courts).

42.2 First instance specialised courts - 16 administrative courts, 9 military courts.

42.3 All the courts - the Supreme Court, common courts (318 regional courts, 45 district courts, 11 appeal courts),
administrative courts (16 voivodship administrative courts. the Supreme Administrative Court), militry courts (9 regional military
courts, 2 district military courts). The differences between presented data and the data from 2014 edition is likely to be due to
the restoration of District Courts, abolished and converted to divisions of larger units in 2013.

The difference in courts number between this (363) and previous evaluation cycle (287) is probably caused by a significant
organizational reform of polish court system, which took place in 2013. Almost eighty small district courts were merged with
larger entities. Since 2015 the reform has been reversing, which has resulted in an increase in the number of the courts.

Q042 (2012): In 2012, there was a structural change concerning District courts. Some of them were transformed into divisions
of other courts.

Q043 (2019): It is noteworthy that the Land and Mortgage Courts which are within the structure of the common court system
deal with specific topics, but they are departments.

Besides, the National Court Register and Pledge Registry Departments are business divisions.

The EU Trademark and Community Design Court (which existed in the XXII Division of the District Court in Warsaw)-
functioned from 2004 until the creation of intellectual property courts, which took place on 1 July 2020. Cases in the field of
intellectual property belong to the jurisdiction of selected District Courts (Article 47990 of the Code of Civil Procedure), while
the District Court in Warsaw (XXII Division) has exclusive jurisdiction in matters of intellectual property concerning computer
programs, inventions, utility models, topography of integrated circuits, plant varieties and company secrets of a technical
nature.

The Court of Competition and Consumer Protection is a special department functioning within the District Court in Warsaw. In
the current state of law, the scope of activity of the 17th Department of the Court of Competition and Consumer Protection
includes the handling of the following cases in court proceedings of appeals and complaints against decisions and orders
issued by the government: the President of the Office of Competition and Consumer Protection, the President of the Energy
Regulatory Office, the President of the Railway Transport Office, the President of the Office of Electronic Communications.
When it comes to matters from lease or tenancy agreements - as long as these matters are of an economic nature, they are
recognized by business departments, as are matters related to new technologies and the Internet space.

Portugal

Q042 (2019): Regarding Q 42.1 the decrease of the total number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction is accompanied
by an increase of certain types of first instance courts (please consult answers provided to Q 43).

Regarding Q 42.2, the total corresponds to first instance specialised courts of judicial courts and administrative and tax courts.
Under our Constitution, we have two set of courts: judicial courts, which have general jurisdiction in civil/lcommercial and
criminal matters and encompass specialized courts, and administrative and tax courts, whose role is to settle disputes arising
out of administrative and tax relations. These latter are specialised in this domain only.

In order to be rigourous and coherent with Q 43, we have included first instance administrative and tax courts. The total
corresponds to 418 judicial courts + 17 administrative/tax courts.
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Q042 (2018): These data correspond to the values given for the last scoreboard.

The differences registered result from the changes to the judicial organization (Law n. 40-A/2016, 22 December) in force since
January 1, 2017.

42.1 the number of 1st instance courts with general jurisdiction decreased due to the increase of specialized courts.
Accordingly, 20 courts that were closed in 2014 were re-enacted as proximity judgments, new family sections were created as
well as new sections with generic jurisdiction.

Q042 (2014): As a result of the new Judicial Organization Reform, the number of specialized first instance courts increased in
2014, while the enlargement of the court districts has been promoted. _x000D_The reform melted the former judicial districts
into 23 judicial districts, each containing two or more units, according to the demographic and economic reality of the
respective geographic area._x000D_ The difference between Q42.2 and Q43 is due to the inclusion of the 20 administrative
courts in Q43. In Portugal, the administrative jurisdiction is autonomous, independent from the civil jurisdiction.

Q043 (General Comment): Q.43 -total: The number given under Q43.1.1 includes 17 first instance courts of administrative
jurisdiction. Administrative courts are part of another jurisdiction and under our law cannot be considered specialized courts.
Other specialised 1st instance courts include: Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts; Intelectual Property and
Competition Court; Enforcement Courts.

There are no insolvency courts in Portugal.

Law 31/2012, 14 August, put in force a special eviction procedure that takes place before the Rent and tenancy section
(Balcdo Nacional do Arrendamento) that is functioning since 8 January 2013. This procedure enables the landlord to obtain an
eviction order when the tenant does not vacate the leased premises on the date prescribed by law or by the date fixed by
agreement between the parties. This is an electronic procedure that takes place before the rent and tenancy section (Balcéo
Nacional do Arrendamento). This section is not a court and is dependent on the Ministry of Justice. Only if the tenant opposes
the application for eviction is the case referred to a judicial court.

Q043 (2019): This category includes Civil Central Judicial Divisions, Criminal Central Judicial Divisions, Civil Local Proximity
Judicial Divisions, Criminal Local Proximity Judicial Divisions, Petty Criminality Local Proximity Judicial Divisions, Criminal
Examination Judicial Divisions, Enforcement Judicial Divisions, Central Criminal Examination Court, Intelectual Property Court,
Competition Court and Maritime Court.

Q043 (2018): Changes to the judicial organization (Law n. 40-A/2016, 22 December) are in force since January 1, 2017.

Q043 (2015): In 2013-2014, the Reform of the Portuguese Judicial system was implemented. One of the major goals of this
reform was to set up specialised courts on a national level, which led to a significant increase of commercial courts compared
to previous years.

The difference between Q42.2 and Q43 is due to the inclusion of the 20 administrative courts in Q43. In Portugal, the
administrative jurisdiction is autonomous, independent from the civil jurisdiction and cannot be considered as specialised
courts.

Other courts:

Other specialised 1st instance courts include: Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts; Intelectual Property and
Competition Court; Enforcement Courts.

Law 31/2012, 14 August, put in force the Rent and tenancy section (Balcao Nacional do Arrendamento) that is functioning
since 8 January 2013

Q043 (2014): In 2013-2014, the Reform of the Portuguese Judicial system was implemented. One of the major goals of this
reform was to set up specialised courts on a national level, which led to a significant increase of commercial courts compared
to previous years.

For 2014, the category “other” subsumes as in 2012 Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts, Intellectual Property and
Competition Court and Enforcement Courts. Additionally, the Rent and tenancy section (Balcdo Nacional do Arrendamento)
has been established by law in August 2012 and is functioning since 8 January 2013.

Q043 (2012): For 2012, the category “other” encompasses Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts, Intellectual Property
and Competition Court and Enforcement Courts.

Romania

Q042 (General Comment): In Romania there are 233 first instance courts of general jurisdiction including 176 judecatorii (first
instance courts), 42 tribunals and 15 courts of appeal. The tribunals and the courts of appeal are ruling in more important
cases or in the situations where the competence is established in personam.

Q042 (2016): There are 176 first instance courts, 42 tribunals and 15 courts of appeals. All of the first instance courts deal with
cases in first instance, but also the tribunals and the courts of appeal may have material or personal jurisdiction in first
instance.
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Slovakia

Q042 (2019): The entire court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialized
Criminal

Court and the Supreme Court of the Slovak republic.

Q042 (2018): The entire court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialised
Criminal Court and

The Supreme Court of the Slovak republic

Q042 (2016): The court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialised
Criminal Court and The Supreme Court of the Slovak republic

Q043 (General Comment): In the Slovak court system there are 8 Regional courts which are the courts with dual competence.
The Regional courts are the courts of appeal with the general jurisdiction in the civil, commercial and the criminal cases. In the
appellate procedure they decide the appeals lodged against the decisions of all District courts within their local jurisdiction. At
the same time the Regional courts have the jurisdiction as the courts of first instance in administrative matters. They act as the
administrative courts.

The Specialized Criminal court is competent to judge the grave criminal matters enumerated in the § 14 of the Criminal
procedure Code (e. g. premeditated murder, corruption, terrorism, organised crime, severe economic crimes, damaging the
financial interests of the EU etc.)

Slovenia

Q042 (General Comment): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court +

7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) + second
instance courts

and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the Supreme court = 77.

Q042 (2018): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) +
second instance courts and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the
Supreme court = 77.

Q042 (2016): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) +
second instance courts and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the
Supreme court = 77.

Q042 (2015): legal entities:

First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 administrative court =5

geographic locations:

All the courts = 77

- first instance courts of general jurisdiction = 55 (Q42.1); additionally

- first instance specialised courts = 4 labour courts + 1 social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1
administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court = 16; additionally

- second instance courts and courts of appeal = 4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court = 5;
and finally

- supreme court: the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia = 1.

Q043 (General Comment): The question refers to the number of first instance specialised courts as legal entities. Although
the given answer for the 'labour courts' category is 4 and the 'insurance and/ or social welfare courts' category is 1, the total
number of these courts is 4, as one of the labour courts and the social court form a single legal entity — Labour and social court
in Ljubljana.

Q043 (2019): Please see general comment.

Spain
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Q043 (General Comment): The number of Courts given in each category is the number of its kind in Spain. Consideration as
“specialized” is a criterion of the CEPEJ. In Spain, “Juzgados de lo Social” (labour courts) and “Juzgados de lo Contencioso-
Administrativo” (administrative courts) are simply separate jurisdictions (such as civil and criminal). The increase in commercial
and labour courts is due to the trend in Spain to create more courts where they seem necessary. Specialization in family is
different. In this case, it does not respond to the creation of new Courts but to the decision of the General Council of the
Judiciary that certain civil Courts (already functioning) conduct only family cases (without the creation of a new Court).
Therefore, it can be somewhat variable.

The Arbitration Court was created by decision of the General Council of the Judiciary of 25 November 2010. The latter assigns
exclusive jurisdiction over arbitration matters to the Court of First Instance No. 101 of Madrid. The Courts of the military
jurisdiction, integrate the Judiciary, and administer Justice in the strictly military sphere. The Judges are appointed by the
General Council for the Judiciary. The provision of its resources and the enforcement of its judicial decisions depends on the
Ministry of Defense.

Q043 (2019): Courts of violence against women 106

Foreclosure proceedings Courts: 3

Court of arbitration: 1

Civil capacity courts: 13

Criminal courts: 348

Criminal courts specialized in Violence against women, 31

Juvenile Courts: 82

Prison courts: 51

Civil Registries: 28

Q043 (2018): Between 2016 and 2018, more first instance courts have become specialized in family matters. Courts of
violence against women: 106

Foreclosure proceedings Courts: 3

Court of arbitration: 1

Civil capacity courts: 12

Criminal courts: 341

Criminal courts specialized in Violence against women, 32

Juvenile Courts: 82

Prison courts: 51

Civil Registries: 28

Additionally (and they are not accounted) there are 26 military courts that are not part of the Judiciary but they are inspected by

it)

Q043 (2016): - 335 Criminal courts

-80 Criminal courts specialized in violence against women
-6 violence against women courts

-8B juvenile courts

-BIl Prison courts

-Bforeclosure proceedings courts

-DArbitration court

-IB Civil Capacity courts [

- 28 Civil register courts

Q043 (2015): Other specialised courts include: 343 Penal courts; 23 Penal courts specialized in violence against women; 106
violence against women courts; 83 juvenile courts; 50 Prison courts; 3 foreclosure proceedings courts; 1 Arbitration court; 12
Civil Capacity courts and 28 Civil registry.

The Commercial Courts deal with insolvency issues.

Military Courts have not been accounted because they do not belong to the Judiciary (except the Supreme Court 5th room ).
There are other 26 Military Courts.

Q043 (2014): In 2014, the category “other” encompasses: 357 Penal courts; 23 Penal courts specialized in violence against
women; 106 violence against women courts; 83 Juvenile courts; 50 Prison courts; 16 Courts for disabled people (capacity
courts), 26 Civil Register Courts, 3 Foreclosure proceedings courts (mortgage courts); 1 Arbitration court._x000D_ The
Decanatos exclusive are not included in this exercise because these organs are not courts and have rather administrative
nature.

Q043 (2012): In 2012, the category “other” encompasses: 380 Penal courts; 17 Penal courts specialised in violence against
women; 106 Violence against women courts; 82 Juvenile courts; 1 Juvenile Enforcement court; 50 Prison courts; 9 Capacity
courts; 26 Civil Register courts; 8 Decanatos exclusive; 4 Labour enforcement courts; 4 Mortgage courts and one Arbitration
Court.
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Indicator 2: The judicial
organisation

Comments provided by the national correspondents
organised by question no.

Question 042. Number of courts considered as legal entities (administrative structures) and geographic locations.
Question 043. Number (legal entities) of first instance specialised courts (or specific judicial order)

Question 042

Austria

(2014): From January 1st 2013 to July 1st, 2014 a number of district courts merged. In 2014, there are 129 first instance
district courts which is less than 132 (humber communicated for 2013) but still not complying with the aim of 115.

Belgium

(General Comment): The reform of the justices of the peace by the law of 25 December 2017 has been gradually
implemented between 2016 and 2019. It has resulted in the decrease in the number of justices of the peace and of the
geographical establishments.

(2016): A reform of the justices of the peace is under way, leading to a reduction in the number of hearing locations.

(2014): Following a reform of the judicial map, the number of legal entities decreased: from 27 to 13 first instance courts, from
27 to 9 labour courts, from 27 to 9 commercial courts, and from 34 to 15 police courts.

Bulgaria

(2019): There are the following courts in Bulgaria: District Courts- 113- The District Court is the main court of first instance. It
has jurisdiction over all cases except those which are statutorily assigned to another court. It deals with civil, criminal and
administrative-criminal cases. The decisions of the district courts are subject to appeal before the respective Regional court.
Provincial/Regional Courts- 28- The Provincial Courts act as courts of first and second instance. As courts of first instance,
they examine a precisely defined category of cases involving significant sums or substantial societal interest. When acting as a
second (appellate) instance, they re-examine decisions taken by the district courts.

Administrative Courts- 28

Specialized Criminal Court -1

Courts of Appeals - 5

Specialized Court of Appeal - 1

MilitaryCourts - 3 - The Military courts consider criminal cases of crimes committed by servicemen or officials of the Interior
Ministry at first instance.

Military Court of Appeal - 1

Supreme Court of Cassation - 1

Supreme Administrative Court - 1
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(2018): 42.1. District Court - 113

The District Court is the main court of first instance. It has jurisdiction over all cases except those which are statutorily
assigned to another court. It deals with civil, criminal and administrative-criminal cases. The decisions of the district courts are
subject to appeal before the respective Regional court.

Provincial/ regional courts- 28

The provincial courts act as courts of first and second instance. As courts of first instance, they examine a precisely defined
category of cases involving significant sums or substantial societal interest. When acting as a second (appellate) instance,
they re-examine decisions taken by the district courts.

Military first instance courts- 3

Military courts consider criminal cases of crimes committed by servicemen or officials of the Interior Ministry at first instance.

Croatia

(General Comment): The reform of the judicial map implemented in 2019. removed specialized misdemeanour courts from
Croatian judicial system (they were merged into municipal courts of general jurisdiction. Only two municipal courts specialized
only for misdemeanour cases were left in two largest cities).

(2019): On the 1st of January 2019. new Courts Areas and Seats Act came into force.From the organizational aspect, the
most important organizational measure was the merging of misdemeanor courts into municipal courts, and few municipal
courts were reopened after 2015. That is why we have now less first instance specialized courts than in 2018. and more courts
of general jurisdiction (22 courts which were in 2018. plus 8 courts which were reopened after the new law came into force).

(2016): There was a reform of judicial map implemented in 2015 in which the number of Misdemeanour Courts has decreased
from 63 to 22. Therefore, in accordance with the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts (Official Gazette, No.
128/14) in force, there are currently 22 Misdemeanour Courts in function.

(2014): In 2014, according to the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts, there are 67 first instance courts but the
Municipal Court in Novi Zagreb is not in function while the Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb is a specialized court counted in
Q42.2. Accordingly, there are 65 actually functioning first instance courts of a general jurisdiction.

(2013): For 2013, the Ministry of Justice added to the number of geographic locations all offices of a specific court that are
located outside of the seat of the court, in which judicial activities are undertaken. The number of courts did not increase in
2013._x000D_ Also, 66 municipal courts (65 municipal courts and 1 Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb) were in function out of
total 67 first instance courts prescribed by the Act on Territorial Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts. The Municipal Court in Novi
Zagreb is still not in function.

Cyprus

(2014): The number of courts changed in 2014. Instead one labour court in the district of Nicosia, there are 3 separate courts
in different districts. This applies as well as for rent and tenancies court. One more family court was also established. The
Assize court deals with serious criminal offences only.

Czech Republic

(2016): There are no specialised first instance courts, but judges within individual courts are specialised (e.g. for family, labour
and enforcement cases at district courts, and insolvency and administrative cases at regional courts as first instance courts).

Denmark

(General Comment): District courts are called 1st instance courts, the Land Registration court and the Maritime and
Commercial Court are considered as first instance specialized courts. Second and third instance courts are the two High
Courts and the Supreme Court.
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(2019): Commercial and naval court
Land Registration court.

(2018): Data has not changed on this point.

Estonia

(General Comment): Estonia has 17 courthouses of county courts (first instance courts), 4 courthouses of administrative
courts (first instance courts), 2 courthouses of appellate courts (second instance courts) and 1 courthouse of the Supreme
Court (highest instance court), all together 24 courthouses. However, as some of the courts are situated in the same house
(e.g Tallinn Administrative Court and Tallinn Circuit Court) and taking into account the fact that Parnu County Court has a
courthouse that is divided between two locations, there are 21 actual geographical locations of Estonian courts.

(2019): A small courthouse was adjoined with another small courthouse. The distance between them was less than 50 km.

(2016): A small courthouse was adjoined with another small courthouse. The distance between them was less than 50 km.

Finland

(General Comment): In Finland, there are 20 district courts with 36 offices, five courts of appeal, the Supreme Court, six
administrative courts, the Supreme Administrative Court, the Market Court, the Labour Court and the Insurance Court. One of
the administrative courts, the Labour Court and the Market Court are located in the same location. In total there are 36 courts
in 52 geographic locations.

(2019): The Court Network has been modified.
(2016): Some geographic locations of the District Courts have been shut down.

(2014): In 2014, in Finland there are 81 courts as geographic locations, namely 27 District Courts, 13 Branch offices of District
Courts, 25 Auxiliary courtrooms of District Courts (23 till 2014), 3 specialized courts, 6 Administrative Courts (8 till 2014), 5
Courts of Appeal (6 till 2014), the Supreme Court and the Supreme Administrative Court.

France
(2019): See the comment on specialised first instance courts in the frame of Q43.

(2018): With regard to the ordinary courts, the number indicated in the 2016 questionnaire includes the local courts that have
been abolished since 1 July 2017 (Act No. 2011-1862 of 13 December 2011), their powers having been taken over by the
courts of first instance in civil matters and by the police courts attached to the courts of first instance in criminal matters.

The number of 786 corresponded to: 164 TGl + 4 TPI + 307 Tl + 311 jprox Since then, Tls have been removed from the
category of ordinary courts of first instance since they constitute specialised courts of first instance. The number of 479
ordinary courts of first instance therefore corresponded to 164 TGI + 4 TPI + 311 TPROX. The figure of 168 is thus explained
by the abolition of the 311 local courts since 1 July 2017, as indicated in the comments in the questionnaire.

Thus: 479 - 311 = 168 ordinary courts of first instance (164 TGI + 4 TPI).

Hungary
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(General Comment): The Hungarian court system is as follows: Kuria (1) — the Hungarian Supreme Court - its jurisdiction in
criminal, civil and administrative cases covers adjudication of extraordinary remedies and appeals, adopting uniformity
decisions. It also decides if municipal decrees are in compliance with higher level legislation. Regional courts of appeal (5) —
their jurisdiction in criminal and civil cases covers the adjudication of appeals received from the regional courts (third instance
in criminal cases). Regional courts (20) — their jurisdiction in criminal, civil and administrative cases covers the adjudication of
appeals received from district courts, administrative and labour courts, and procedure at first instance in certain criminal and
civil cases. District courts (113) — their jurisdiction in criminal and civil cases covers the procedures at first instance. The
number of judges in the largest district court is 357, whereas the smallest court operates with one judge. Out of the 113 district
courts, the district courts in the seat of the regional courts have special competences in many cases. Administrative and labour
courts (20) — their jurisdiction covers procedures at first instance in individual and collective labour disputes and in
administrative cases. First instance administrative and labour courts (20) started operating on 1 January 2013 as first instance
specialized courts.

(2019): 113 District Courts (first instance courts of general jurisdiction)

20 Administrative and Labour Courts (specialized first instance courts)

20 Regional Courts (second instance courts of general jurisdiction + first instance courts in cases of higher importance)

5 Regional Courts of Appeal (second instance courts in cases of higher importance)

1 Supreme Court ("Karia" - special judicial review)

It has to be noted that Administrative and Labour Courts are merged into the regional courts on the 31st of March 2020. Since
1st of April 2020 every regional court deals with labour cases on first instance (second instance are the regional courts of
appeal) and 8 regional courts have special administrative law department dealing with first instance cases (seconf instance is
the Supreme Court).

(2018): Two new district courts were established (one in 2017 in the city of Szigetszentmiklds, another one in 2019 in the city
of Erd).

113 District Courts (first instance courts of general jurisdiction)

20 Administrative and Labour Courts (specialized first instance courts)

20 Regional Courts (second instance courts of general jurisdiction + first instance courts in cases of higher importance)

5 Regional Courts of Appeal (second instance courts in cases of higher importance)

1 Supreme Court (special judicial review)

Ireland

(General Comment): In Ireland, there are only three first instance courts (as legal entities) exercising general jurisdiction for
the entire State (the High Court, the Circuit Court and the District Court). Each of those three courts has a single court
president only, who exercises a nationwide remit for his/her court. The number of geographic locations reflects the physical
location serving as seats or venues for the three jurisdictions.

(2016): The specialised courts referred to are the two Special Criminal Courts the jurisdiction of which generally relates to trial
of terrorism- and organised crime-related offices.

The increase of one location over the figure provided for 2014 refers to the temporary relocation of the Dublin District Court's
Drug Treatment Court in 2016.

Italy

(2018): In 2012-2013 we went through a major reform of the judicial map. In particular, a great number of justice of peace
offices (initially 846) were shut down. However, each Italian municipality had (and still has) the opportunity to preserve the
office at their own expenses. For this reason, each year a series of Justice of Peace offices administered by the municipality
might be re-opened or closed. 3 justice of peace offices closed between 2017 and 2018.

Latvia

(2019): Since the reform of March, 2018, the number of first instance courts has been reduced to 10 legal entities at first
instance (9 general + 1 administrative). There are also 6 appelate courts and Supreme court. In 2019 was completed reform of
Land Register Units, which are included in the composition of district (city) courts. The number of legal entities doesn't
changes, but number of courts per geographic locations therefore differs.

The data regarding the geographic locations are indicated on 31.12.2019.
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(2018): Since the reform of March, 2018, the number of first instance courts has been reduced to 10 legal entities at first
instance (9 general + 1 administrative). There are also 6 appelate courts and Supreme court.

(2016): There is only one specialised court the administrative court with 5 court houses

Lithuania

(2018): Number of courts (as legal entities) in Lithuania decreased from 1st January 2018 according to the Law on
Reorganization of Courts of the Republic of Lithuania (Law of 23rd Juin, 2016 No. XII-2474). Instead of 49 district courts (as
legal entities) there are now 12 district courts (some of them have court houses), instead of 5 regional administrative courts
there are now 2 of them (one has houses). The number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction (legal entities) in point
42.1 implies 5 regional courts (of general jurisdiction) which are first instance for criminal and civil cases assigned to its
jurisdiction by law. These courts also are appeal instance for judgements, decisions, rulings and orders of district courts, so
their number is also included in the number of all courts at point 42.3.

(2014): As regional courts of Lithuania function not only as courts of appeal, but also as courts of first instance, for 2014, the
number of these courts is also included in the number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction. This was not the case in
earlier years.

Luxembourg

(General Comment): 42.1: 3 justices of the peace and 2 district courts

42.2: Please note that the total of Q43 is not identical to the total in Q42.2, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

(2016): 42.1: 3 justices of the peace and 2 district courts

42.2: Please note that the total of 043 is not identical to the total in 042, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

Malta

(2018): In 2018, the Commercial Division was set up in order to hear cases filed under the Companies Act that include
Insolvency cases. This new specialised first instance court is the reason behind the increase in the number of courts quoted at
42.2 above.

Netherlands

(General Comment): Since 2013 and following the implementation of the reform related to the reorganization of the judicial
map, the number of district courts was reduced from 19 in 2010 to 11 in 2013 and 2014. Moreover, this reform resulted in the
closure of sub-district court locations due to which the number of geographic locations decreased from 64 in 2010 to 40 in
2013 and 2014.

Poland

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 141/ 846



(General Comment): First instance courts of general jurisdiction — common courts (regional courts (318), district courts (45)).
First instance specialised courts — administrative courts (16), military courts (regional military courts (7), district military courts
(2)).

All the courts — the Supreme Court, common courts (regional courts (318), district courts (45), appeal courts (11)),
administrative courts (voivodship administrative courts (16), the Supreme Administrative Court), military courts (regional
military

courts (7), district military courts (2)).

(2018): .

(2016): 42.1 First instance courts of general jurisdiction - common courts (318 regional courts, 45 district courts).

42.2 First instance specialised courts - 16 administrative courts, 9 military courts.

42.3 All the courts - the Supreme Court, common courts (318 regional courts, 45 district courts, 11 appeal courts),
administrative courts (16 voivodship administrative courts. the Supreme Administrative Court), militry courts (9 regional military
courts, 2 district military courts). The differences between presented data and the data from 2014 edition is likely to be due to
the restoration of District Courts, abolished and converted to divisions of larger units in 2013.

The difference in courts number between this (363) and previous evaluation cycle (287) is probably caused by a significant
organizational reform of polish court system, which took place in 2013. Almost eighty small district courts were merged with
larger entities. Since 2015 the reform has been reversing, which has resulted in an increase in the number of the courts.

(2012): In 2012, there was a structural change concerning District courts. Some of them were transformed into divisions of
other courts.

Portugal

(2019): Regarding Q 42.1 the decrease of the total number of first instance courts of general jurisdiction is accompanied by an
increase of certain types of first instance courts (please consult answers provided to Q 43).

Regarding Q 42.2, the total corresponds to first instance specialised courts of judicial courts and administrative and tax courts.
Under our Constitution, we have two set of courts: judicial courts, which have general jurisdiction in civil/lcommercial and
criminal matters and encompass specialized courts, and administrative and tax courts, whose role is to settle disputes arising
out of administrative and tax relations. These latter are specialised in this domain only.

In order to be rigourous and coherent with Q 43, we have included first instance administrative and tax courts. The total
corresponds to 418 judicial courts + 17 administrative/tax courts.

(2018): These data correspond to the values given for the last scoreboard.

The differences registered result from the changes to the judicial organization (Law n. 40-A/2016, 22 December) in force since
January 1, 2017.

42.1 the number of 1st instance courts with general jurisdiction decreased due to the increase of specialized courts.
Accordingly, 20 courts that were closed in 2014 were re-enacted as proximity judgments, new family sections were created as
well as new sections with generic jurisdiction.

(2014): As a result of the new Judicial Organization Reform, the number of specialized first instance courts increased in 2014,
while the enlargement of the court districts has been promoted. _x000D_The reform melted the former judicial districts into 23
judicial districts, each containing two or more units, according to the demographic and economic reality of the respective
geographic area._x000D_ The difference between Q42.2 and Q43 is due to the inclusion of the 20 administrative courts in
Q43. In Portugal, the administrative jurisdiction is autonomous, independent from the civil jurisdiction.

Romania

(General Comment): In Romania there are 233 first instance courts of general jurisdiction including 176 judecatorii (first
instance courts), 42 tribunals and 15 courts of appeal. The tribunals and the courts of appeal are ruling in more important
cases or in the situations where the competence is established in personam.
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(2016): There are 176 first instance courts, 42 tribunals and 15 courts of appeals. All of the first instance courts deal with
cases in first instance, but also the tribunals and the courts of appeal may have material or personal jurisdiction in first
instance.

Slovakia

(2019): The entire court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialized
Criminal
Court and the Supreme Court of the Slovak republic.

(2018): The entire court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialised
Criminal Court and
The Supreme Court of the Slovak republic

(2016): The court system of the Slovak republic consists of 54 District Courts, 8 Regional Courts, The Specialised Criminal
Court and The Supreme Court of the Slovak republic

Slovenia

(General Comment): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court +

7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) + second
instance courts

and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the Supreme court = 77.

(2018): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) +
second instance courts and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the
Supreme court = 77.

(2016): First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 Administrative court = 5

All courts: first instance courts of general jurisdiction (55, see Q42.1) + first instance specialised courts (4 labour courts + 1
social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1 administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court) +
second instance courts and courts of appeal (4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court) + the
Supreme court = 77.

(2015): legal entities:

First instance courts of general jurisdiction: 44 local courts + 11 district courts = 55

First instance specialised courts: 3 labour courts + 1 labour and social court + 1 administrative court =5
geographic locations:

All the courts = 77

- first instance courts of general jurisdiction = 55 (Q42.1); additionally

- first instance specialised courts = 4 labour courts + 1 social court + 7 branch offices of labour and social courts + 1
administrative court + 3 branch offices of administrative court = 16; additionally

- second instance courts and courts of appeal = 4 higher courts of general jurisdiction + 1 higher labour and social court = 5;
and finally

- supreme court: the Supreme Court of the Republic of Slovenia = 1.

Question 043

Austria

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 143/ 846



(General Comment): The other specialized first instance courts are 2 criminal courts and 2 civil law courts (in Vienna and
Graz). The sum of the numbers in the categories exceeds the total number of specialised courts because the labour and social
court in Vienna is one court that is competent for labour and (some) social welfare cases. From January 1st, 2014 there are 11
newly found courts for administrative law in Austria, namely 9 regional administrative courts, 1 Federal administrative court and
1 Federal Tax Court.

(2019): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are specialized,
i.e. eight in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2X], employment- and social welfare cases, administrative
cases) and two in Graz (criminal cases, remaining cases). There is also a regional administrative court in every federal state (9
in total). Because of the Court for labour and social welfare cases in Vienna (Arbeits- und Sozialgericht Wien) the sum of the
individual courts equals nineteen.

(2018): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are specialised,
i.e. five in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2 x], employment- and social welfare cases) and two in Graz
(criminal cases, remaining cases)

(2016): On principal every court has to deal with all judicial issues; in the biggest Austrian cities certain courts are specialised,
i.e. five in Vienna (civil cases, criminal cases, commercial cases [2 x], employment- and social welfare cases) and two in Graz
(criminal cases, remaining cases)

Belgium

(General Comment): Through the reform of the justices of the peace, Belgium went from 187 cantons to 162. By also closing
the double and triple seats in certain cantons, Belgium went from 220 places of hearings to 162 seats of the justices of the
peace.

Administrative tribunals are not strictly part of the justice system. They have their own rules on procedure, appointment of
judges, organization, and their own budget, etc.

(2019): Other: 162 justices of the peace and 15 police courts. Administrative courts: Council of State, Council for Aliens
Litigation, de Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen
(these courts are under the authority of the Minister for Home Affairs and the Flemish Regional Government, and not the
Minister of Justice).

Six courts of first instance have specialized chambers for the application of sentences. The denomination ‘court for the
enforcement of sentences' is used, but in reality it is a specialized chamber.

All the courts of first instance (13) have a special family and youth section. The denomination ‘family court' is used, but in
reality it is a specialized section.

(2016): Other: justices of the peace and police courts

Administrative courts: Council of State, Aliens Litigation Council, Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het
Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

Five courts of first instance have specialized chambers for the enforcement of sentences. The name "court for the enforcement
of sentences" is used, but in reality it is a specialized chamber.

All courts of first instance (13) have a specialized family and youth section. The name "family court
specialized section.

is used, but in reality it is a

(2015): Other: justices of the peace and police courts
Administrative courts: the Council of State, the Council of the Litigation of Foreigners, Milieuhandhavingscollege, de Raad voor
Vergunningsbetwistingen en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

(2014): The other specialised courts are 15 police courts and 187 justices of peace. Family courts are a section within the 13
first instance courts. The administrative courts (the Council of State, the Alien Litigation Council, "(Vlaamse)Raad voor
Vergunningsbetwistingen”, "het (Vlaamse) Milieuhandhavingscollege") are not part of the judicial system administered by the
Ministry of Justice. Following a reform of the judicial map, the number of labour, commercial and police courts was reduced.

Bulgaria
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(General Comment): The category “other” encompasses the Specialized Criminal Court of Republic of Bulgaria, established
in 2011, situated in Sofia and treated as a District Court. Its jurisdiction covers criminal cases of a general nature for crimes
carried out throughout the Republic of Bulgaria. Its competence is determined on the basis of the subject of the case and not
the quality of the perpetrator. The Criminal Procedure Code exhaustively enumerates cases within the competence of this
Court, namely crimes committed by organized criminal groups, or on behalf of them and following their decision.

(2019): The cases under the jurisdiction of Specialized Criminal Court are specified in Art. 411a of the Penal Procedure Code

(2018): The category “other” encompasses the Specialized Criminal Court of Republic of Bulgaria (see the general comment).

(2016): 'Other specialised 1st instance courts' - 1 Specialized Criminal Court.

Croatia

(General Comment): The term “other specialized first instance courts” in the Republic of Croatia refers to two municipal
courts specialized only for misdemeanour cases and one specialized only for criminal cases (Municipal misdemeanour court in
Zagreb, Municipal misdemeanour court in Split and the Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb). There was a reform of judicial
map implemented in 2019 in which the misdemeanour courts were merged to municipal courts.

(2019): One criminal and two misdemeanour courts. After the reorganization of courts in 2019 we do not have 22
misdemeanor courts. Only two courts specialized only for misdemeanor cases were left in two largest cities (Zagreb and Split).
Third specialized court is court in Zagreb specialized only for criminal cases.

(2018): Other specialised 1st instance courts are Misdemeanour courts and Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb.

(2016): According to the Act on the Jurisdiction and Seats of Courts (Official Gazette 128/14) as of 1 April 2015 the number of
municipal courts has been reduced, as of 1 July 2015 reduced the number of misdemeanour courts has been reduced and as

of 1 April 2015 a new commercial court has been established.
Other specialised 1st instance courts are 22 Misdemeanour courts and a Municipal Criminal Court in Zagreb.

Cyprus

(2019): Other specialised 1st instance courts: 1 International Protection Administrative Court and 5 Assize Court. In 2019 the
new administrative court for international protection was established to hear cases concerning asylum applications and
international protection matters.

(2018): 5 Assize courts

(2016): Assize Courts

(2015): In 2015, two new Assize courts and one administrative court were established and one Rent Control Tribunal was
removed.

Czech Republic

(General Comment): There are no specialised first instance courts, but judges within individual courts are specialised (e.g.
for family, labour and enforcement cases at district courts, and insolvency and administrative cases at regional courts as first
instance courts).

Denmark
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(General Comment): The category “other” concerns the Land Registration Court that has been established in 2009. As for
the Commercial Court, in Denmark, it is called Maritime and Commercial Court and it presents the peculiarity to also deal, to a
great extent but not exclusively, with insolvency cases (bankruptcies etc.). Accordingly, there is an overlap with the category
“Insolvency courts”.

(2019): Other specialised 1st instance court is the Land Registration Court. The Maritime and Commercial Court is a
commercial court which ALSO deals with insolvency cases. Although it looks like there are two courts there is only one! As the
district courts outside Greater Copenhagen deal with insolvency cases, and the Maritime and Commercial Court deals with
insolvency cases inside Greater Copenhagen, but at the same time is a specialized commercial court, the Maritime and
Commercial Court is marked as a specialized Commercial Court and insolvency court.

(2018): Military courts exist but they are not part of the Danish Courts Administration. The 24 district courts have always dealt
with family cases. From 1 April 2019 family issues are a section of the court.

(2016): Land Registration Court.

Estonia

(General Comment): In Estonia, there are no specialized first instance courts, other than administrative courts. All the cases
are dealt with by ordinary courts of first instance. The two administrative courts of first instance are situated in Tallinn and
Tartu. Nevertheless, for guaranteeing wider access to justice, these two courts have several court buildings in other cities,
namely in Parnu and J6hvi, where judges and their supporting legal staff work.

Finland

(General Comment): In Finland, there are six regional administrative courts, the Market Court, the Labour Court and the
Insurance Court.

Another specialised court is the High Court of Impeachment that hears charges against ministers (i.e. members of the
Government), the Chancellor of Justice, the Parliamentary Ombudsman and members of the Supreme Court or the Supreme
Administrative Court for unlawful conduct in office. In addition, the High Court of Impeachment deals with charges concerning
the criminal liability of the President of the Republic. However, it is convened only when necessary.

(2016): In Finland there are 6 Administrative Courts, 1 Market Court, 1 Labour Court and 1 Insurance Court. Then there is the
High Court of Impeachment that hears charges against Ministers (i.e.Members of the State Council), Chancellor of Justice,
Parliamentary Ombudsman and Supreme Court Justices for unlawful conduct in office but it is convened only when necessary.

France

(2019): Since 1 January 2019, social litigation, formerly divided between the social security courts (TASS), the incapacity
courts (TCI) and the departmental social assistance commissions (CDAS), has been merged and transferred to the “tribunaux
de grande instance” (first instance courts of general jurisdiction). As a result, these specialised courts have been abolished.
As of 1 November 2019, litigation concerning military invalidity pensions will be transferred to the administrative courts,
eliminating the military invalidity pension courts and the regional military invalidity pension courts which rule on appeal.

These changes explain the variation in the number of courts compared to the previous year. The other specialised courts are: -
joint courts for rural leases: 274; juvenile courts: 155; court for navigation on the Rhine: 1; maritime courts: 6; national asylum
court: 1; court of first instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1.
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(2018): The other specialized courts are: - joint courts for rural leases: 272 ;

- juvenile courts: 155; - military pension courts: 36;

- court for navigation on the Rhine: 1;

- Maritime courts: 6;

- hational court of asylum: 1; - court of first instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1.

In the previous questionnaire, the Joint Rural Lease Courts (JRTs) were indicated, with the District Courts (TIs) within the
"Rental Courts", the figure of 307 corresponding to the District Courts, since the seats and jurisdictions of the JRTs were linked
to those of the TI. However, the TPBRs are, and have always been, autonomous courts. However, as decrees have been
issued to remove some TPBRs, there is no longer a correlation between their number and that of IT. We have therefore
indicated here in the "rental courts”, only IT (289), and by including TPBRs in a separate item, which is legally more accurate.
The total number of TPBRs is 274. On the insurance and social security courts: in the requested reference year, there are 26
disability courts, 115 social security courts (TASS) and 100 departmental social assistance commissions (CDAS). The
differential of 100 corresponds to the addition of the 100 CDASs which are administrative courts.

The Paris Court, created on 14 May 2018, brought together all the services of the Regional Court, formerly dispersed over 5
sites, including lle de la Cité, the Police Court and the 20 District Courts. The number of Tls had to be reduced by 19. In
addition, the reform of the transfer of the police court under the 21st century Justice Act had the effect of removing 3 of them
from the 307 TIs. The number of IT has therefore increased from 304 (307-3) to 285 district courts (304-19). We have added to
these 285 Tl the 4 TPIs because of their dual IT and TGI skills. Thus: 285 Tl + 4 TPl = 289 Tl in total.

(2016): The other specialised courts are: 155 juvenile courts; 36 military pension courts; 1 court for navigation on the Rhine; 1
court for navigation on the Moselle; 6 maritime trade courts; 1 national asylum court.

As a matter of fact, the following reforms are on-going:

- The future Tribunal of Paris, whose establishment is scheduled for 14 May 2018, will unify all the services of the TGI (Tribunal
de grande instance) currently dispersed over 5 sites, including “lle de la Cité”, the police court and the first instance courts
(tribunaux d’instance);

- Since 1 July 2017, the hearings of the Police Court, previously under the jurisdiction of the “tribunaux d’instance”, have been
transferred to the TGI. The aim of this reform is to refocus the tribunaux d’'instance on day-to-day civil justice and to centralise
criminal litigation at the seat of the TGI.

- Since 1 July 2017, the 311 local courts have been abolished (Law No. 2011-1862 of 13 December 2011), their powers being
taken over by the tribuanux d’instance in civil matters and by the police courts attached to the TGl in criminal matters.

- As of 1 January 2019, social litigation, currently divided between the Social Security Courts (TASS), the Disability Dispute
Courts (TCI) and the Departmental Social Assistance Commissions (CDAS), will be unified and transferred to the TGI (first
instance courts of general jurisdiction). These specialised courts will then be abolished.

(2015): Other specialised courts are:

Juvenile courts : 155

Military Pensions Courts: 36

Court for navigation on the Rhine: 1

Maritime Courts: 14

National Court of Asylum: 1

Court of First Instance for navigation on the Moselle: 1

(2014): The reduction of the number of specialised courts is primarily due to the suppression of 70 military pensions courts.
The other specialised courts are: Children courts (155); Military pensions courts (36); the Rhine navigation court; commercial
maritime courts (14); the National court for asylum right; the Court for the navigation on the Moselle. In contrast with 2010 and
2012 data, a part of the "other specialised courts" was distributed in the proposed categories, namely the agricultural land
courts, the courts of rental cases, the Courts for enforcement of criminal sanctions and the courts of incapability litigation.The
specialised interregional courts, competent to judge cases of organised crime were added.
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(2013): The reduction of the number of specialised courts is primarily due to the suppression of 70 military pensions courts.
The other specialised courts are: Children courts (155); Military pensions courts (36); the Rhine navigation court; commercial
maritime courts (14); the National court for asylum right; the Court for the navigation on the Moselle. In contrast with 2010 and
2012 data, a part of the "other specialised courts" was distributed in the proposed categories, namely the agricultural land
courts, the courts of rental cases, the Courts for enforcement of criminal sanctions and the courts of incapability litigation.The
specialised interregional courts, competent to judge cases of organised crime were added.

(2012): There are 135 Commercial Courts and 8 mixed commercial courts (this of Mayotte is not included). The category
"labour courts" subsumes 210 industrial courts and 6 labour courts. The category "insurance and/or social security courts"
refers to the courts responsible for social security cases. The other specialised courts are: Police courts (3); local Police courts
(3); Children courts (155); Incapacity Dispute courts (26); Agricultural land courts (281); Sentence enforcement courts (50);
Military pensions courts (106); the Rhine navigation court; Commercial maritime courts (14); the Court for the navigation on
Moselle. The military court of Paris was discontinued in January 2012. Its functions were transfered to a pole specialised in
military matters in the High Court of Paris.

Germany

(General Comment): It is noteworthy that depending on the value at dispute, commercial cases are dealt with at Local or
Regional Courts, on application in a chamber established at the Regional Court for commercial cases. There are no separate
commercial courts. Likewise, there are no independent rent and tenancies courts, enforcement courts or courts for insurance
cases. Depending on the caseload, special panels of judges are established for this purpose at the Local and Regional Courts.
Family cases are dealt with at first instance in special departments of the Local Courts. The Federal Armed Forces do not have
any military courts of their own; its members are subject to civil jurisdiction. The category “other” covers 18 Finance Courts.

(2019): finance courts

(2018): Finance Courts

(2016): Other specialised 1st instance courts: Finance Courts

(2015): The data refer to the year 2014. At present, no more recent data are available.

(2014): In 2014, in comparison with 2012, the number of specialized first instance courts decreased of three labour courts in
two Landers.

Greece

(General Comment): In Greece, there are no special courts for the fields of law described in the question 43, besides those
already mentioned. The Greek Constitution is reluctant to provide in the Greek legal system special courts. Instead, within the
Courts of First Instance and Courts of Appeal of large cities, we have special Chambers, where the task of adjudicating in
special categories of law (e.g. family law, commercial law, etc.) is assigned. Judges entrusted with such duties have usually
the correspondent specific studies. As far as other special courts are concerned, special provisions regulate the operation of
courts for juveniles, military, navy and air force courts.

Hungary
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(General Comment): In Hungary, the only specialized 1st instance courts are the administrative and labour courts (20) that
deal with administrative, labour and social security cases. Till 2013, there were 20 Labour courts which became in 2013
Administrative and Labour courts. More precisely, their jurisdiction covers procedures at first instance in individual and
collective labour disputes, and in administrative actions. These courts are not a part of the ordinary 1st instance courts (district
courts). Their professional management is the duty of the administrative and labour regional departments (6).

There are military departments at five Regional Courts and at one Regional Court of Appeal. Although they only deal with
military related criminal cases, they are not considered as specialized courts as they are a part of the ordinary court system
both in administrative and professional management.

Ireland

(General Comment): The two specialised first instance courts listed above are Special Criminal Court No. 1 and Special
Criminal Court No. 2. The latter was established in October 2015 and came into operation, sitting for the first time, in 2016. In
previous cycles the category "other" (1) was referring to Special Criminal Court No. 1.

Other than distinctions between jurisdictional levels there is no specialisation - all judges within a court jurisdiction may be
allocated to any category of case falling within the jurisdictional remit of the court concerned. Starting in 2013 a new cadre of
specialist judges was created in the Circuit Court with specific jurisdiction in relation to certain types of personal insolvency
remedy and certain pre-trial order making powers.

Ireland has a specialist regime for the trial of commercial proceedings in the form of the Commercial List of the High Court
(known as the 'Commercial Court’) but, as it is not a separate legal entity, being a list within and formally a part of the High
Court, it is not included as a specialist court as such.

(2019): Legislation to provide for a Family Court has been proposed

Italy

(General Comment): Since 2014 in Italy there are 22 Brand Commercial courts (Tribunali delle imprese) that are legal entities
of their own and not just internal court divisions for organizational purpose (such as labour, family etc.).

It is noteworthy that in Italy, some of the specialized first instance courts are not administered and financed by the Ministry of
Justice. This is the case for the regional audit commissions, the local tax commissions and military courts. These courts are
not taken into consideration for the replies to questions 6, 46 and 52 for none of the exercises.

In respect of the 29 regional administrative courts (geographic locations) and their supreme court, it should be stressed that
they have been encompassed within the total under question 43 for the last four exercises, but only since 2014 this approach
is reflected in questions 91 and 99 (number of administrative law cases).

Moreover, in Italy specific matters (such as labour, family etc.) are dealt by specific divisions within the same Court. There are
also 26 divisions called DDA (Direzioni Distrettuali Antimafia) which deal specifically with mafia and organized crime.

(2019): The category “other” subsumes 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts and 103 Tax Courts
(2018): The category “other” category subsumes 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts and 103 Tax Courts.
(2016): OTHER: 29 Minor (or Juvenile) Courts + 103 Local Tax Commissions

(2013): In September 2013, the Italian judicial system implemented an extensive reorganization of the territorial distribution of
offices with the closing (by merger) of 30 Tribunals, 30 Prosecution offices, 220 branches of Tribunals and 346 Peace Judges.

Latvia
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(General Comment): In Latvia, only the Administrative court can be considered as a 1st instance specialized court (which is
divided into 5 court houses). As to the category “military courts”, the reply NA is justified by the fact that according to the Law
on Judicial Power, judicial power in the Republic of Latvia is vested in district (city) courts, regional courts, the Supreme Court
and the Constitutional Court, but in state of emergencies or during war — also military courts. The rest of the courts in Latvia
are not established, and therefore in this case should be NAP. Latvia has also one Court, wich is specialized on Commercial
cases, but that court working with other civil cases and is first instance court. This court is uncheking separately on Question
43 because it is not a separate commercial court, but just few judges are specialized on commercial cases.

(2019): There is only Administrative court in Latvia. On July 1, 2020, amendments to the Law “On Judical Power” entered into
force. The Amendments provides for the establishment of the Court of Economic Affairs. The Economic Court will take office
on 1 January 2021.

(2018): There is only Administrative court in Latvia.

(2016): There is only one specialised court the administrative court with 5 court houses

Luxembourg

(General Comment): Please note that the total of Q43 is not identical to the total in Q42.2, as most of the specialized courts
are in fact specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are
specialized sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social
security courts are selfstanding.

(2016): Please note that the total of 043 is not identical to the total in 042, as most of the specialized courts are in fact
specialized sections of a general court. E.g. the commercial courts (which also deal with insolvency cases) are specialized
sections of the district court (tribunal d'arrondissement). Only the administrative, military and 1st instance social security courts
are selfstanding.

(2014): Most of the areas mentioned in the question are within the competence of district courts (commercial cases,
insolvency cases, family law cases and all criminal cases except for offenses that are under the jurisdiction of justices of
peace) and justices of peace (labour law cases, rental cases). The indicated total is a purely statistical information which does
not reflect the reality.

(2012): Matters concerning trade and family law are dealt with at the level of district courts, while matters pertaining to labour
law and rental cases are within the competence of the justices of peace.

Malta

(General Comment): The 1st Instance Courts include general jurisdiction and specialised courts, tribunals and boards.
Following April 2018, a new Commercial Section was set-up, which sees to claims filed under the Companies Act. There are
now nine (9) specialised first instance courts, namely the First Hall, Commercial Section, the First Hall, Family Court, the Rent
Regulation Board, the Administrative Tribunal, the Court of First Instance, the Land Arbitration Board, the Rural Leases Control
Board, the Small Claims Tribunal and the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction.

(2019): The courts referred to under 'Other specialised 1st Instance courts' include:
- The Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

- the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction

(2018): The courts referred to under 'Other specialised 1st Instance courts' include:
- The Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

- the Court of Voluntary Jurisdiction
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(2016): The other specialised 1st Instance courts include:
- the Civil Court, First Hall

- the Land Arbitration Board

- the Rural Leases Control Board

- the Small Claims Tribunal

Netherlands

(General Comment): There is only one specialized first instance court, namely the Trade and Industry Appeals Tribunal, also
known as Administrative High Court for Trade and Industry. The other specialized jurisdictions are not legal entities (Natte
kamer, Ondernemingskamer, Militaire kamer) but only chambers within the courts.

There is no separate military court, but there is a military chamber in one of the district courts.

(2015): Currently the commercial court in the Netherlands is the specialized court CBb. Per January first 2017 starts the
Netherlands Commercial Court (NCC).

Poland

(2019): It is noteworthy that the Land and Mortgage Courts which are within the structure of the common court system deal
with specific topics, but they are departments.

Besides, the National Court Register and Pledge Registry Departments are business divisions.

The EU Trademark and Community Design Court (which existed in the XXII Division of the District Court in Warsaw)-
functioned from 2004 until the creation of intellectual property courts, which took place on 1 July 2020. Cases in the field of
intellectual property belong to the jurisdiction of selected District Courts (Article 47990 of the Code of Civil Procedure), while
the District Court in Warsaw (XXII Division) has exclusive jurisdiction in matters of intellectual property concerning computer
programs, inventions, utility models, topography of integrated circuits, plant varieties and company secrets of a technical
nature.

The Court of Competition and Consumer Protection is a special department functioning within the District Court in Warsaw. In
the current state of law, the scope of activity of the 17th Department of the Court of Competition and Consumer Protection
includes the handling of the following cases in court proceedings of appeals and complaints against decisions and orders
issued by the government: the President of the Office of Competition and Consumer Protection, the President of the Energy
Regulatory Office, the President of the Railway Transport Office, the President of the Office of Electronic Communications.
When it comes to matters from lease or tenancy agreements - as long as these matters are of an economic nature, they are
recognized by business departments, as are matters related to new technologies and the Internet space.

Portugal

(General Comment): Q.43 -total:The number given under Q43.1.1 includes 17 first instance courts of administrative
jurisdiction. Administrative courts are part of another jurisdiction and under our law cannot be considered specialized courts.
Other specialised 1st instance courts include: Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts; Intelectual Property and
Competition Court; Enforcement Courts.

There are no insolvency courts in Portugal.

Law 31/2012, 14 August, put in force a special eviction procedure that takes place before the Rent and tenancy section
(Balcdo Nacional do Arrendamento) that is functioning since 8 January 2013. This procedure enables the landlord to obtain an
eviction order when the tenant does not vacate the leased premises on the date prescribed by law or by the date fixed by
agreement between the parties. This is an electronic procedure that takes place before the rent and tenancy section (Balcéo
Nacional do Arrendamento). This section is not a court and is dependent on the Ministry of Justice. Only if the tenant opposes
the application for eviction is the case referred to a judicial court.

(2019): This category includes Civil Central Judicial Divisions, Criminal Central Judicial Divisions, Civil Local Proximity Judicial
Divisions, Criminal Local Proximity Judicial Divisions, Petty Criminality Local Proximity Judicial Divisions, Criminal Examination
Judicial Divisions, Enforcement Judicial Divisions, Central Criminal Examination Court, Intelectual Property Court, Competition
Court and Maritime Court.
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(2018): Changes to the judicial organization (Law n. 40-A/2016, 22 December) are in force since January 1, 2017.

(2015): In 2013-2014, the Reform of the Portuguese Judicial system was implemented. One of the major goals of this reform
was to set up specialised courts on a national level, which led to a significant increase of commercial courts compared to
previous years.

The difference between Q42.2 and Q43 is due to the inclusion of the 20 administrative courts in Q43. In Portugal, the
administrative jurisdiction is autonomous, independent from the civil jurisdiction and cannot be considered as specialised
courts.

Other courts:

Other specialised 1st instance courts include: Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts; Intelectual Property and
Competition Court; Enforcement Courts.

Law 31/2012, 14 August, put in force the Rent and tenancy section (Balcao Nacional do Arrendamento) that is functioning
since 8 January 2013

(2014): In 2013-2014, the Reform of the Portuguese Judicial system was implemented. One of the major goals of this reform
was to set up specialised courts on a national level, which led to a significant increase of commercial courts compared to
previous years.

For 2014, the category “other” subsumes as in 2012 Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts, Intellectual Property and
Competition Court and Enforcement Courts. Additionally, the Rent and tenancy section (Balcdo Nacional do Arrendamento)
has been established by law in August 2012 and is functioning since 8 January 2013.

(2012): For 2012, the category “other” encompasses Criminal Instruction Courts, Maritime Courts, Intellectual Property and
Competition Court and Enforcement Courts.

Slovakia

(General Comment): In the Slovak court system there are 8 Regional courts which are the courts with dual competence. The
Regional courts are the courts of appeal with the general jurisdiction in the civil, commercial and the criminal cases. In the
appellate procedure they decide the appeals lodged against the decisions of all District courts within their local jurisdiction. At
the same time the Regional courts have the jurisdiction as the courts of first instance in administrative matters. They act as the
administrative courts.

The Specialized Criminal court is competent to judge the grave criminal matters enumerated in the § 14 of the Criminal
procedure Code (e. g. premeditated murder, corruption, terrorism, organised crime, severe economic crimes, damaging the
financial interests of the EU etc.)

Slovenia

(General Comment): The question refers to the number of first instance specialised courts as legal entities. Although the
given answer for the ‘labour courts' category is 4 and the 'insurance and/ or social welfare courts' category is 1, the total
number of these courts is 4, as one of the labour courts and the social court form a single legal entity — Labour and social court
in Ljubljana.

(2019): Please see general comment.

Spain
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(General Comment): The number of Courts given in each category is the number of its kind in Spain. Consideration as
“specialized” is a criterion of the CEPEJ. In Spain, “Juzgados de lo Social” (labour courts) and “Juzgados de lo Contencioso-
Administrativo” (administrative courts) are simply separate jurisdictions (such as civil and criminal). The increase in commercial
and labour courts is due to the trend in Spain to create more courts where they seem necessary. Specialization in family is
different. In this case, it does not respond to the creation of new Courts but to the decision of the General Council of the
Judiciary that certain civil Courts (already functioning) conduct only family cases (without the creation of a new Court).
Therefore, it can be somewhat variable.

The Arbitration Court was created by decision of the General Council of the Judiciary of 25 November 2010. The latter assigns
exclusive jurisdiction over arbitration matters to the Court of First Instance No. 101 of Madrid. The Courts of the military
jurisdiction, integrate the Judiciary, and administer Justice in the strictly military sphere. The Judges are appointed by the
General Council for the Judiciary. The provision of its resources and the enforcement of its judicial decisions depends on the
Ministry of Defense.

(2019): Courts of violence against women 106
Foreclosure proceedings Courts: 3

Court of arbitration: 1

Civil capacity courts: 13

Criminal courts: 348

Criminal courts specialized in Violence against women, 31
Juvenile Courts: 82

Prison courts: 51

Civil Registries: 28

(2018): Between 2016 and 2018, more first instance courts have become specialized in family matters. Courts of violence
against women: 106

Foreclosure proceedings Courts: 3

Court of arbitration: 1

Civil capacity courts: 12

Criminal courts: 341

Criminal courts specialized in Violence against women, 32

Juvenile Courts: 82

Prison courts: 51

Civil Registries: 28

Additionally (and they are not accounted) there are 26 military courts that are not part of the Judiciary but they are inspected by

it)

(2016): - 335 Criminal courts

-80 Criminal courts specialized in violence against women
-6 violence against women courts

-8B juvenile courts

-Bll Prison courts

-Bforeclosure proceedings courts

-DArbitration court

-IB Civil Capacity courts [

- 28 Civil register courts

(2015): Other specialised courts include: 343 Penal courts; 23 Penal courts specialized in violence against women; 106
violence against women courts; 83 juvenile courts; 50 Prison courts; 3 foreclosure proceedings courts; 1 Arbitration court; 12
Civil Capacity courts and 28 Civil registry.

The Commercial Courts deal with insolvency issues.

Military Courts have not been accounted because they do not belong to the Judiciary (except the Supreme Court 5th room ).
There are other 26 Military Courts.

(2014): In 2014, the category “other” encompasses: 357 Penal courts; 23 Penal courts specialized in violence against
women; 106 violence against women courts; 83 Juvenile courts; 50 Prison courts; 16 Courts for disabled people (capacity
courts), 26 Civil Register Courts, 3 Foreclosure proceedings courts (mortgage courts); 1 Arbitration court._x000D_ The
Decanatos exclusive are not included in this exercise because these organs are not courts and have rather administrative
nature.
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(2012): In 2012, the category “other” encompasses: 380 Penal courts; 17 Penal courts specialised in violence against women;
106 Violence against women courts; 82 Juvenile courts; 1 Juvenile Enforcement court; 50 Prison courts; 9 Capacity courts; 26
Civil Register courts; 8 Decanatos exclusive; 4 Labour enforcement courts; 4 Mortgage courts and one Arbitration Court.
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Indicator 3: The performance of
courts at all stages of the
proceedings
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Table 3.1.1.1(2019)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than
criminal law
cases

1+2+3+4
522 141
NA
91 896
257 110
48 837
425 103
164 281
25371
115918
1892584
NA
NA
131 158
NA
3691 867
24 757
30 934
NA
10 138
266 100
2414 543
NA
591 192
198 434
109 533
1615 361
105 443

606 319
164 281
10 138

3 691 867

27
22%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
31779
NA
NA
133 976
NA
143 208
23 273
6 157
6 451
1651 625
738 824
281 705
63 848
NA
2 304 755
18 609
23 582
1256
9 727
NA
912 519
202 485
548 530
71 384
34 645
1105539
28 499

379 199
67 616

1 256

2 304 755

27
19%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=2.1+2.2+2.3
357 258
NA
NA
114 713
NA
153 253
110 970
18 394
86 233
75 218
NA
NA
43 355
NA
1221 344
4 836
1144
1319
23
NA
1367 290
NA
10 887
84 730
49 196
354118
8 701

213 841
75 218
23

1367 290

27
30%
0%

. First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

324 114
NAP
NA

66 192
NA

146 828
87 757
11 338
86 233
75 218
NA

NA

17 886
NA
1221 344
4 836
721
NAP

23

NA

657 899
NA
1546
32 557
44 203
354 118
8 701

174 529
55198
23

1221 344

27
26%
7%

Registry cases

33144
NA
NAP
48 521
NA
5017
20 541
7 056
NAP
NAP
NA
NA

25 208
NAP
NAP

0

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
709 391
NAP
9341
7719
4993
NAP
NAP

79 176
9 341

0

709 391

27
19%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 222 223
15 495 17 649 NAP
NAP NA NAP
NAP NAP NAP
46 432 2089 NAP
NA NA NAP
NAP 5017 NAP
2223 18 318 NAP
4717 2339 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 1766 395 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 23 606 1602
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
0 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
589 726 119 665 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
4629 4712 NAP
NAP 7719 NAP
4610 383 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
83479 178 899 1602
4673 7719 1602
0 383 1602
589 726 1766 395 1602
27 27 27
15% 15% 11%
56% 44% 85%

Other non-litigious
cases

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
1408
2672
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
261
NAP
NAP
NAP
423
1319
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
44 454
NAP
NAP
NAP

8423
1364
261
44 454

27
15%
63%

Administrative
law cases

79 024
23 838
9509
8421
5700
11 799
NA

820

17 620
165 741
867 035
NA
5180
NAP
165 768
1312

4 599
NA

388

51 840
22 374
68 923
31775
5 352

3 600
155 704
64 646

76 999
17 620
388
867 035

27
11%
4%

Other cases**

54 080
NA

NA
NAP
NA

116 843
30 043
NAP
5614
NAP
444 077
NA

18 775
NA
NAP
NAP
1609
NAP
NAP
NAP
112 360
NAP
NAP

36 968
22 092
NAP

3 597

76 914
30 043
1609
444 077

27
19%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2019): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Incoming cases (Q91)

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law cases

1+2+3+4
3223 321
983 230
377 325
999 495
20 817
959 983
2 869 512
300 762
522 977
1801871
NA
NA
663 594
230 240
3 443 248
357 072
200 534
11 620
13 066
1214 258
13 677 355
NA
1410 632
802 886
630 234
2 514 806
274 598

1562 643
733 240
11 620

13 677 355

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
83 399
701 218
NA
128 985
NA
355 323
48 940
18 501
8 448
1 403 505
1282 250
206 387
133 406
135 208
1469 215
30 196
92 883
5038
8909
138 752
1254 576
323 236
1 296 445
116 709
36 979
1292934
67 885

425 573
133 406
5038
1469 215

27
%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
2587121
264 970
NA
857 476
NA
560 321
2 650 449
279 728
480 320
167 086
NA
NA
497 329
93 740
1923 159
325 004
66 772
5126
4027
969 669
12 062 299
NA
31416
464 061
438 320
1022 349
22 331

1171503
451 191
4027

12 062 299

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

1629 337
NAP

NA

197 628
NA

438 605
359 176
52 590
480 320
167 086

2 515 303
NA

178 014
93 740
1923 159
44 727
59 748

1 047
4027
969 669
4 583 880
NA

24 567
121 067
164 614
1022 349
22 331

684 227
172 550

1 047

4 583 880

27
15%
4%

Registry cases

957 784
264 970
NAP
659 848
NA

119 871
2285719
227 138
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

317 207
NAP
NAP
280 277
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
7478 419
NAP

6 849
269 255
273 706
NAP
NAP

1 095 087
276 992
6 849
7478 419

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business

registry cases

Other
registry cases

221 222 223
640 454 317 330 NAP
NAP 264 970 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
519 274 140 574 NAP
NA NA NAP
NAP 119 871 NAP
2 267 166 18 553 NAP
112 455 114 683 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5 531 883 132 566 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 311 808 5399
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
280 277 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
6 644 391 834 028 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5 856 993 NAP
NAP 269 255 NAP
224 102 49 604 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
1802 873 214 520 5399
519 274 136 570 5399
5 856 993 5399
6 644 391 834 028 5399
27 27 27

11%
56%

11%
44%

11%
85%

Other non-litigious cases

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
1845
5554
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
2108
NAP
NAP
NAP
7024
4079
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
73 739
NAP
NAP
NAP

15725
4817
1845

73 739

27
15%
63%

Administrative law

cases

54 894
17 042
34 724
13 034
1900
10 576
NA
2533
25 396
231 280
680 061
NA

16 432
NAP

50 874
1872
14 273
1456
130

105 837
70 227
27 335
82771
5525
3139
199 523
177 144

76 166
21 219
130
680 061

27
7%
4%

Other cases**

497 907
NA

NA
NAP
NA
33763
170 123
NAP

8 813
NAP
953 399
NA

16 427
1292
NAP
NAP

26 606
NAP
NAP
NAP
290 253
NAP
NAP
216 591
151 796
NAP

7 238

197 851
92 780
1292
953 399

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2019): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Resolved cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law cases

1+2+3+4
3 236 623
990 917
373 760
927 384
20 382
967 488
2 885 425
300 911
495 812
1791 335
NA
NA
668 015
173 602
3 556 819
357 017
202 846
11 602
11 932
1209 419
12 333 858
NA
1414 005
731 135
641 379
2 354 827
275581

1497170
699 575

11 602

12 333 858

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

1
83771
706 901
NA
112 813
NA
360 375
44 924
17 433
8 436
1399 133
1267 995
177 813
139 267
85 193
1535123
30 836
94 080
5098
8178
138 986
1 245 830
339 370
1 301 356
128 223
40 444
1215252
66 155

422 119
128 223
5098
1535123

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
2 594 238
264 970
NA
800 375
NA
560 670
2670673
281 090
452 792
168 973
NA
NA
492 145
87 117
1955 012
324 210
66 952
5342
3597
971 301
10 747 291
NA
29 605
373 232
443 040
955 535
21 945

1103 187
408 136

3 597

10 747 291

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

1639 927
NAP

NA

149 571
NA

438 211
373 901
52 873
452 792
168 973
NA

NA

178 186
87 117
1955012
43 933
59 903
1047
3597
971 301
4 557 728
NA

23 660
121 284
168 777
955 535
21 945

591 680
168 777
1047

4 557 728

27
19%
4%

Registry cases

954 311
264 970
NAP
650 804
NA

119 862
2291277
228 217
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

311 945
NAP
NAP
280 277
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

6 189 563
NAP
5945
176 512
274 263
NAP
NAP

978 996
277 270
5945

6 189 563

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business

registry cases

Other
registry cases

221 222 223
635 863 318 448 NAP
NAP 264 970 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
510 264 140 540 NAP
NA NA NAP
NAP 119 862 NAP
2 266 404 24 873 NAP
112 976 115 241 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 90 370 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 306 757 5188
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
280 277 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5 349 662 839 901 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5377 568 NAP
NAP 176 512 NAP
224 654 49 609 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
1173185 203 971 5188
395 271 130 201 5188
5377 568 5188
5349 662 839 901 5188
27 27 27
15% 11% 11%
56% 44% 85%

Other non-litigious cases

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
2597
5495
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
2014
NAP
NAP
NAP
7049
4 295
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
75 436
NAP
NAP
NAP

16 148
4 895
2014

75 436

27
15%
63%

Administrative law

cases

60 746
19 046
34 226
14 178
3227
11 333
NA

2 388
25 348
223 229
741 004
NA

16 844
NAP

66 684
1971
14 929
1095
157

99 132
69 238
29 018
83 044
4 496
2792
184 040
180 107

78 678
22197
157
741 004

27
7%
4%

Other cases**

497 868
NA

NA
NAP
NA
35110
169 828
NAP

9 236
NAP
953 682
NA

19 759
1292
NAP
NAP

26 885
NAP
NAP
NAP
271 499
NAP
NAP
225 184
155 103
NAP
7374

197 735
95 107
1292
953 682

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2019): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and

. o . : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law
S cri m(i)r:gflr;vr\]/acnas es Iitci(;:?)r: rccallzzs non(;:;tslglsous nonfﬁ%ﬂi?fgses REGSy cases IE0TE TEEIT GEEs R BEEES TEI GESES phennonifglous caseq cases Ofhercases™
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+22+23 | R Y YT LY 221 222 22.3 23
Austria 520 057 31 407 361 359 324 742 36 617 20 086 16 531 NAP NAP 73 172 54 119
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 21 807 NA
Bulgaria 95 461 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 10 007 NA
Croatia 331 188 150 832 173 078 114 965 58 113 55 990 2123 NAP NAP 7278 NAP
Cyprus 49 272 NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 4373 NA
Czech Republic 417 598 138 156 152 904 147 222 5 026 NAP 5 026 NAP 656 11 042 115 496
Denmark 148 368 27 289 90 746 73 032 14 983 2 985 11 998 NAP 2731 NA 30 333
Estonia 25990 7 021 18 079 11 954 6 125 4 342 1783 NAP NAP 890 NAP
Finland 143 083 6 463 113 761 113 761 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 17 668 5191
France 1903 120 1 655 997 73 331 73 331 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 173 792 NAP
Germany NA 753 049 NA NA NA NA 1 808 598 NA NA 806 072 453 747
Greece NA 310 279 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 126 736 57 987 48 539 17 714 30470 NAP 28 657 1813 355 4 768 15 442
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 3578 296 2 238 847 1189491 1189 491 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 149 958 NAP
Latvia 24 812 17 969 5630 5630 0 0 NAP NAP NAP 1213 NAP
Lithuania 28 622 22 385 964 566 NA NA NA NA 398 3943 1330
Luxembourg NA 1196 1103 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1103 NA NAP
Malta 11 243 10 429 453 453 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 361 NAP
Netherlands 264 130 41 905 163 855 163 855 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 58 370 NAP
Poland 3 758 040 921 265 2 682 298 684 051 1998 247 1 884 455 113 792 NAP NAP 23 363 131 114
Portugal NA 186 351 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 67 240 NAP
Romania 587 819 543 619 12 698 2 453 10 245 5108 5137 NAP NAP 31502 NAP
Slovakia 270 185 59 870 175 559 32 340 100 462 NAP 100 462 NAP 42 757 6 381 28 375
Slovenia 98 206 31180 44 298 39 862 4 436 4 058 378 NAP NAP 3947 18 781
Spain 1769 599 1175 900 423 223 423 223 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 170 476 NAP
Sweden 104 460 30 229 9 087 9 087 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 61 683 3461
Average 678 871 366 071 287 023 180 407 205 884 247 128 190 408 1813 8 000 74 318 77 944
Median 148 368 57 987 82 039 73 032 14 983 4725 11 998 1813 880 17 668 28 375
Minimum 11 243 1196 453 453 0 0 378 1813 355 361 1330
Maximum 3 758 040 2 238 847 2 682 298 1189 491 1998 247 1884 455 1 808 598 1813 42 757 806 072 453 747
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.5(2019): First instance courts, number of civil and
commercial litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2
years in 2019 (Q91)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
States
as a % of all as a % of all
Number pending cases Number pending cases
on 31 Dec on 31 Dec
Austria NA NA 24 005 32,8%
Belgium NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA
Croatia 43 224 28,7% NA NA
Cyprus NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic NA NA NA NA
Denmark NA NA NA NA
Estonia 359 5,1% 30 03,4%
Finland NA NA NA NA
France NA NA 12 255 07,1%
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA NA NA NA
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy NA NA 72 949 48,6%
Latvia 3894 21,7% 99 08,2%
Lithuania 1 253 5,6% 77 02,0%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NA 222 61,5%
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal 34 445 18,5% NA NA
Romania 17 809 3,3% 1480 04,7%
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 9 625 30,9% 82 02,1%
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 829 2,7% 418 00,7%
Average 13 930 14,6% 11 162 17,1%
Median 6 760 12,0% 320 5,9%
Minimum 359 2,7% 30 0,7%
Maximum 43 224 30,9% 72 949 61,5%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 70% 70% 59% 59%
% of NAP 0% 0% 1% 1%

Romania: Due to the peculiarity of the national Statis system, cases older than 3 years instead of 2 are
communicated.

France: administrative matters: in contrast with previous cycle, 2019 data are expressed in net figures,

excluding serial cases presenting the same legal issue for trial.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2018): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2018 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

Total number of

other than o (an.d TOtal Sl el (Ene : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
el e .c.ornmerual) non-litigious commercial) . Registry cases land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases Other cases™
litigious cases cases e
cases
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria 522 569 32 437 366 196 324 166 42 030 16 644 25 386 NAP NAP 71648 52 288
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA NAP NAP 21 318 NA
Bulgaria 82 931 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 9 426 NA
Croatia 297 507 148 828 138 113 91 062 47 051 44 709 2342 NAP NAP 10 566 NAP
Cyprus 57 972 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 8 025 NA
Czech Republic 446 370 148 655 162 410 153 009 7 459 NAP 7 459 NAP 1942 10 377 124 928
Denmark 144 319 20 458 94 887 83 319 9229 3094 6 135 NAP 2 339 NAP 28974
Estonia 26 056 6 280 18 884 9294 9590 4775 4 815 NAP NAP 892 NAP
Finland 154 229 6 487 121 848 121 848 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 20 765 5129
France 1821 752 1588 116 73 162 73 162 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 160 474 NAP
Germany NA 703 935 NA NA NA NA 1727 738 NA NA 845 199 440 716
Greece NA 252 811 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 200 803 NA
Hungary 174 020 85 430 58 332 20 389 37 436 NAP 35 986 1 450 507 5 467 24 791
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 3797 952 2331797 1282 107 1282 107 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 184 048 NAP
Latvia 25433 19 522 4 499 4 499 0 0 NAP NAP NAP 1412 NAP
Lithuania 33101 27 167 1720 1301 NA NA NA NA 419 2748 1 466
Luxembourg NA 1 306 1314 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1314 NA NAP
Malta 9 492 8 856 262 262 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 374 NAP
Netherlands 279 950 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 47 290 NAP
Poland 2 324 337 807 970 1404 323 780 007 624 316 470 502 153 814 NAP NAP 25726 86 318
Portugal NA 230 602 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 71 446 NAP
Romania 639 082 581 464 10 770 1354 9416 4 322 5094 NAP NAP 46 848 NAP
Slovakia 269 114 110 221 89 392 31105 9390 NAP 9 390 0 48 897 5155 64 346
Slovenia 122514 38 624 61 003 56 402 4601 4119 482 NAP NAP 3292 19 595
Spain 1426 264 942 844 331 391 331 391 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 152 029 NAP
Sweden 97 859 26 858 8 692 8 692 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 59 299 3010
Average 607 277 369 121 222 595 187 409 72774 68 521 179 876 725 9 236 81 859 77 415
Median 174 020 97 826 73 162 64 782 9416 4 549 7 459 725 1628 21 042 28 974
Minimum 9 492 1 306 262 262 0 0 482 0 419 374 1 466
Maximum 3797 952 2331797 1404 323 1282 107 624 316 470 502 1727 738 1450 48 897 845 199 440 716
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 19% 30% 26% 15% 15% 15% 15% 15% 4% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 44% 56% 44% 78% 63% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement
cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2018): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2018 - Incoming cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3267 183
1 060 896
378 948
882 675
20 937
936 757
2 277 208
297 825
499 995
1 882 289
NA
NA
719 282
223 906
3518 409
317 227
210 779
11 379
11 827
1199 579
10 983 338
NA
1354 351
592 842
638 075
2 324 441
260 016

1411 257
678 679
11 379

10 983 338

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
83 403
767 255
NA
116 412
NA
346 240
41 854
15 382
8 244
1498 080
1261 954
213 468
132 557
131 159
1539174
27778
99 292
4 807
8 640
134 710
1324 787
296 748
1 240 508
126 997
40 700
1284 086
64 117

432 334
131 159
4 807
1539174

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+23
2598 742
267 025
NA
752 833
NA
553 409
2 076 446
279 965
457 303
171 180
NA
NA
550 507
91 655
1929 267
287 606
71 599
5 326
3040
965 230
9 272 680
NA
30 103
278 255
437 669
868 023
21 490

998 607
362 638
3 040
9272 680

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

1 669 386
NAP

NA

120 873
NA

440 015
357 316
48 177
457 303
171 180
2509 519
NA

203 997
91 655
1929 267
42 345
63 208
1031

3 040
965 230
4621 436
NA
23618
93 784
163 899
868 023
21 490

675 718
167 540
1031
4621 436

27
15%
4%

Registry cases

929 356
267 025
NAP
631 960
NA

111 788
1714131
231 788
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

344 358
NAP
NAP
245 261
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

4 651 244
NAP

6 485
110 402
273770
NAP
NAP

793 131
270 398

6 485

4 651 244

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 222 2.2.3
621 199 308 157 NAP
NAP 267 025 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
495 739 136 221 NAP
NA NA NAP
NAP 111 788 NAP
1 689 592 24 539 NAP
111 522 120 266 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5428 233 126 423 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 339 852 4 506
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
245 261 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3 691 685 959 559 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5631 854 NAP
NAP 110 323 79
222 701 51 069 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
1390174 213 006 2293
495 739 123 345 2293
5631 854 79
5428 233 959 559 4 506
27 27 27
11% 11% 11%
56% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA

1 606
4 999
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
2152
NAP
NAP
NAP
8 391
4 295
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
74 069
NAP
NAP
NAP

15919
4 647
1 606

74 069

27
15%
63%

Administrative

law cases

71553
16 665
31 146
13 430
1950
11 865
NAP
2478
24 593
213 029
748 328
60 320
17 120
NAP

49 968
1843
14 899
1246
147

99 629
65 963
24 382
83 740
5063
3540
172 332
167 245

76 099
24 382
147
748 328

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

513 485
9 951
NA
NAP
NA
25243
158 908
NAP

9 855
NAP
945 094
NA

19 098
1092
NAP
NAP

24 989
NAP
NAP
NAP
319 908
NAP
NAP
182 527
156 166
NAP

7 164

182 575
25243
1092
945 094

27
11%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2018): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2018 - Resolved cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3274 813
1149 719
369 915
922 780
26 147
958 742
2 267 599
299 371
529 974
1813 313
NA
NA
762 142
175913
3618 916
317 970
212 946
11 249
11 481
1207 954
10 873 270
NA
1402 241
660 330
650 931
2 132 393
252 458

1412 607
711 236
11 249

10 873 270

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
84 061
862 888
NA
130 931
NA
351 743
39 768
15473
8 427
1434571
1227172
184 131
154 139
82 744
1583 707
28712
102 877
4 857
8 068
136 326
1220 249
323 967
1273442
165 833
44 677
1113 252
62 507

425 781
136 326
4 857
1583 707

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
2 614 882
267 025
NA
776 278
NA
562 658
2 070 226
281 421
484 490
169 124
NA
NA
565 484
92 077
1967 089
287 320
72 175
5321
3279
976 807
9 305 584
NA
29 986
280 349
449 352
847 428
21 445

1 005 900
368 336
3279

9 305 584

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

1676 640
NAP

NA

143 939
NA

446 312
357 728
46 060
484 490
169 124
NA

NA

206 500
92 077
1967 089
42 059
63 788
1031
3279
976 807
4743 532
NA

23 426
91 943
175 982
847 428
21 445

599 080
169 124
1031
4743 532

27
19%
4%

Registry cases

938 242
267 025
NAP
632 339
NA

114 206
1707 761
235 361
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

356 586
NAP
NAP
245 261
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

4 562 052
NAP

6 560
112 073
273 370
NAP
NAP

787 570
270 198
6 560

4 562 052

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 2.2.2 2.2.3
622 348 315 894 NAP
NAP 267 025 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
495 865 136 474 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 114 206 NAP
1690 470 17 291 NAP
112 715 122 646 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 87 651 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 352 232 4 354
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
245 261 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3572 462 989 590 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5324 1236 NAP
NAP 111 994 79
222 205 51 165 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
870 831 213 950 2217
370 563 118 426 2217
5324 1236 79
3572 462 989 590 4 354
27 27 27
15% 11% 15%
56% 44% 78%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
2140
4737
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
2398
NAP
NAP
NAP
8 387
4 290
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
76 333
NAP
NAP
NAP

16 381
4514
2140

76 333

27
15%
63%

Administrative

law cases

64 177
19 806
31044
15571
4275
10 445
NAP
2477
27 608
209 618
726 730
98 633
17 407
NAP

68 120
1938
13 048
1071
134

94 821
69 315
27 055
98 813
4 866
3233
171713
161 929

77 754
27 055
134
726 730

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

511 693
NA

NA
NAP
NA

33 896
157 605
NAP
9449
NAP
960 583
NA
25112
1092
NAP
NAP

24 846
NAP
NAP
NAP
278 122
NAP
NAP
209 282
153 669
NAP

6 577

197 661
93 783
1092
960 583

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2018): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2018 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
514 939
NA
91 964
257 110
52 762
424 385
149 974
24 225
124 250
1890 728
NA
NA
131 158
NA
3697 445
24 690
30 934
NA
10 138
266 100
2 434 405
NA
591 192
201 626
109 512
1613 295
105 417

606 964
149 974
10 138

3 697 445

27
22%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
31779
NA
NA
134 271
NA
143 152
22 544
6 069
6 304
1 651 625
738 819
282 148
63 848
NA
2 287 264
18 588
23 582
1256
9727
40 981
912 508
203 383
548 530
71 385
34 647
1103 465
28 468

363 667
63 848

1 256

2 287 264

27
15%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
350 056
NA
NA
114 418
NA
153 161
97 182
17 349
94 661
75218
NA
NA
43 355
NA
1244 285
4 785
1144
1319
23
173 279
1371419
NA
10 887
87 298
49 175
354 118
8 737

212 593
81 258
23
1371419

27
26%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

316 912
NAP
NA

65 897
NA

146 712
82 907
11 328
94 661
75218
NA

NA

17 886
NA
1244 285
4785
721
NAP

23

173 279
657 911
NA
1546
32 946
44 175
354 118
8 737

175 476
65 897
23

1244 285

27
22%
7%

Registry cases

33144
NA
NAP
48 521
NA
5041
11674
6 021
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

25 208
NAP
NAP

0

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
713 508
NAP
9341
7719
5000
NAP
NAP

78 652
9341

0

713 508

27
19%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 2.2.2 223
15 495 17 649 NAP
NAP NA NAP
NAP NAP NAP
46 432 2089 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 5041 NAP
2216 9 458 NAP
3 660 2361 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 1766 513 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 23 606 1602
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
0 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
589 725 123 783 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
4629 4712 NAP
NAP 7719 0
4614 386 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
83 346 178 483 801
4 622 7719 801
0 386 0
589 725 1766 513 1602
27 27 27
15% 15% 15%
56% 44% 78%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
1408
2601
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
261
NAP
NAP
NAP
423
1319
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
46 633
NAP
NAP
NAP

8774
1364
261
46 633

27
15%
63%

Administrative

law cases

79 024
20 089
9 528
8421
5700
11 797
NAP
807

17 750
163 885
866 972
162 490
5180
NAP
165 896
1317

4 599
NA

388

51 846
22 374
68 773
31775
5352
3599
155 712
64 615

80 329
18 920
388
866 972

27
4%
7%

Other cases**

54 080
NA

NA
NAP
NA

116 275
30 248
NAP
5535
NAP
443 995
NA

18 775
NA
NAP
NAP

1 609
NAP
NAP
NAP
128 104
NAP
NAP

37 591
22 091
NAP

3 597

78 355
30 248
1 609
443 995

27
19%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.5(2018): First instance courts, number of civil and
commercial litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2
years in 2018 (Q91)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
States
as a % of all as a % of all
Number pending cases Number pending cases
on 31 Dec on 31 Dec
Austria NA NA 19 367 24,5%
Belgium NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA
Croatia 47 305 35,2% NA NA
Cyprus NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic NA NA NA NA
Denmark NA NA NA NA
Estonia 318 5,2% 30 3,7%
Finland NA NA NA NA
France NA NA 27 136 16,6%
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA NA NA NA
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy NA NA 84 621 51,0%
Latvia 2 603 14,0% 61 4,6%
Lithuania 1502 6,4% 97 2,1%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA
Malta 4152 42,7% 247 63,7%
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal 47 476 23,3% NA NA
Romania 17 182 3,1% 1437 4,5%
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 10 543 30,4% 14 0,4%
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 997 3,5% 126 0,2%
Average 14 675 18,2% 13 314 17,1%
Median 4152 14,0% 187 4,6%
Minimum 318 3,1% 14 0,2%
Maximum 47 476 42,7% 84 621 63,7%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 67% 67% 59% 59%
% of NAP 0% 0% 1% 1%

Romania: Due to the peculiarity of the national Statis system, cases older than 3 years instead of 2
years are communicated.

France: administrative matters: raw data are communicated including serial cases presenting the
same legal issue for trial.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2017): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2017 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

Total number of
other than

Civil (and
commercial)

Total General civil (and
non-litigious commercial) Registry cases
cases non-litigious cases *

Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other L Administrative law
. - : Other non-litigious cases Other cases**
land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases

criminal law cases litigious cases

1+2+3+4 1 2=2.1+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria 530 969 31532 390 281 350 894 39 387 18 711 20676 NAP NAP 57 010 52 146
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 615 NA
Bulgaria 77 396 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 7743 NA
Croatia 313 783 159 981 140 109 95 943 44 166 42 009 2157 NAP NAP 13 693 NAP
Cyprus 54 586 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7540 898
Czech Republic 465 609 163 222 164 996 159112 3871 NAP 3871 NAP 2013 10 377 127 014
Denmark 136 043 20 909 87 083 77671 7012 1728 5284 NAP 2400 NAP 28 051
Estonia 29 923 6 193 22 802 2039 20 763 3674 17 089 NAP NAP 928 NAP
Finland 136 237 7 358 100 644 100 644 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 22 940 5295
France 1899 497 1630 342 105 064 105 064 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 164 091 NAP
Germany NA 719 662 NA NA NA NA 1691876 NA NA 701 598 462 519
Greece NA 244 637 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 240 650 NA
Hungary 138 168 79 099 25 806 25130 704 NAP NA 704 492 5 827 27 436
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 3982 989 2478 381 1292 897 1292 897 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 211711 NAP
Latvia 29 430 25078 2947 2947 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1405 NAP
Lithuania 38 475 29 543 1862 867 NA NA NA NA 995 4270 2 800
Luxembourg NA 1136 1440 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1440 NA NAP
Malta NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 413 NAP
Netherlands 284 649 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 52 649 NAP
Poland 2 390 468 724 720 1534191 1030 834 503 357 388 192 115 165 NAP NAP 30 867 100 690
Portugal NA 271902 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 72 589 NAP
Romania 630 979 570 748 10112 1756 8 356 4193 4163 NAP NAP 50119 NAP
Slovakia 264 068 94 328 81504 28 850 8 442 NAP 8 442 NAP 44 212 5509 82727
Slovenia 148 701 42 220 82719 77127 5592 5179 413 NAP NAP 2000 21762
Spain 1281 288 795 775 328 098 328 098 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 157 415 NAP
Sweden 81014 26 667 8 385 8 385 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 42 627 3335
Average 645 714 386 830 243 386 216 956 64 165 66 241 186 914 704 8592 78 816 76 223
Median 206 385 94 328 84 901 77671 8 399 5179 6 863 704 1727 25278 27 744
Minimum 29 430 1136 1440 867 704 1728 413 704 492 413 898
Maximum 3982 989 2478 381 1534191 1292 897 503 357 388 192 1691 876 704 44 212 701 598 462 519
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 22% 30% 30% 15% 15% 15% 15% 11% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 48% 59% 48% 81% 67% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2017): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2017 - Incoming cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3 229 560
498 495
397 399
940 095
15 160
1007 787
2 286 018
267 703
496 472
2 135 602
NA
NA
847 148
225 215
3454 018
319 637
267 278
10 776
10 911
1243 209
11 628 150
NA
1 455 782
855 880
664 648
2 144 395
253 319

1443 944
755 898
10 776

11 628 150

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
84 716
214 533
NA
129 130
NA
361 160
41 329
16 159
8 259
1 658 004
1244 697
200 426
178 330
128 820
1492 837
28 652
113 871
4 604
7 656
147 954
1352 948
300 833
1279 631
192 663
44772
1186 759
61 931

419 227
147 954
4 604

1 658 004

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+23
2 569 287
253 629
NA
799 149
NA
613 082
2 104 528
248 558
450 958
280 355
NA
NA
623 259
95 363
1912 626
288 911
110 043
4 959
3174
995 731
9952 141
NA
30 051
278 475
457 958
792 497
21729

1 040 294
369 935
3174
9952 141

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

1644 273
NAP

NA

165 077
NA

478 629
368 012
14 020
450 958
280 355
2525579
NA

201 591
95 363
1912 626
43 123
80 626
987
3174
995 731
5 066 262
NA

23 094

67 178
169 702
792 497
21729

700 027
185 647
987

5 066 262

27
15%
4%

Registry cases

925 014
253 629
NAP
634 072
NA

132 610
1732 276
234 538
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

418 418
NAP
NAP
245 788
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

4 885 879
NAP

6 957
132 197
288 256
NAP
NAP

824 136
270 943

6 957

4 885 879

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 222 2.2.3
633 837 291 177 NAP
NAP 253 629 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
497 577 136 495 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 132 610 NAP
1713 233 19 043 NAP
121 455 113 083 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5476 346 122 799 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 414 067 4 351
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
245 788 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3678 725 1207 154 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5393 1564 NAP
NAP 132 197 NAP
234 035 54 221 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
1400 710 239 837 4 351
497 577 132 404 4 351
5393 1564 4 351
5476 346 1207 154 4 351
27 27 27
11% 11% 15%
56% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
1843
4 240
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
3250
NAP
NAP
NAP
29 417
3972
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
79 100
NAP
NAP
NAP

20 304
4 106
1843

79 100

27
11%
67%

Administrative

law cases

74 227
19 835
31333
11 816
1840
11 031
NAP
2986
27 817
197 243
866 662
60 100
16 908
NAP

48 555
2074
11 699
1213
81

99 524
72 426
25091
146 100
5036
3976
165 139
163 550

82 650
25091
81

866 662

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

501 330
10 498
NA
NAP
1031
22514
140 161
NAP
9438
NAP
970 975
NA

28 651
1032
NAP
NAP

31 665
NAP
NAP
NAP
250 635
NAP
NAP
379 706
157 942
NAP

6 109

179 406
30 158
1031
970 975

27
7%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2017): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2017 - Resolved cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3 248 636
NA
386 923
956 115
17 168
1018 171
2 280 231
278 506
478 438
2 213 947
NA
NA
840 592
183 793
3554 193
323 093
272 652
10 637
10 458
1237 649
11 693 624
NA
1447 679
929 579
690 542
2 011 650
236 486

1492 207
840 592
10 458

11 693 624

27
15%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
83 811
240 963
NA
140 364
NA
366 389
42 325
16 043
9 152
1 700 230
1 260 439
192 482
171 999
93 729
1 588 435
34 197
116 247
4 434
7427
146 581
1269714
340 071
1 268 915
248 958
48 354
1042 698
61 758

419 829
146 581
4 434
1700 230

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
2 604 602
253 629
NA
800 808
NA
610 340
2 098 695
259 496
429 811
312 257
NA
NA
620 029
89 032
1 889 902
286 829
110 185
5059
2912
986 489
10 081 986
NA
29 393
274 229
479 405
796 432
21 405

1 047 406
371 034
2912

10 081 986

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

1682179
NAP

NA

170 317
NA

479 403
365 470
14 025
429 811
312 257
NA

NA

206 332
89 032

1 889 902
41571
80 192
987
2912
986 489
5317 072
NA

23 496
65911
190 165
796 432
21 405

626 922
190 165
987
5317 072

27
19%
4%

Registry cases

922 423
253 629
NAP
630 491
NA

129 022
1728 773
245471
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

410 463
NAP
NAP
245 258
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
4764 914
NAP

5 897
131 932
289 240
NAP
NAP

813 126
271 435

5 897
4764 914

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 2.2.2 2.2.3
635 904 286 519 NAP
NAP 253 629 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
494 181 136 310 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 129 022 NAP
1711887 16 886 NAP
120 113 125 358 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 87 136 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 406 858 3 605
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
245 258 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3596 416 1168 498 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5264 633 NAP
NAP 131 932 NAP
235 094 54 146 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
880 515 233 077 3 605
369 720 130 477 3 605
5264 633 3 605
3596 416 1168 498 3 605
27 27 27
15% 11% 15%
56% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
1915
4 452
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
3235
NAP
NAP
NAP
29 993
4072
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
76 386
NAP
NAP
NAP

20 009
4 262
1915

76 386

27
11%
67%

Administrative

law cases

59 035
19 986
29 666
14 943
1355
10 113
NAP

2 967
29 878
201 460
727 832
99 772
17 268
NAP

75 856
2 067
13 221
1144
119

104 579
77 567
26 343
149 371
5950
2682
172 520
146 888

79 703
26 343
119
727 832

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

501 188
NA

NA
NAP

1 065
31 329
139 211
NAP

9 597
NAP
994 402
NA

31 296
1032
NAP
NAP

32 999
NAP
NAP
NAP
264 357
NAP
NAP
400 442
160 101
NAP

6 435

197 958
32 999
1032
994 402

27
11%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2017): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2017 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than
criminal law

cases

1+2+3+4
523 071
NA
87 872
297 507
52 578
455 225
140 504
18 556
154 271
1821 152
NA
NA
144 724
NA
3 882 814
25 444
33101
NA
9 492
279 950
2 324 994
NA
639 082
273 420
122 613
1421 091
97 847

609 777
154 271
9492

3 882 814

27
22%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
32 437
NA
NA
148 828
NA
157 993
19913
6175
6 465
1588 116
703 920
252 654
85 430
NA
2 382 783
19 533
27 167
1 306
8 856
49 944
807 954
232 664
581 464
116 418
38 638
941 138
26 840

358 115
85 430

1 306

2 382 783

27
15%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
366 144
NAP
NA
138 113
NA
167 738
91 552
11 501
121 791
73 162
NA
NA
29 036
NA
1315621
4 499
1720
1341
262
182 716
1 404 346
NA
10 770
89 567
61 078
327 930
8 709

220 380
81 365
262

1 404 346

27
22%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

324 166
NAP
NA

91 062
NA

158 338
80 213
1943
121 791
73 162
NA

NA

20 389
NA
1315621
4 499
1301
NAP
262

182 716
780 024
NA
1354
31780
56 472
327 930
8 709

188 512
73 162
262
1315621

27
22%
7%

Registry cases

41 978
NAP
NAP

47 051

NA

7 459
9151
9 558
NAP
NAP
NA
NA

8 659
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
624 322
NAP
9416
9 391
4 606
NAP
NAP

77 159
9404

4 606
624 322

27
15%
48%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

221 2.2.2 223
16 644 25334 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
44 709 2342 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 7 459 NAP
3074 6 077 NAP
4743 4 815 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 1727 539 NA
NA NA NA
NAP NA 1450
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
470 501 153 821 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
4322 5094 NAP
NAP 9 391 NAP
4118 488 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
78 302 194 236 1450
4743 6 768 1450
3074 488 1450
470 501 1727 539 1450
27 27 27
15% 15% 15%
59% 48% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
1941
2188
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
507
NAP
NAP
NAP
419
1341
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
48 396
NAP
NAP
NAP

9132
1641
419
48 396

27
11%
67%

Administrative

law cases

72 202
27 213
9410
10 566
8 025
11 295
NAP
880

20 879
159 874
840 158
200 978
5 467
NAP
184 410
1412
2748
NA

374

47 290
25 726
71 337
46 848
5 166
3294
152 023
59 289

81 953
23 303
374
840 158

27
4%
7%

Other cases**

52 288
NA
NA

NAP
864

118 199
29 039
NAP
5136
NAP
440 747
NA

24 791

NA
NAP
NAP

1 466
NAP
NAP
NAP
86 968
NAP
NAP
62 269
19 603
NAP

3 009

70 365
26 915
864
440 747

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.5(2017): First instance courts, number of civil and
commercial litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2
years in 2017 (Q91)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
States
as a % of all as a % of all
Number pending cases Number pending cases
on 31 Dec on 31 Dec

Austria 4 358 13,4% 17 082 23,7%
Belgium NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA
Croatia 49 253 33,1% NA NA
Cyprus NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic NA NA NA NA
Denmark NA NA NA NA
Estonia 263 4,3% 28 3,2%
Finland NA NA NA NA
France NA NA NA NA
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA NA NA NA
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy NA NA NA NA
Latvia NA NA NA NA
Lithuania 1535 5,7% 71 2,6%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NA 268 71,7%
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal 63 789 27,4% NA NA
Romania 25174 4,3% 1399 3,0%
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 10 542 27,3% 8 0,2%
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 865 3,2% 41 0,1%
Average 19 472 14,8% 2 700 14,9%
Median 7 450 9,5% 71 3,0%
Minimum 263 3,2% 8 0,1%
Maximum 63 789 33,1% 17 082 71,7%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 70% 70% 70% 70%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4%

Romania: Due to the peculiarity of the national Statis system, cases older than 3 years instead of 2
years are communicated.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2016): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2016 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

Total number of
other than

Civil (and
commercial)

Total General civil (and
non-litigious commercial) Registry cases
cases non-litigious cases *

Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other L Administrative law
. - : Other non-litigious cases Other cases**
land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases

criminal law cases litigious cases

1+2+3+4 1 2=2.1+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria 524 240 33 222 388 908 356 361 32 556 28 491 4 056 NAP NAP 48 297 53 813
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 32 080 NAP
Bulgaria 73 159 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 8 759 NA
Croatia 331 743 184 289 132 430 97 339 35091 32 551 2540 NAP NAP 15 024 NAP
Cyprus 52 412 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7737 NA
Czech Republic 517 801 186 136 205 370 191171 12 622 NAP 12 622 NAP 1577 8 296 117 999
Denmark 122 137 20790 73 598 66 980 6618 971 5647 NAP NAP NAP 27749
Estonia 28 828 5 845 21 836 7727 14 109 3682 10 427 NAP NAP 1147 NAP
Finland 128 042 9530 97 217 97 217 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 15 553 5742
France 1863 243 1611 461 88 926 88 926 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 162 856 NAP
Germany NA 754 864 NA NA NA NA 1657 420 NA NA 644 890 1468 300
Greece NA 241 441 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 263 476 NA
Hungary 148 425 76 124 31335 30 442 893 NAP NA 893 391 5776 35190
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4 215 937 2687 388 1287 283 1287 283 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 241 266 NAP
Latvia 32312 28 001 3018 3018 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1293 NAP
Lithuania 44 147 27 595 870 410 NA NA NA NA 460 10 893 4789
Luxembourg NA 1137 1646 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1646 NA NAP
Malta 9459 9 041 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 418 NAP
Netherlands 299 580 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 47 570 NAP
Poland 1579 497 713 029 725 695 371 152 354 543 298 505 56 038 NAP NA 33 167 107 606
Portugal NA 312 255 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 75515 NAP
Romania 649 920 597 721 11 750 3 049 8 701 4788 3913 NAP NAP 40 449 NAP
Slovakia 320 952 158 706 71 485 24 605 6 946 NAP 6 946 NAP 39 934 6 575 84 186
Slovenia 192 231 45 550 118 604 113 760 4844 4442 402 NAP NAP 1619 26 458
Spain 1382 963 840 840 365 705 365 705 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 176 418 NAP
Sweden 71 388 26 196 8 399 8 399 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 33 796 2997
Average 599 448 389 598 201 893 183 150 47 692 53 347 176 001 893 8 802 78 453 175 894
Median 192 231 117 415 81 262 88 926 10 662 4788 6 297 893 1577 23 817 35190
Minimum 9459 1137 870 410 893 971 402 893 391 418 2997
Maximum 4215 937 2 687 388 1287 283 1287 283 354 543 298 505 1657 420 893 39 934 644 890 1468 300
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 19% 30% 26% 19% 15% 19% 15% 19% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 11% 44% 59% 44% 81% 63% 7% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2016): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2016 - Incoming cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3284 414
990 337
340 272
963 825
20 394
1039 521
2 232 881
325 147
451 430
2 253 976
NA
NA
870 257
233 058
3 657 690
318 677
333 886
10911
6 730
1 245 537
10 778 246
NA
1477 959
922 805
710 366
1972 326
231 823

1 444 686
896 531

6 730

10 778 246

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
84 708
727 238
NA
135 583
NA
332 407
41 620
16 408
8 587
1698 704
1308 135
146 569
184 824
127 395
1554 837
39 260
124 885
4 533
6 640
161171
1196 509
308 880
1 335 498
201 368
51 659
999 383
59 591

434 256
146 569
4 533
1698 704

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+23
2641 124
263 653
NA
813 903
NA
660 677
2 060 019
305 783
393 960
361 740
NA
NA
637 091
104 848
2 048 288
277 057
108 033
5195
NAP
971 332
9 256 718
NA
25099
256 154
483 065
808 117
21 366

1071582
393 960
5195
9256 718

27
19%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

1670674
NAP

NA

183 550
NA

490 606
352 091
43 717
393 960
361 740
2 639 044
NA

191 575
104 848

2 048 288
29 479
81613
1111
NAP

971 332
4 815 988
NA

18 421

61 557
184 457
808 117
21 366

736 835
191 575
1111

4 815 988

27
15%
7%

Registry cases

970 450
243 653
NAP
630 353
NA

167 963
1707 928
262 066
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

441 767
NAP
NAP
247 578
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

4 440 730
NAP

6 678
114 075
298 608
NAP
NAP

794 321
280 337

6 678

4 440 730

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 222 2.2.3
683 624 286 826 NAP
NAP 243 653 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
490 091 140 262 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 167 963 NAP
1 689 939 17 989 NAP
107 351 154 715 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5 551 746 122 206 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 437 387 4 380
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
247 578 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3 578 837 861 893 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
5904 774 NAP
NAP 114 075 NAP
240 849 57 759 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
1399 547 217 125 4 380
490 091 147 489 4 380
5904 774 4 380
5551 746 861 893 4 380
27 27 27
11% 11% 15%
56% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
2108
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
3749
NAP
NAP
NAP
26 420
4084
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
80 522
NAP
NAP
NAP

23 377
4 084
2108

80 522

27
19%
63%

Administrative

law cases

56 583
19 446
25072
14 339
1543
11 416
NAP

2 956
38 831
193 532
739 325
53 934
19 590
NAP

54 565
2 360
14 917
1183
90

113 034
76 692
26 049
117 362
8 861
2972
164 826
143 970

76 138
25072
90

739 325

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

501 999
NAP
NA
NAP
NA

35 021
131 242
NAP

10 052
NAP

1 348 599
NA

28 752
815
NAP
NAP

86 051
NAP
NAP
NAP
248 327
NAP
NAP
456 422
172 670
NAP

6 896

252 237
108 647
815

1 348 599

27
11%
44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2016): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2016 - Resolved cases (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3298 090
1012 332
336 056
980 816
21 661
1 093 080
2 225 000
317 757
442 641
2 219 465
NA
NA
888 592
177 247
3822 644
321 955
339 558
11 091
7 231
1247 910
10 015 117
NA
1 496 900
979 689
753 615
2 062 884
222 225

1 428 898
934 141
7231

10 015 117

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
86 398
745 166
NA
160 153
NA
365 678
42 116
16 007
10 718
1 682 166
1343 337
145 221
181 849
75 463
1 760 695
42 183
122 937
4534
7128
162 270
1182 200
346 863
1362 471
265 746
54 982
1 030 805
59 146

450 249
160 153
4534

1 760 695

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
2 656 631
263 653
NA
804 991
NA
692 231
2 052 009
298 627
390 607
345 602
NA
NA
650 977
100 969
1978 213
277 524
107 041
5401
NAP
977 958
8 491 429
NA
26 737
246 135
518 674
848 098
21 361

1035 946
390 607
5401
8491 429

27
19%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

1676 141
NAP

NA

185 317
NA

517 490
344 729
44 042
390 607
345 602
NA

NA

196 915
100 969
1978 213
29 550
81 156
1111
NAP

977 958
4 156 304
NA

19 714
57 312
220914
848 098
21 361

609 675
208 915
1111

4 156 304

27
19%
7%

Registry cases

980 490
243 653
NAP
619 674
NA

173 069
1707 280
254 585
NAP
NAP
NA

NA

450 414
NAP
NAP
247 974
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

4 335 125
NAP
7023
112 579
297 760
NAP
NAP

785 802
276 173
7023

4 335 125

27
15%
41%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 2.2.2 2.2.3
693 404 287 086 NAP
NAP 243 653 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
479 167 140 507 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 173 069 NAP
1 689 196 18 084 NAP
106 635 147 950 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 87 843 NA
NA NA NA
NAP 445 845 4 569
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
247 974 NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
3489 148 845 977 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
6 499 524 NAP
NAP 112 579 NAP
240 018 57 742 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
869 005 213 405 4 569
363 571 144 229 4 569
6499 524 4 569
3489 148 845 977 4 569
27 27 27
15% 11% 15%
56% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
1672
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA

3 648
NAP
NAP
NAP
25 885
4 290
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
76 244
NAP
NAP
NAP

22 348
4 290
1672

76 244

27
19%
63%

Administrative

law cases

51 395
23513
26 117
15672
1740

9 157
NAP
3123
30 815
191 697
682 617
79 872
19 539
NAP

83 736
2248
21540
1156
103

107 682
78 992
29 048
107 692
9 927
2589
183 981
135 150

75 964
26 117
103
682 617

27
0%
7%

Other cases**

503 666
NAP
NA
NAP
NA

26 014
130 875
NAP

10 501
NAP
1355615
NA

36 227
815
NAP
NAP

88 040
NAP
NAP
NAP
262 496
NAP
NAP
457 881
177 370
NAP

6 568

254 672
109 458
815
1355615

27
11%
44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2016): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2016 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
510 564
NA
77 375
313515
51 145
464 242
129 683
35078
136 831
1897 754
NA
NA
138 177
NA
4 050 983
29 430
38 475
NA
8 843
284 649
2 342 626
NA
630 979
264 068
148 653
1284 483
80 986

615 169
148 653

8 843

4 050 983

27
22%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
31532
NA
NA
159 713
NA
152 865
20 294
6 110
7 399
1627 999
719 662
242 789
79 099
NA
2481530
25078
29 543
1136
8 430
53 826
727 338
274 272
570 748
94 328
42 227
795 722
26 641

355 577
79 099
1136
2481530

27
15%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3
373 401
NA
NA
140 109
NA
173 816
81 302
28 047
100 570
105 064
NA
NA
25 806
NA
1 357 358
2 947
1862
1440
NAP
178 174
1490 984
NA
10 112
81 504
82 668
331 285
8 404

240 782
82 668
1440
1490 984

27
26%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

350 894
NAP
NA

95 943
NA

164 287
74 342
7 326
100 570
105 064
NA

NA
25102
NA

1 357 358
2947
867
NAP
NAP
178 174
1 030 836
NA
1756
28 850
77 068
331 285
8 404

218 949
86 506
867

1 357 358

27
22%
11%

Registry cases

22 507
NA
NAP
44 166
NA

7 516
6 960
20721
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
704
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
460 148
NAP

8 356
8442
5600
NAP
NAP

58 512
8 399
704
460 148

27
19%
44%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other

registry cases

221 2.2.2 223
18 711 3796 NAP
NAP NA NAP
NAP NAP NAP
42 009 2157 NAP
NA NA NA
NAP 7 516 NAP
1714 5 246 NAP
3674 17 047 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA 1691 795 NA
NA NA NA
NAP NA 704
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
388 194 71954 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
4193 4163 NAP
NAP 8 442 NAP
5181 419 NAP
NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP
66 239 181 254 704
5181 6 381 704
1714 419 704
388 194 1691 795 704
27 27 27
15% 19% 15%
59% 44% 81%

Other non-litigious cases|

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
2013
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
492
NAP
NAP
NAP
995
1440
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
44 212
NAP
NAP
NAP

9 830
1440
492
44 212

27
19%
63%

Administrative

law cases

53 485
27 615
7714
13 693
7 540
10 555
NAP
921

23 569
164 691
701 598
237 593
5827
NAP
212 095
1405
4270
NA

413

52 649
30 867
72 516
50 119
5509

2 000
157 476
42 616

78 614
25 592
413
701 598

27
4%
7%

Other cases**

52 146
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
127 006
28 087
NAP
5293
NAP
1463 852
NA

27 445
NA
NAP
NAP
2800
NAP
NAP
NAP
93 437
NAP
NAP
82 727
21 758
NAP
3325

173 443
28 087
2800
1463 852

27
15%
44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.1.1.5(2016): First instance courts, number of civil and
commercial litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2
years in 2016 (Q91)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
States
as a % of all as a % of all
Number pending cases Number pending cases
on 31 Dec on 31 Dec

Austria 4411 14,0% 12 917 24.2%
Belgium NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA
Croatia 52 400 32,8% NA NA
Cyprus NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic NA NA NA NA
Denmark NA NA NAP NAP
Estonia 241 3,9% 14 1,5%
Finland NA NA NA NA
France NA NA NA NA
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA NA NA NA
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy NA NA NA NA
Latvia NA NA NA NA
Lithuania 1882 6,4% 270 6,3%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NA 294 71,2%
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal 81 019 29,5% NA NA
Romania 24 571 4,3% 1731 3,5%
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 9 660 22,9% 7 0,4%
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 763 2,9% 329 0,8%
Average 21 868 14,6% 2223 15,4%
Median 7 036 10,2% 294 3,5%
Minimum 241 2,9% 7 0,4%
Maximum 81 019 32,8% 12 917 71,2%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 70% 70% 67% 67%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 7%

Romania: Due to the peculiarity of the national Statis system, cases older than 3 years instead of 2
years are communicated.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2015): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2015 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

Total number of

other than
States .
criminal law cases
1+2+3+4

Austria 482 779
Belgium NA
Bulgaria 69 865
Croatia 354 707
Cyprus 58 568
Czech Republic 546 992
Denmark 116 296
Estonia 23 838
Finland 127 125
France 1810 803
Germany NA
Greece NA
Hungary 150 305
Ireland NA
Italy 4618 528
Latvia 37 504
Lithuania 45 735
Luxembourg NA
Malta 10 568
Netherlands 310 170
Poland -
Portugal NA
Romania 733 382
Slovakia 396 248
Slovenia 251 889
Spain 1445 180
Sweden 74 407
Average 583 244
Median 201 097
Minimum 10 568
Maximum 4618 528
Nb of values 26
% of NA 23%
% of NAP 0%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
35 068
180 894
NA
195 718
NA
215 113
20 933
6 116
8 883
1571 438
782 964
246 691
74 290
NA
2 987 907
31 407
30 149
1382
9 885
51794
369 190
661 619
199 203
48 384
857 047
28 538

374 548
74 290
1382

2 987 907

26
12%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=2.142.2+2.3
397 794
NA
NA
145 013
NA
221 076
66 789
16 392
91 790
80 597
NA
NA
26 626
NA
1 362 885
4671
1041
NA
NAP
204 372
NA
13 356
71 696
170 745
384 727
8 744

192 254
80 597
1041

1 362 885

26
31%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

372 342
NA

NA

102 786
NA

210 783
60 220
9510
91 790
80 597
NA

NA
25154
NA

1 362 885
4671
729
NAP
NAP
204 372
NA

4 375
65 066
164 736
384 727
8 744

185 499
80 597
729

1 362 885

26
27%
8%

25 452
NA
NAP
42 227
NA

8 995
6 569
6 882
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
1076
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NAP
8 981
6 630
6 009

NAP

NAP

12 536
6 882
1076

42 227

26
15%
50%

Non-litigious
land registry cases

221

Non-litigious business
registry cases

222

Other
registry cases

223

21 827
NAP
NAP

39 262

NA
NAP
1616
3125
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
5 550
NAP
5376
NAP
NAP

12 793
5463
1616

39 262

26
12%
65%

3625
NA
NAP
2 965
NA

8 995
4 953
3 757
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
3431
6 630
633
NAP
NAP

4374
3691

633
8 995

26
19%
50%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
1076
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

1076
1076
1076
1076

26
12%
85%

Other non-litigious cases

NAP
NA
NA

NAP
NA

1298

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
NA
NA

396

NAP

NAP

NAP

312
NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

669
396
312
1298

26
27%
62%

Administrative law
cases

NAP

37 624
8 460
13976
8 074
9374
NAP
1330
20 955
158 768
662 009
308 860
6734
NAP
267 736
1426
10 845
NA

683

51 020
68 332
61 838
16 271
1668
203 406
34 000

88 790
18 613
683
662 009

26
4%
12%

Other cases**

49 917
NAP
NA
NAP
NA

101 429
28 574
NAP

5 497
NAP
1748 709
NA

42 655
NA
NAP
NAP

3 700
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
109 078
31 092
NAP
3125

212 378
36 874
3125
1748 709

26
15%
46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2015): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2015 - Incoming cases (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total ivi o .
other than comme(rcial) non-litigious Ge::r;ar:]cz:/(:il;snd Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious cases Administrative law Other cases**
States criminal law cases| litigious cases cases fonzlitigiousicasecis jand registy cases reaisiy cases regisiy cases CESES
142+3+4 1 YRRl 21 22=221+2224223 221 222 223 23
Austria 3 287 147 91 057 2 684 699 1721024 963 675 684 737 278 938 NAP NAP NAP 511 391
Belgium NA 767 875 NA NA 240 044 NAP 240 044 NAP NA 22 577 NAP
Bulgaria 345 327 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 26 472 NA
Croatia 903 398 160 537 728 522 157 484 571 038 449 321 121 717 NAP NAP 14 339 NAP
Cyprus 29 667 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1694 NA
Czech Republic 1 136 003 398 243 690 653 508 617 179 997 NAP 179 997 NAP 2039 9143 37 964
Denmark 2 592 856 42 053 2 420 680 346 762 2073918 2 061 209 12 709 NAP NAP NAP 130 123
Estonia 236 230 15 189 217 670 44 407 173 263 72 800 100 463 NAP NAP 3371 NAP
Finland 441 823 11 108 393 554 393 554 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 112 10 049
France 2 288 643 1 740 302 356 334 356 334 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 192 007 NAP
Germany NA 1423 489 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 657 108 1203 321
Greece NA 230 068 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 54 402 NA
Hungary 902 411 176 407 678 103 212 034 463 007 NAP 459 210 3797 3 062 18 149 29 752
Ireland 245 462 138 540 105 623 105 623 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1299
Italy 3483 179 1 545 092 1 938 087 1 938 087 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 61 723 NAP
Latvia 308 909 39 504 267 173 29 066 238 107 238 107 NAP NAP NAP 2232 NAP
Lithuania 321 474 102 793 103 334 90 640 NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 694 16 923 98 424
Luxembourg NA 4 555 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1264 NAP
Malta 6 991 6 916 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 75 NAP
Netherlands 1253 987 161 950 991 752 991 752 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100 285 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 316 060 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 34 850 NAP
Romania 1 443 850 1353 189 26 313 19 224 7 089 6 001 1 088 NAP NAP 65 436 NAP
Slovakia 535414 111 489 222 348 115 467 106 881 NAP 106 881 NAP NA 10 764 190 813
Slovenia 800 360 57 277 533 591 205 756 327 835 266 056 61 779 NAP NAP 4804 204 688
Spain 2 230 166 1085 451 973 915 973 915 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 170 800 NAP
Sweden 189 467 60 313 21 489 21 489 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 101 889 5776
Average 1094 417 418 311 741 880 457 291 485 896 539 747 156 283 3797 5932 69 453 220 327
Median 800 360 149 539 463 573 208 895 240 044 266 056 114 299 3797 3 062 22 577 98 424
Minimum 6 991 4 555 21 489 19 224 7 089 6 001 1088 3797 2039 75 1299
Maximum 3483 179 1740 302 2 684 699 1 938 087 2073918 2 061 209 459 210 3797 12 694 657 108 1203 321
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 19% 8% 27% 23% 12% 12% 12% 12% 27% 0% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 8% 46% 62% 50% 85% 62% 12% 46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Léander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2015): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2015 - Resolved cases (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and

: o : : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law
S crim?rﬁgflrafvr\]/acnases nfizms ::C;:Bs non(;!tslgéous nonc-ﬁgir:)i??gses REGSIy cases e BT G2 TEI GESES TSI RS et noninglous cases cases Ofhercases
1+2+3+4 1 ETAITE 21 22=22142204223 221 225 22.3 23
Austria 3293774 92 903 2 693 376 1737 005 956 371 678 073 278 298 NAP NAP NAP 507 495
Belgium NA 759 712 NA NA 240 044 NAP 240 044 NAP NA 26 377 NAP
Bulgaria 341 715 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 26 196 NA
Croatia 917 569 171 980 732 299 162 888 569 411 447 160 122 251 NAP NAP 13 290 NAP
Cyprus 26 751 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2 030 NA
Czech Republic 1161 795 427 241 704 714 527 754 175 198 NAP 175 198 NAP 1762 8 425 21 415
Denmark 2592 317 42 867 2418 335 344 907 2073 428 2 061 886 11 542 NAP NAP NAP 131 115
Estonia 329 909 15 504 310 882 46 104 264 778 163 565 101 213 NAP NAP 3523 NAP
Finland 436 443 10 463 388 228 388 228 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 595 10 157
France 2 237 067 1700 279 348 005 348 005 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 188 783 NAP
Germany NA 1 451 589 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 674 226 1224 780
Greece NA 233 954 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 99 763 NA
Hungary 914 672 174 573 681 609 206 746 471 796 NAP 467 816 3980 3 067 19 107 39 383
Ireland 187 987 87 505 99 183 99 183 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1299
Italy 3 890 953 1 855 663 2 035 290 2 035 290 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 87 594 NAP
Latvia 312 004 42 910 266 729 30 719 236 010 236 010 NAP NAP NAP 2 365 NAP
Lithuania 323 062 105 347 103 505 90 959 NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 546 16 875 97 335
Luxembourg NA 4 800 NA 1104 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1146 NAP
Malta 7727 7 419 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 308 NAP
Netherlands 1261 182 162 533 995 325 995 325 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 103 324 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 367 725 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 810 NAP
Romania 1531 225 1417 087 27 919 20 550 7 369 6 763 606 NAP NAP 86 825 NAP
Slovakia 562 478 148 107 221 995 116 136 105 859 NAP 105 859 NAP NA 13 361 179 015
Slovenia 859 760 60 082 585 504 256 504 329 000 266 990 62 010 NAP NAP 4 853 209 321
Spain 2222912 1028 225 994 312 994 312 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 200 375 NAP
Sweden 196 006 62 668 21 811 21811 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 105 625 5902
Average 1124 158 434 631 757 168 443 344 493 569 551 492 156 484 3980 5792 75 642 220 656
Median 859 760 155 320 486 866 206 746 264 778 266 990 114 055 3980 3067 26 196 97 335
Minimum 7727 4 800 21811 1104 7 369 6 763 606 3980 1762 308 1299
Maximum 3 890 953 1 855 663 2 693 376 2 035 290 2 073 428 2 061 886 467 816 3980 12 546 674 226 1224 780
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 19% 8% 27% 23% 12% 12% 12% 12% 27% 0% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 46% 62% 50% 85% 62% 12% 46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection
and involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2015): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2015 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and

. o . : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law
S cri m(i)r:gflr;vr\]/acnas es ”tCiZ:‘)rS: rccall:Bs non(;!tslg;ous non?ﬁ%ﬂi?fgses REGSy cases IE0TE TEEIT GEEs R BEEES TEI GESES phennonifglous caseq cases Ofhercases™
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+22+23 | R Y YT LY 221 222 22.3 23
Austria 476 152 33222 389 117 356 361 32 756 28 491 4 265 NAP NAP NAP 53813
Belgium NA 180 480 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA 32 080 NAP
Bulgaria 73 477 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 8 736 NA
Croatia 331 744 184 289 132 430 97 339 35091 32 551 2 540 NAP NAP 15 025 NAP
Cyprus 61 484 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 7 738 NA
Czech Republic 521 200 186 115 207 015 191 646 13 794 NAP 13794 NAP 1575 10 092 117 978
Denmark 119 689 20 458 71 458 64 876 6 582 939 5643 NAP NAP NAP 27 773
Estonia 35 228 5767 28 333 7724 20 609 17 628 2981 NAP NAP 1128 NAP
Finland 132 586 9 528 97 116 97 116 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 20 475 5 467
France 1862 379 1611 461 88 926 88 926 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 161 992 NAP
Germany NA 754 864 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 644 891 1728 710
Greece NA 242 209 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 263 473 NA
Hungary 146 650 76 124 31726 30 442 893 NAP NA 893 391 5776 33024
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4 184 883 2677 336 1 265 682 1 265 682 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 241 865 NAP
Latvia 32 312 28 001 3018 3018 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1293 NAP
Lithuania 44 147 27 595 870 410 NAP NAP NAP NAP 460 10 893 4789
Luxembourg NA 1137 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NAP
Malta 9 459 9 041 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 418 NAP
Netherlands 299 580 51 211 200 799 200 799 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 47 570 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 317 525 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 75 372 NAP
Romania 646 007 597 721 11 750 3049 8 701 4788 3913 NAP NAP 40 449 NAP
Slovakia 369 184 162 585 72 049 64 397 7 652 NAP 7 652 NAP NA 13 674 120 876
Slovenia 192 153 45 579 118 497 113 655 4 842 4 440 402 NAP NAP 1619 26 458
Spain 1452 434 914 273 364 330 364 330 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 173 831 NAP
Sweden 67 868 26 183 8 422 8 422 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 30 264 2 999
Average 552 931 354 900 181 855 174 011 14 547 14 806 5149 893 809 82212 212 189
Median 169 402 76 124 88 926 88 926 8 701 11 208 4089 893 460 17 750 30 399
Minimum 9 459 1137 870 410 893 939 402 893 391 418 2 999
Maximum 4 184 883 2 677 336 1 265 682 1265 682 35091 32551 13794 893 1575 644 891 1728710
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 23% 12% 31% 27% 15% 12% 15% 12% 27% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 8% 50% 65% 54% 85% 62% 12% 46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2014): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2014 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q91)

Total number of
other than

Civil (and
commercial)

Total General civil (and
non-litigious commercial) Registry cases
cases non-litigious cases *

Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious
land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases

Other cases**

criminal law cases litigious cases

1+2+3+4 1 2=21+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria NA 37 885 NA 381 808 NA 23 356 3223 NAP 48 324
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 32 255 NAP
Bulgaria 76 155 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 8 642 NA
Croatia 391 722 217 927 161 792 115 879 45913 42 811 3102 NAP NAP 12 003 NAP
Cyprus 49 655 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 8 130 NA
Czech Republic 375 783 248 246 42 997 32194 7923 NAP 7923 NAP 2 880 8 543 75 997
Denmark 114 483 21 282 64 939 57 523 7416 1680 5736 NAP NAP NAP 28 262
Estonia 24 107 6 803 16 282 11 323 4 959 3 843 1116 NAP NAP 1022 NAP
Finland 137 261 9321 102 233 102 233 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 20 233 5474
France 1 692 658 1473 097 69 629 69 629 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 149 932 NAP
Germany NA 785 606 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 664 067 1851 995
Greece NA 278 913 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 162 126 82 107 28 503 27 373 962 NAP NA 962 168 5320 46 196
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4 885 347 3 063 946 1518 708 1518 708 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 302 693 NAP
Latvia 35793 30 395 4213 4213 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2510 NAP
Lithuania 41 985 27 197 1941 1765 NA NA NA NA 176 9332 3515
Luxembourg NA 1218 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NAP
Malta 10 845 10 092 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 753 NAP
Netherlands 305 520 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 49 800 NAP
Poland 1721758 667 984 910 148 667 530 242 618 203 662 38 956 NA NA 20 070 115 556
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 918 286 793 683 14 940 6418 8 522 5601 2921 NAP NAP 109 663 NAP
Slovakia 407 586 186 707 74 501 66 370 8 131 NAP 8 131 NAP NA 18 656 127 722
Slovenia 285 279 53 815 187 198 177 648 9 550 8 593 957 NAP NAP 1841 42 425
Spain 1470 400 836 967 407 160 407 160 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 226 273 NAP
Sweden 80 562 31035 9128 9128 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 37 003 3 396
Average 659 366 422 106 225 895 215112 37 333 41 364 8 007 962 1075 80 416 213 533
Median 223 703 82 107 67 284 66 370 8 131 8 593 3223 962 176 18 656 46 196
Minimum 10 845 1218 1941 1765 962 1680 957 962 168 753 3 396
Maximum 4 885 347 3 063 946 1518 708 1518 708 242 618 203 662 38 956 962 2 880 664 067 1851 995
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 22% 37% 30% 22% 15% 22% 22% 33% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement
cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve
information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2014): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2014 - Incomming cases (Q91)

ULl Gl Sl (an.d TOtaI S A (e : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other L Administrative law "
other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Rl e — ey EEEES Other non-litigious cases cases Other cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases el Crss
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria NA 95 412 NA 1741 644 NA 648 601 285 996 NA NA NAP 513 877
Belgium NA 752 769 NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 25 092 NAP
Bulgaria 319 414 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 24 757 NA
Croatia 938 711 165 741 759 028 197 352 561 676 438 089 123 587 NAP NAP 13942 NAP
Cyprus 23939 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1604 NA
Czech Republic 958 450 480 999 433 561 150 192 238 876 NAP 238 876 NAP 44 493 9 055 34 835
Denmark 2 288 883 41717 2115501 359 920 1 755 581 1744916 10 665 NAP NAP NAP 131 665
Estonia 237 929 16 775 217 368 46 864 170 504 97 704 72 800 NAP NAP 3786 NAP
Finland 440 553 10 677 391 260 391 260 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 28 254 10 362
France 2 285 876 1747 989 342 262 342 262 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 195 625 NAP
Germany NA 1439 072 NA 2 365 351 NA 5490 219 117 251 NA NA 655 687 1622 446
Greece NA 241 418 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 848 998 180 382 613 158 180 459 430 096 NAP 427 114 2982 2 603 18 008 37 450
Ireland 250 402 143 993 105 215 105 215 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1194
Italy 3999 586 1585 740 2 350 123 2 350 123 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 63 723 NAP
Latvia 71 939 45 127 28 691 28 691 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 387 NAP
Lithuania 312 570 115 932 91 549 82 707 NA NA NA NA 8 842 14 276 90 813
Luxembourg NA 5074 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1372 NAP
Malta 6 762 6 643 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 119 NAP
Netherlands 1260111 168 127 982 142 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 109 842 NAP
Poland 9991 816 1226 470 8 395 454 4 408 257 3987 197 3245 962 741 235 NA NA 84 161 285 731
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 1632 597 1526 483 27 733 19 973 7 760 6 821 939 NAP NAP 78 381 NAP
Slovakia 614 273 151 315 225 116 119 088 106 028 NAP 106 028 NAP NA 11 612 226 230
Slovenia 871916 59 996 587 442 228 724 358 718 295 833 62 885 NAP NAP 5 345 219 133
Spain 2 154 560 1004 976 966 903 966 903 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 182 681 NAP
Sweden 197 953 63 902 22 382 22 382 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 106 085 5584
Average 1414 630 469 864 1 036 383 742 493 846 271 1496 018 198 852 2 982 18 646 74 354 264 943
Median 848 998 158 528 412 411 197 352 358 718 543 345 117 251 2 982 8 842 21 383 111 239
Minimum 6 762 5074 22 382 19 973 7 760 6 821 939 2982 2 603 119 1194
Maximum 9991 816 1747 989 8 395 454 4 408 257 3987 197 5490 219 741 235 2 982 44 493 655 687 1622 446
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 30% 22% 22% 11% 15% 22% 33% 7% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve information
provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2014): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2014 - Resolved cases (Q91)

Total number of
other than

Civil (and
commercial)

Total
non-litigious

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business

registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious cases

Administrative law
cases

Other cases**

criminal law cases litigious cases cases
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+2.2+2.3 221 222 223
Austria NA 98 229 NA 1751110 NA 626 850 285 594 NA NA NAP 512 284
Belgium NA 736 693 NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 22 139 NAP
Bulgaria 325 754 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 24 955 NA
Croatia 968 422 187 950 768 503 210569 557 934 434 210 123 724 NAP NAP 11 969 NAP
Cyprus 21182 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1 660 NA
Czech Republic 932 818 503 666 405 363 126 708 234 227 NAP 234 227 NAP 44 428 8233 15 556
Denmark 2 288 504 42 638 2114 440 357 102 1757 338 1 745 063 12 275 NAP NAP NAP 131 426
Estonia 233577 17 486 212 669 42 969 169 700 97 769 71931 NAP NAP 3422 NAP
Finland 450 486 11 164 401 590 401 590 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 429 10 303
France 2169 237 1 649 648 331 294 331 294 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 188 295 NAP
Germany NA 1441714 NA NA NA NA 88 326 NA NA 657 745 1418 949
Greece NA 273 048 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 872 260 188 199 626 526 182 894 441 257 NAP 438 389 2 868 2 375 16 594 40 941
Ireland 182 409 80 027 101 188 101 188 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1194
Italy 4373 441 1891 595 2382677 2382677 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 99 169 NAP
Latvia 72 254 44 438 28 718 28 718 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3436 NAP
Lithuania 308 820 112 980 92 449 83 743 NA NA NA NA 8 706 12 763 90 628
Luxembourg NA 4910 NA 1044 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1283 NAP
Malta 6 909 6732 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 177 NAP
Netherlands 1248 701 166 639 973 447 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 108 615 NAP
Poland 10 177 708 1217579 8598 250 4620 175 3987 075 3248 343 729 732 NA NA 81 240 280 639
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 1814070 1 658 547 29 317 22 016 7 301 6 872 429 NAP NAP 126 206 NAP
Slovakia 626 110 138 819 227 921 120 392 107 529 NAP 107 529 NAP NA 14 496 244 874
Slovenia 904 958 65 432 603 557 241 289 362 268 299 060 63 208 NAP NAP 5504 230 465
Spain 2178 205 984 896 987 761 987 761 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 205 548 NAP
Sweden 204 109 66 421 22 726 22 726 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 109 102 5 860
Average 1445711 482 894 1 050 466 632 419 847 181 922 595 195 942 2 868 18 503 78 635 248 593
Median 872 260 152 729 403 477 182 894 362 268 434 210 107 529 2 868 8 706 19 367 111 027
Minimum 6 909 4910 22 726 1044 7 301 6 872 429 2 868 2 375 177 1194
Maximum 10 177 708 1891 595 8598 250 4620 175 3987 075 3248 343 729 732 2 868 44 428 657 745 1418 949
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 30% 26% 22% 15% 15% 22% 33% 7% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases

in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve information
provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Léander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2014): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2014 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q91)

U C Tl el (an.d TOtaI (EramsE @l (Enl : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law o
other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases e — R — . Other non-litigious cases cases Other cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases el oL e
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+2.2+2.3 221 222 223 3
Austria NA 35 068 NA 372 342 NA 21 827 3 625 NA NA NAP 49 917
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 37 880 NAP
Bulgaria 69 815 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 8 444 NA
Croatia 354 707 195718 145 013 102 786 42 227 39 262 2 965 NAP NAP 13 976 NAP
Cyprus 52 412 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 8 074 NA
Czech Republic 401 415 225579 71 195 55 678 12 572 NAP 12 572 NAP 2 945 9 365 95 276
Denmark 118 484 20 705 69 113 62 626 6 487 1533 4954 NAP NAP NAP 28 666
Estonia 21 252 5991 13 935 9147 4788 3758 1030 NAP NAP 1326 NAP
Finland 127 328 8 834 91 903 91 903 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 21 058 5533
France 1 809 297 1571 438 80 597 80 597 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 157 262 NAP
Germany NA 782 964 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 662 009 1 838 550
Greece NA 246 839 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 150 089 74 290 26 410 24 938 1076 NAP NA 1076 396 6 734 42 655
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4511 492 2 758 091 1486 154 1486 154 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 267 247 NAP
Latvia 35 478 31084 4186 4186 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1461 NAP
Lithuania 45 735 30 149 1041 729 NA NA NA NA 312 10 845 3700
Luxembourg NA 1382 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA 3700
Malta 10 568 9 885 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 683 NAP
Netherlands 310170 60 160 198 990 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 51 020 NAP
Poland 1533930 676 875 707 352 455 612 251 740 201 281 50 459 NA NA 30991 118 712
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 736 813 661 619 13 356 4 375 8981 5550 3431 NAP NAP 61 838 NAP
Slovakia 395 749 199 203 71 696 65 066 6 630 NAP 6 630 NAP NA 15772 109 078
Slovenia 251 814 48 389 170 653 164 581 6 072 5438 634 NAP NAP 1682 31 090
Spain 1446 755 857 047 384 727 384 727 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 203 406 NAP
Sweden 74 406 28516 8784 8784 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 33 986 3120
Average 622 885 387 719 208 536 198 484 37 841 39 807 9 589 1076 1218 76 431 194 166
Median 200 952 67 225 71 696 65 066 6 630 5550 3625 1076 396 15772 36 873
Minimum 10 568 1382 1041 729 1076 1533 634 1076 312 683 3120
Maximum 4511 492 2 758 091 1486 154 1486 154 251 740 201 281 50 459 1076 2 945 662 009 1838 550
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 19% 33% 30% 22% 15% 22% 22% 33% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve information
provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2013): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2013 - Pending cases on 1st Jan.

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and : o Non-litigious o .
States other than criminal commercial) commgrgal) Non-l.|t|g|0us land business registry AdminiStrative faw Other cases*
law cases litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases cases
cases
Austria 517 264 38918 386 305 41 484 0 NAP 50 557
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 79 157 NA NA NA NA 10 909 68 248
Croatia 415 939 220 356 131 065 54 928 2515 7075 NAP
Cyprus NA 44 285 NA NA NA 5395 NA
Czech Republic 296 269 171 113 97 177 NAP NAP NAP 27 979
Denmark 117 611 23 845 56 974 2 460 6 841 NAP 27 491
Estonia NA 8412 11 553 3033 2777 891 NAP
Finland 137 004 9 600 103 192 NAP NAP 18 849 5 363
France 1643188 1428 811 64 473 NAP NAP 149 904 NAP
Germany NA 736 340 NA NA NA 643 094 1851 995
Greece NA 478 241 NA NA NA 383 402 NA
Hungary NA 78 381 27 684 NAP NA 6 019 57 094
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4781 009 3 445 954 1335055 NAP NAP 347 728 NAP
Latvia 41 425 33818 3185 NAP NAP 4 422 NAP
Lithuania 33908 26 005 1079 NA NA 3128 3696
Luxembourg NA 5 007 NA NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 9789 9238 NAP NAP NAP 551 NAP
Netherlands 287 474 NA NA NAP NAP 50 084 NAP
Poland - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 362 099 NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 777 991 578 043 62 572 1 366 2526 133 484 NAP
Slovakia 339 930 150 579 71944 NAP 6510 17 815 93 082
Slovenia 303 220 55 486 188 531 14 705 477 1936 42 085
Spain = - - - - = =
Sweden 81916 31 686 9 337 NAP NAP 37724 3169
Average 616 443 377 915 170 008 19 663 3092 101 245 202 796
Median 291 872 55 486 64 473 8 869 2526 14 362 42 085
Minimum 9789 5 007 1079 1 366 0 551 3169
Maximum 4781 009 3445 954 1335 055 54 928 6 841 643 094 1851 995
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 36% 16% 28% 28% 24% 12% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no
further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not
comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2013): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2013 - Incoming cases (Q91)

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and . e Non-litigious o .
States other than commercial) commgrplal) Non-l.ltlglous land business registry Administrative Other cases*
criminal law cases litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases law cases
cases
Austria 3386 071 101 157 1777 887 643 064 307 976 NAP 555 987
Belgium NA 745 883 NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 353 415 NA NA NA NA 26 441 326 974
Croatia 1 086 228 203 831 269 321 472 363 126 900 13 813 NAP
Cyprus NA 38473 NA NA NA 6 653 NA
Czech Republic 1734 290 469 054 894 145 NAP NAP NAP 371 091
Denmark 2 316 568 43 878 370 649 1762 764 13 341 NAP 125 936
Estonia NA 17 745 51112 92 832 90 012 2 957 NAP
Finland 519 154 10 644 470 137 NAP NAP 28 214 10 159
France 2288177 1789 902 322 513 NAP NAP 175 762 NAP
Germany NA 1424 016 NA 5490 219 NA 661 706 1622 446
Greece NA 688 859 NA NA NA 71568 NA
Hungary 1164 682 180 813 201 578 NAP 726 545 16 189 39 557
Ireland NA 195 299 NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4173 702 1 605 399 2 568 303 NAP NAP 54 902 NAP
Latvia 76 869 40 747 33 257 NAP NAP 2 865 NAP
Lithuania 296 795 106 890 84 829 NA NA 17 932 87 144
Luxembourg NA 4 643 948 NA NAP 1372 NAP
Malta 4272 3935 NAP NAP NAP 337 NAP
Netherlands 1237 427 NA NA NAP NAP 110 273 NAP
Poland - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 322 689 NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 1599 815 829 193 571 575 1999 869 196 179 NAP
Slovakia 690 648 163 200 124 144 NAP 111 931 11 296 280 077
Slovenia 921 342 63 636 250918 284 854 58 288 5234 258 412
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 200 644 65 467 23 217 NAP NAP 106 094 5 866
Average 1297 065 396 320 500 908 1249 728 179 483 79 462 334 877
Median 1 086 228 163 200 260 120 472 363 100 972 17 932 258 412
Minimum 4272 3935 948 1999 869 337 5 866
Maximum 4173702 1789 902 2 568 303 5490 219 726 545 661 706 1 622 446
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 32% 8% 24% 24% 20% 8% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and
no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not
comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2013): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2013 - Resolved cases (Q91)

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and . o Non-litigious o .
States other than criminal commercial) commgrglal) N0n-|.ItIgIOUS land business registry Administrative faw Other cases*
law cases Ao caees non-litigious registry cases cases cases
cases
Austria 3411 960 102 190 1782 384 661 192 307 976 NAP 558 218
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 356 677 NA NA NA NA 28 727 327 950
Croatia 1110 269 206 291 284 153 484 480 126 460 8 885 NAP
Cyprus NA 30 125 NA NA NA 3828 NA
Czech Republic 1679 459 423 105 915 562 NAP NAP NAP 340 792
Denmark 2 323 265 47 009 372421 1763 487 15 048 NAP 125 300
Estonia NA 19 096 50 946 92 066 91 099 2 687 NAP
Finland 518 725 11 319 470 722 NAP NAP 26 745 9 939
France 2 246 155 1745 616 317 357 NAP NAP 183 182 NAP
Germany NA 1415 623 NA NA NA 659 613 1418 949
Greece NA 551 755 NA NA NA 109 771 NA
Hungary 1135973 177 087 200 004 NAP 691 613 16 888 50 381
Ireland NA NA 120 010 NAP NAP NAP 35
Italy 4 450 604 1895576 2 555 028 NAP NAP 104 409 NAP
Latvia 81 225 44 500 32 046 NAP NAP 4 679 NAP
Lithuania 288 718 105 698 83 967 NA NA 11728 87 325
Luxembourg NA 8432 948 NA NAP 1283 NAP
Malta 4 447 4312 NAP NAP NAP 135 NAP
Netherlands 1219 381 158 722 950 102 NAP NAP 110 557 NAP
Poland = = = = = = =
Portugal NA 332 948 NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 1760 885 929 973 572 830 2199 474 255 409 NAP
Slovakia 626 660 131 609 128 210 NAP 110 331 9 560 246 950
Slovenia 938 955 65 194 261 450 290 939 57 993 5329 258 050
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 201 996 66 112 23 416 NAP NAP 106 832 5 636
Average 1315021 385 104 506 753 549 061 175124 86 855 285 794
Median 1110 269 118 654 272 802 387 710 100 715 16 888 186 125
Minimum 4 447 4312 948 2199 474 135 35
Maximum 4 450 604 1895576 2 555 028 1763 487 691 613 659 613 1418 949
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 32% 12% 16% 28% 20% 8% 8%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no
further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not
comparable.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 186 / 846



Table 3.1.1.4(2013): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2013 - Pending cases on 31 Dec.

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and . o Non-litigious o .
States other than commercial) comrpgrglal) Non-l.ltlglous land business registry Administrative Other cases*
criminal law cases litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases law cases
cases
Austria 491 375 37 885 381 808 23 356 0 NAP 48 326
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 75 895 NA NA NA NA 8 623 67 272
Croatia 391 898 217 896 116 233 42 811 2 955 12 003 NAP
Cyprus NA 52 633 NA NA NA 8 130 NA
Czech Republic 351 100 217 062 75 760 NAP NAP NAP 58 278
Denmark 114 531 21120 57 559 1737 5751 NAP 28 364
Estonia NA 6 812 11 765 3799 1634 1026 NAP
Finland 137 433 8 925 102 607 NAP NAP 20 318 5583
France 1685 210 1473 097 69 629 NAP NAP 142 484 NAP
Germany NA 744 510 NA NA NA 645 014 1 838 550
Greece NA 615 345 NA NA NA 345 199 NA
Hungary NA 82 107 29 258 NAP NA 5 320 46 270
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4504 107 3155 777 1 348 330 NAP NAP 298 221 NAP
Latvia 37 069 30 065 4 396 NAP NAP 2 608 NAP
Lithuania 41 985 27 197 1941 NA NA 9332 3515
Luxembourg NA 1218 0 NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 9614 8 861 NAP NAP NAP 753 NAP
Netherlands 305 520 NA NA NAP NAP 49 800 NAP
Poland - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 351 840 NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 616 921 477 263 61 317 1166 2921 74 254 NAP
Slovakia 403 918 182 170 67 878 NAP 8 110 19 551 126 209
Slovenia 285 117 53 813 177 392 8 615 1011 1841 42 445
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 80 564 31041 9138 NAP NAP 36 986 3399
Average 595 766 371 268 157 188 13581 3197 93 415 206 201
Median 295 319 53 813 64 598 6 207 2921 15777 46 270
Minimum 9614 1218 0 1166 0 753 3 399
Maximum 4 504 107 3 155 777 1 348 330 42 811 8 110 645 014 1 838 550
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 36% 16% 24% 28% 24% 12% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and
no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not
comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.1(2012): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2012 - Pending cases on 1st Jan.

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and . o Non-litigious o .
States other than commercial) comm.er.czlal) Non-I.|t|g|ous land business registry Administrative Other cases*
criminal law cases litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases law cases
cases
Austria 504 481 39 530 397 948 17 205 NA NAP 49 798
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 74 505 NA NA NA NA 8 622 65 883
Croatia 430 500 208 520 160 545 57 484 NA NA 3951
Cyprus 42 179 NA NA NA NA 4 851 NA
Czech Republic 522 186 166 919 43 819 NAP NAP NAP 311 448
Denmark 143 328 26 505 76 701 1333 7 136 NAP 28 748
Estonia 66 242 10 418 13 554 3782 37 335 1153 NAP
Finland 109 588 9 829 75 446 NAP NAP 19 203 5110
France 1654 187 1415720 69 108 NAP NAP 169 359 NAP
Germany 4966 112 798 265 NA NA NA 689 031 1957 181
Greece 616 391 205 198 NA NA NA 411 193 NA
Hungary NA 142 113 51 785 NAP NA 6 483 56 882
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4986 193 3 796 202 1189 991 NAP NAP 441 243 NAP
Latvia 48 647 42 051 3438 NAP NAP 5 496 NAP
Lithuania 35 363 26 545 1461 NA NA 2974 4 383
Luxembourg NA 5072 NA NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 9 805 9 457 NAP NAP NAP 348 NAP
Netherlands 279 460 NA NA NAP NAP 48 010 NAP
Poland 1431 356 382 664 718 309 204 376 20 595 21 837 83 575
Portugal 1595 259 355 821 NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 698 506 566 796 44 812 1454 2281 83163 NAP
Slovakia 289 064 128 073 69 073 NAP 6 224 7 883 77 811
Slovenia 356 071 56 651 200 131 44 990 839 2 430 51 030
Spain NA 1299 099 59 995 NAP NAP 335512 NAP
Sweden 85 228 30917 8 505 NAP NAP 42 654 3152
Average 861 121 441 926 187 331 47 232 12 402 121 129 207 612
Median 322 568 135 093 69 073 17 205 6 680 19 203 51 030
Minimum 9 805 5072 1461 1333 839 348 3152
Maximum 4986 193 3 796 202 1189 991 204 376 37 335 689 031 1957 181
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 19% 30% 26% 30% 15% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no
further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.2(2012): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2012 - Incoming cases (Q91)

General civil (and
commercial) Non-litigious land

Total number of Civil (and
States other than criminal commercial)

Non-litigious

) . Administrative law
business registry

Other cases*

o non-litigious registry cases cases
law cases litigious cases cases
cases
Austria 3489 286 104 365 1775 035 689 005 335 857 NAP 585 024
Belgium NA 762 164 NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 392 320 NA NA NA NA 28 726 363 594
Croatia 1 097 909 182 693 423 669 476 543 NA 12 011 2993
Cyprus 36 868 NA NA NA NA 2 094 NA
Czech Republic 1 046 760 363 080 290 715 NAP NAP NAP 392 965
Denmark 2 628 863 46 213 371 900 2071 492 14 694 NAP 124 021
Estonia 265 301 16 336 44 136 91 218 110 756 2 855 NAP
Finland 524 352 10 320 476 764 NAP NAP 27 579 9 689
France 2 185 753 1 688 929 318 333 NAP NAP 178 491 NAP
Germany NA 1573 220 NA 5 604 653 118 560 686 985 1518 404
Greece 709 644 645 339 NA NA NA 64 305 NA
Hungary 1129126 432 443 246 856 NAP 385 241 12 595 51991
Ireland NA 180 287 NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4010 588 1559 779 2 450 809 NAP NAP 51 366 NAP
Latvia 72 547 44 106 29 068 NAP NAP 3989 NAP
Lithuania 280 708 107 559 77 669 NA NA 8 068 87 412
Luxembourg NA 4718 937 NA NAP 1615 NAP
Malta 4 507 4161 NAP NAP NAP 346 NAP
Netherlands 1258 187 NA NA NAP NAP 114 930 NAP
Poland 10 045 154 1 066 935 4 800 084 3 194 947 610 397 72 160 300 631
Portugal 718 369 369 178 NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 1837 799 1102 677 502 594 2 099 810 229 619 NAP
Slovakia 638 571 161 645 139 784 NAP 96 186 18 797 222 159
Slovenia 929 328 62 761 250 169 306 951 50 144 4 930 254 373
Spain NA 1761 051 183 225 NAP NAP 196 995 NAP
Sweden 197 441 65 418 22 800 NAP NAP 103 745 5478
Average 1522 699 513 141 689 142 1554614 191 405 86 771 301 441
Median 823 849 181 490 270 442 582 774 110 756 27 579 222 159
Minimum 4 507 4161 937 2099 810 346 2993
Maximum 10 045 154 1761 051 4 800 084 5 604 653 610 397 686 985 1518 404
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 11% 26% 22% 19% 7% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no

further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.3(2012): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2012 - Resolved cases (Q91)

General civil (and
commercial) Non-litigious land

Total number of Civil (and
States other than criminal commercial)

Non-litigious

) . Administrative law
business registry

Other cases*

e non-litigious registry cases cases
law cases litigious cases cases
cases
Austria 3476 472 104 977 1786 647 664 726 335 857 NAP 584 265
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 387 832 NA NA NA NA 26 462 361 370
Croatia 1119 696 173 631 458 860 479 099 NA 4 936 4170
Cyprus 32 092 NA NA NA NA 1 550 NA
Czech Republic 1190 182 358 886 298 084 NAP NAP NAP 533 212
Denmark 2 656 912 50 361 394 750 2 070 365 15 366 NAP 125 486
Estonia 295 674 18 370 46 041 92 043 136 207 3013 NAP
Finland 497 063 10 653 449 101 NAP NAP 27 852 9 457
France 2189 186 1675 838 322 968 NAP NAP 190 380 NAP
Germany 3888 915 1578 891 NA NA NA 698 569 1519 898
Greece 464 392 372 296 NA NA NA 92 096 NA
Hungary 1176 429 454 369 262 314 NAP 394 348 13 599 51 799
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 4 346 215 2047 289 2 298 926 NAP NAP 143 713 NAP
Latvia 81 520 51 930 29 483 NAP NAP 5 205 NAP
Lithuania 282 163 108 099 78 051 NA NA 7914 88 099
Luxembourg NA 8 155 937 NA NAP 1127 NAP
Malta 4 875 4736 NAP NAP NAP 139 NAP
Netherlands 1 243 457 159 165 972 185 NAP NAP 112 107 NAP
Poland 10 100 564 944 559 4 944 396 3 240 327 603 887 71 865 295 530
Portugal 689 351 360 694 NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 1758 314 1091 430 484 834 2187 565 179 298 NAP
Slovakia 580 653 131 856 137 139 NAP 95 900 8 865 206 893
Slovenia 981 418 63 689 261 325 337 182 50 506 5424 263 292
Spain NA 1754 816 184 107 NAP NAP 243 718 NAP
Sweden 200 774 64 651 21937 NAP NAP 108 724 5 462
Average 1636 702 503 884 706 952 983 704 204 080 92 693 311 456
Median 981 418 159 165 298 084 479 099 116 054 26 462 206 893
Minimum 4 875 4736 937 2187 565 139 4170
Maximum 10 100 564 2 047 289 4 944 396 3 240 327 603 887 698 569 1519 898
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 15% 15% 22% 26% 22% 7% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no
further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.1.1.4(2012): First instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2012 - Pending cases on 31 Dec.

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law cases

517 295
NA

78 993
408 713
46 955
378 764
120 108
35 558
136 877
1650 754
NA

861 643
NA

NA

4 650 566
41 530
33 908
NA

9437
285 340
1375 396
1624 277
777 991
346 982
303 220
NA

81 895

655 533
303 220

9 437

4 650 566

27
22%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

38 918
NA

NA

217 582
NA

171 113
22 804

8 393

9 496
1428 811
792 594
478 241
120 187
NA

3 308 692
34 227
26 005
1635

8 882

NA

505 040
364 305
578 043
157 862
55 486
1270 383
31684

437 745
139 025
1635

3 308 692

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)

non-litigious
cases

386 336
NAP
NA
126 354
NA
36 450
57 548
11434
103 109
64 473
NA
NA
36 327
NA
1341874
3023
1079
0
NAP
NA
573 450
NA
62 572
71718
188 531
57 993
9 368

173 980
60 283

0
1341874

27
26%
7%

Non-litigious land
registry cases

41 484
NA

NA

54 928
NA
NAP
2460
2957
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
NAP
NAP
158 992
NAP

1 366
NAP
14 705
NAP
NAP

39 556
14 705
1 366
158 992

27
26%
48%

Non-litigious
business registry
cases

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
6 852
11 884
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
27 106
NAP
2 526
6 510
477
NAP
NAP

9 226
6 681
477
27 106

27
30%
48%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Administrative
law cases

NAP
NA

10 886
7075
5395
NAP
NAP
890

18 930
157 470
677 447
383 402
5479
NAP
348 896
4 280
3128
NA

555

50 010
22132
NA

133 484
17 815
1936
285 005
37 675

108 595
18 373
555
677 447

27
11%
15%

Other cases*

50 557
NAP
68 107
2774
NA
171 201
27 580
NAP
5342
NAP

1 955 687
NA

57 074
NA
NAP
NAP

3 696
NAP
NAP
NAP
88 676
NA
NAP
93 077
42 085
NAP
3168

197 617
50 557
2774

1 955 687

27
15%
37%

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and

no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2019): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q91)

Total number of civil (and fotal CEEICTIEN Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases land regist?y cases reg?stry cases Sy s Other non-litigious cases Other cases
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 100,4% 100,4% 100,3% 100,6% 99,6% 99,3% 100,4% NAP NAP 110,7% 100,0%
Belgium 100,8% 100,8% 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP NAP 111,8% NA
Bulgaria 99,1% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 98,6% NA
Croatia 92,8% 87,5% 93,3% 75,7% 98,6% 98,3% 100,0% NAP NAP 108,8% NAP
Cyprus 97,9% NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 169,8% NA
Czech Republic 100,8% 101,4% 100,1% 99,9% 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP 140,8% 107,2% 104,0%
Denmark 100,6% 91,8% 100,8% 104,1% 100,2% 100,0% 134,1% NAP 98,9% NA 99,8%
Estonia 100,0% 94,2% 100,5% 100,5% 100,5% 100,5% 100,5% NAP NAP 94,3% NAP
Finland 94,8% 99,9% 94,3% 94,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 99,8% 104,8%
France 99,4% 99,7% 101,1% 101,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 96,5% NAP
Germany NA 98,9% NA NA NA NA 68,2% NA NA 109,0% 100,0%
Greece NA 86,2% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 100,7% 104,4% 99,0% 100,1% 98,3% NAP 98,4% 96,1% 95,5% 102,5% 120,3%
Ireland 75,4% 63,0% 92,9% 92,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100,0%
Italy 103,3% 104,5% 101,7% 101,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 131,1% NAP
Latvia 100,0% 102,1% 99,8% 98,2% 100,0% 100,0% NAP NAP NAP 105,3% NAP
Lithuania 101,2% 101,3% 100,3% 100,3% NA NA NA NA 100,4% 104,6% 101,0%
Luxembourg 99,8% 101,2% 104,2% 100,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP 105,3% 75,2% NAP
Malta 91,3% 91,8% 89,3% 89,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 120,8% NAP
Netherlands 99,6% 100,2% 100,2% 100,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 93,7% NAP
Poland 90,2% 99,3% 89,1% 99,4% 82,8% 80,5% 100,7% NAP NAP 98,6% 93,5%
Portugal NA 105,0% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 106,2% NAP
Romania 100,2% 100,4% 94,2% 96,3% 86,8% 91,8% 57,2% NAP NAP 100,3% NAP
Slovakia 91,1% 109,9% 80,4% 100,2% 65,6% NAP 65,6% NAP 102,3% 81,4% 104,0%
Slovenia 101,8% 109,4% 101,1% 102,5% 100,2% 100,2% 100,0% NAP NAP 88,9% 102,2%
Spain 93,6% 94,0% 93,5% 93,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 92,2% NAP
Sweden 100,4% 97,5% 98,3% 98,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 101,7% 101,9%
Average 97,3% 97,8% 97,0% 97,6% 94,4% 96,3% 93,7% 96,1% 107,2% 104,5% 102,6%
Median 99,9% 100,2% 99,9% 100,0% 99,8% 99,6% 100,0% 96,1% 101,3% 102,1% 101,5%
Minimum 75,4% 63,0% 80,4% 75,7% 65,6% 80,5% 57,2% 96,1% 95,5% 75,2% 93,5%
Maximum 103,3% 109,9% 104,2% 104,1% 100,5% 100,5% 134,1% 96,1% 140,8% 169,8% 120,3%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 19% 15% 15% 11% 11% 15% 7% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Croatia: in 2019, new amedments to the Personal Bankruptcy Law caused a significant increase of incoming cases.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2019): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (an - - : o - .
c(:;[r:ei:; ;Ihg:/v com mércial) non-litigious c_o_m_mercia(l) d* Registry cases Ian:fené::;?;oé’asses Nonr'gg?s'?rfcz e regig:;i;ses Other 222:;“9'0”8 Adlr:vlvn::jsrzgve Other cases**
litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
cases
Austria 137 51 72 14 12 19 NAP NAP 440 40
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 418 NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 107 NA
Croatia 130 488 79 281 33 40 6 NAP NAP 187 NAP
Cyprus 882 NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 495 NA
Czech Republic 158 140 100 123 15 NAP 15 NAP 92 356 1201
Denmark 19 222 12 71 2 0 176 NAP 181 NA 65
Estonia 32 147 23 83 10 14 6 NAP NAP 136 NAP
Finland 105 280 92 92 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 254 205
France 388 432 158 158 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 284 NAP
Germany NA 217 NA NA NA NA 7 305 NA NA 397 174
Greece NA 637 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 69 152 36 36 36 NAP 34 128 64 103 285
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 367 532 222 222 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 821 NAP
Latvia 25 213 6 47 0 0 NAP NAP NAP 225 NAP
Lithuania 52 87 5 3 NA NA NA NA 21 96 18
Luxembourg NA 86 75 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 94 NA NAP
Malta 344 465 46 46 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 839 NAP
Netherlands 80 110 62 62 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 215 NAP
Poland 111 270 91 55 118 129 49 NAP NAP 123 176
Portugal NA 200 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 846 NAP
Romania 152 152 157 38 629 347 3301 NAP NAP 138 NAP
Slovakia 135 170 172 97 208 NAP 208 NAP 207 518 46
Slovenia 56 281 36 86 6 7 3 NAP NAP 516 44
Spain 274 353 162 162 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 338 NAP
Sweden 138 167 151 151 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 125 171
Average 175 258 87 99 97 68 1011 128 110 347 220
Median 111 213 77 83 15 13 34 128 93 284 171
Minimum 19 86 5 3 0 0 3 128 21 96 18
Maximum 882 637 222 281 629 347 7 305 128 207 846 1201
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2018): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2018 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law — o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
litigious cases cases non-liigious cases *
cases
Austria 100,2% 100,8% 100,6% 100,4% 101,0% 100,2% 102,5% NAP NAP 89,7% 99,7%
Belgium 108,4% 112,5% 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP NAP 118,8% NA
Bulgaria 97,6% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 99,7% NA
Croatia 104,5% 112,5% 103,1% 119,1% 100,1% 100,0% 100,2% NAP NAP 115,9% NAP
Cyprus 124,9% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 219,2% NA
Czech Republic 102,3% 101,6% 101,7% 101,4% 102,2% NAP 102,2% NAP 133,3% 88,0% 134,3%
Denmark 99,6% 95,0% 99,7% 100,1% 99,6% 100,1% 70,5% NAP 94,8% NAP 99,2%
Estonia 100,5% 100,6% 100,5% 95,6% 101,5% 101,1% 102,0% NAP NAP 100,0% NAP
Finland 106,0% 102,2% 105,9% 105,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 112,3% 95,9%
France 96,3% 95,8% 98,8% 98,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 98,4% NAP
Germany NA 97,2% NA NA NA NA 69,3% NA NA 97,1% 101,6%
Greece NA 86,3% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 163,5% NA
Hungary 106,0% 116,3% 102,7% 101,2% 103,6% NAP 103,6% 96,6% 111,4% 101,7% 131,5%
Ireland 78,6% 63,1% 100,5% 100,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100,0%
Italy 102,9% 102,9% 102,0% 102,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 136,3% NAP
Latvia 100,2% 103,4% 99,9% 99,3% 100,0% 100,0% NAP NAP NAP 105,2% NAP
Lithuania 101,0% 103,6% 100,8% 100,9% NA NA NA NA 100,0% 87,6% 99,4%
Luxembourg 98,9% 101,0% 99,9% 100,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP 99,9% 86,0% NAP
Malta 97,1% 93,4% 107,9% 107,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 91,2% NAP
Netherlands 100,7% 101,2% 101,2% 101,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 95,2% NAP
Poland 99,0% 92,1% 100,4% 102,6% 98,1% 96,8% 103,1% NAP NAP 105,1% 86,9%
Portugal NA 109,2% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 111,0% NAP
Romania 103,5% 102,7% 99,6% 99,2% 101,2% 94,5% 144, 7% NAP NAP 118,0% NAP
Slovakia 111,4% 130,6% 100,8% 98,0% 101,5% NAP 101,5% 100,0% 103,1% 96,1% 114,7%
Slovenia 102,0% 109,8% 102,7% 107,4% 99,9% 99,8% 100,2% NAP NAP 91,3% 98,4%
Spain 91,7% 86,7% 97,6% 97,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 99,6% NAP
Sweden 97,1% 97,5% 99,8% 99,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 96,8% 91,8%
Average 101,3% 100,7% 101,2% 101,9% 100,7% 99,1% 100,0% 98,3% 107,1% 108,9% 104,4%
Median 100,6% 101,2% 100,6% 100,5% 100,5% 100,0% 101,7% 98,3% 101,5% 99,7% 99,5%
Minimum 78,6% 63,1% 97,6% 95,6% 98,1% 94,5% 69,3% 96,6% 94,8% 86,0% 86,9%
Maximum 124,9% 130,6% 107,9% 119,1% 103,6% 101,1% 144, 7% 100,0% 133,3% 219,2% 134,3%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 15% 0% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 78% 63% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2018): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2018 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : o - .
c(:;[r:ei:; ;r g:/v com mérci al) non-litigious c_o_m_mercia(l) . Registry cases Ian:fené::;?;oé’asses Nonr'gg?s'?rfcz e regig:;i;ses Other 222:;“9'0”8 Adlr:vlvn::jsrzgve Other cases**
litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
cases
Austria 138 49 69 13 9 20 NAP NAP 449 39
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 370 NA
Bulgaria NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 112 NA
Croatia 102 374 54 167 28 34 6 NAP NAP 197 NAP
Cyprus 737 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 487 NA
Czech Republic 162 149 99 120 16 NAP 16 NAP 240 412 1252
Denmark 24 207 17 85 2 0 200 NAP 200 NAP 70
Estonia 30 143 23 90 9 12 7 NAP NAP 119 NAP
Finland 86 273 71 71 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 235 214
France 381 420 162 162 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 285 NAP
Germany NA 220 NA NA NA NA 7 356 NA NA 435 169
Greece NA 559 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 601 NA
Hungary 63 151 28 32 26 NAP 24 134 40 109 273
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 373 527 231 231 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 889 NAP
Latvia 28 236 6 42 0 0 NAP NAP NAP 248 NAP
Lithuania 53 84 6 4 NA NA NA NA 18 129 24
Luxembourg NA 94 90 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 112 NA NAP
Malta 322 440 3 3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1057 NAP
Netherlands 80 110 65 65 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 200 NAP
Poland 82 273 54 51 57 60 46 NAP NAP 118 168
Portugal NA 229 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 928 NAP
Romania 154 157 133 24 520 317 1391 NAP NAP 117 NAP
Slovakia 111 157 114 131 25 NAP 25 0 223 401 66
Slovenia 61 283 40 92 7 8 3 NAP NAP 406 52
Spain 276 362 153 153 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 331 NAP
Sweden 152 166 149 149 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 146 200
Average 163 250 77 91 64 55 827 67 139 366 230
Median 91 220 59 85 16 10 24 67 156 308 168
Minimum 24 84 3 3 0 0 3 0 18 109 24
Maximum 737 559 231 231 520 317 7 356 134 240 1057 1252
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 15% 15% 4% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 78% 63% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2017): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2017 (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : - o .
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
. e o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 100,6% 98,9% 101,4% 102,3% 99,7% 100,3% 98,4% NAP NAP 79,5% 100,0%
Belgium NA 112,3% 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP 100,0% NAP NAP 100,8% NA
Bulgaria 97,4% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 94, 7% NA
Croatia 101,7% 108,7% 100,2% 103,2% 99,4% 99,3% 99,9% NAP NAP 126,5% NAP
Cyprus 113,2% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 73,6% 103,3%
Czech Republic 101,0% 101,4% 99,6% 100,2% 97,3% NAP 97,3% NAP 103,9% 91,7% 139,2%
Denmark 99,7% 102,4% 99,7% 99,3% 99,8% 99,9% 88,7% NAP 105,0% NAP 99,3%
Estonia 104,0% 99,3% 104,4% 100,0% 104,7% 98,9% 110,9% NAP NAP 99,4% NAP
Finland 96,4% 110,8% 95,3% 95,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 107,4% 101,7%
France 103,7% 102,5% 111,4% 111,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 102,1% NAP
Germany NA 101,3% NA NA NA NA 71,0% NA NA 84,0% 102,4%
Greece NA 96,0% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 166,0% NA
Hungary 99,2% 96,4% 99,5% 102,4% 98,1% NAP 98,3% 82,9% 99,5% 102,1% 109,2%
Ireland 81,6% 72,8% 93,4% 93,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100,0%
Italy 102,9% 106,4% 98,8% 98,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 156,2% NAP
Latvia 101,1% 119,4% 99,3% 96,4% 99,8% 99,8% NAP NAP NAP 99,7% NAP
Lithuania 102,0% 102,1% 100,1% 99,5% NA NA NA NA 102,0% 113,0% 104,2%
Luxembourg 98,7% 96,3% 102,0% 100,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP 102,5% 94,3% NAP
Malta 95,8% 97,0% 91,7% 91,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 146,9% NAP
Netherlands 99,6% 99,1% 99,1% 99,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 105,1% NAP
Poland 100,6% 93,8% 101,3% 105,0% 97,5% 97,8% 96,8% NAP NAP 107,1% 105,5%
Portugal NA 113,0% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 105,0% NAP
Romania 99,4% 99,2% 97,8% 101,7% 84,8% 97,6% 40,5% NAP NAP 102,2% NAP
Slovakia 108,6% 129,2% 98,5% 98,1% 99,8% NAP 99,8% NAP 96,6% 118,1% 105,5%
Slovenia 103,9% 108,0% 104,7% 112,1% 100,3% 100,5% 99,9% NAP NAP 67,5% 101,4%
Spain 93,8% 87,9% 100,5% 100,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 104,5% NAP
Sweden 93,4% 99,7% 98,5% 98,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 89,8% 105,3%
Average 99,9% 102,2% 99,9% 100,4% 98,4% 99,3% 91,8% 82,9% 101,6% 105,5% 105,9%
Median 100,6% 101,3% 99,6% 100,0% 99,8% 99,6% 98,3% 82,9% 102,2% 102,1% 103,3%
Minimum 81,6% 72,8% 91,7% 91,7% 84,8% 97,6% 40,5% 82,9% 96,6% 67,5% 99,3%
Maximum 113,2% 129,2% 111,4% 112,1% 104,7% 100,5% 110,9% 82,9% 105,0% 166,0% 139,2%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 15% 7% 19% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 0% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 81% 67% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2017): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2017 (Q91)

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious

cases

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 59 141 51 70 17
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 83 NA NA NA NAP
Croatia 114 387 63 195 27
Cyprus 1118 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 163 157 100 121 21
Denmark 22 172 16 80 2
Estonia 24 140 16 51 14
Finland 118 258 103 103 NAP
France 300 341 86 86 NAP
Germany NA 204 NA NA NA
Greece NA 479 NA NA NA
Hungary 63 181 17 36 8
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP
Italy 399 548 254 254 NAP
Latvia 29 208 6 40 NAP
Lithuania 44 85 6 6 NA
Luxembourg NA 108 97 NAP NAP
Malta 331 435 33 33 NAP
Netherlands 83 124 68 68 NAP
Poland 73 232 51 54 48
Portugal NA 250 NA NA NAP
Romania 161 167 134 21 583
Slovakia 107 171 119 176 26
Slovenia 65 292 47 108 6
Spain 258 329 150 150 NAP
Sweden 151 159 149 149 NAP
Average 179 242 78 95 75
Median 107 204 65 80 19
Minimum 22 85 6 6 2
Maximum 1118 548 254 254 583
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 22% 22% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 48%

10
NAP
NAP

33

NA
NAP

14
NAP
NAP

NA

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

48
NAP

300
NAP

NAP
NAP

59
14
1
300

27
15%
59%

32
NAP
NAP

NA
21
131
14
NAP
NAP
7 236
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
48
NAP
2937
26

NAP
NAP

1 046
29

3
7236

27
15%
48%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
147
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

147
147
147
147

27
15%
81%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
370
179
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
57
NAP
NAP
NAP
5
120
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
231
NAP
NAP
NAP

161
150

5
370

27
11%
67%

Administrative
law cases

446
497
116
258
2162
408
NAP
108
255
290
421
735
116
NAP
887
249
76
NA
1147
165
121
988
114
317
448
322
147

450
303
76
2162

27
4%
%

Other cases**

38
NA
NA

NAP
296
1377
76
NAP
195
NAP
162
NA
289
NA
NAP
NAP
16
NAP
NAP
NAP
120
NAP
NAP
57
45
NAP
171

237
141
16
1377

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.
** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2016): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2016 (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases

100,4%
102,2%
98,8%
101,8%
106,2%
105,2%
99,6%
97,7%
98,1%
98,5%
NA

NA
102,1%
76,1%
104,5%
101,0%
101,7%
101,6%
107,4%
100,2%
92,9%
NA
101,3%
106,2%
106,1%
104,6%
95,9%

100,4%
101,5%

76,1%
107,4%

27
11%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

102,0%
102,5%
NA
118,1%
NA
110,0%
101,2%
97,6%
124,8%
99,0%
102,7%
99,1%
98,4%
59,2%
113,2%
107,4%
98,4%
100,0%
107,3%
100,7%
98,8%
112,3%
102,0%
132,0%
106,4%
103,1%
99,3%

103,8%
102,0%

59,2%
132,0%

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

100,6%
100,0%
NA
98,9%
NA
104,8%
99,6%
97,7%
99,1%
95,5%
NA

NA
102,2%
96,3%
96,6%
100,2%
99,1%
104,0%
NAP
100,7%
91,7%
NA
106,5%
96,1%
107,4%
104,9%
100,0%

100,1%
100,0%

91,7%
107,4%

27
19%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious cases

100,3%
NAP
NA
101,0%
NA
105,5%
97,9%
100,7%
99,1%
95,5%
NA

NA
102,8%
96,3%
96,6%
100,2%
99,4%
100,0%
NAP
100,7%
86,3%
NA
107,0%
93,1%
119,8%
104,9%
100,0%

100,4%
100,1%

86,3%
119,8%

27
19%
7%

101,0%
100,0%
NAP
98,3%
NA
103,0%
100,0%
97,1%
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
102,0%
NAP
NAP
100,2%
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
97,6%
NAP
105,2%
98,7%
99,7%
NAP
NAP

100,2%
100,0%

97,1%
105,2%

27
15%
41%

101,4%
NAP
NAP
97,8%
NA
NAP
100,0%
99,3%
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
100,2%
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
97,5%
NAP
110,1%
NAP
99,7%
NAP
NAP

100,7%
99,8%
97,5%

110,1%

27
15%
56%

100,1%
100,0%
NAP
100,2%
NA
103,0%
100,5%
95,6%
NAP
NAP
71,9%
NA
101,9%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
98,2%
NAP
67,7%
98,7%
100,0%
NAP
NAP

94,8%
100,0%
67,7%
103,0%

27
11%
44%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
104,3%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

104,3%
104,3%
104,3%
104,3%

27
15%
81%

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
79,3%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
97,3%
NAP
NAP
NAP
98,0%
105,0%
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
94,7%
NAP
NAP
NAP

94,9%
97,3%
79,3%
105,0%

27
19%
63%

Administrative

law cases

90,8%
120,9%
104,2%
109,3%
112,8%

80,2%

NAP
105,6%

79,4%

99,1%

92,3%
148,1%

99,7%

NAP
153,5%

95,3%
144,4%

97,7%
114,4%

95,3%
103,0%
111,5%

91,8%
112,0%

87,1%
111,6%

93,9%

106,2%
103,0%

79,4%
153,5%

27
0%
7%

Other cases

100,3%
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
74,3%
99,7%
NAP
104,5%
NAP
100,5%
NA
126,0%
100,0%
NAP
NAP
102,3%
NAP
NAP
NAP
105,7%
NAP
NAP
100,3%
102,7%
NAP
95,2%

101,0%
100,4%

74,3%
126,0%

27
11%
44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2016): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2016 (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases
57
NA
84
117
862
155
21
40
113
312
NA
NA
57
NA
387
33
41
NA
446
83
85
NA
154
98
72
227
133

170
98
21

862

27
22%
0%

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

133
NA
NA

364
NA

153

176

139

252

353

196

610

159
NA

514

217

88
91

432

121

225

289

153

130

280

282

164

240
196

88
610

27
15%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

51
NA
NA

64
NA

92

14

34

94

111
NA
NA

14

NA
250

97
NAP
66
64
NA
138
121
58
143
144

82
66
4
250

27
26%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious cases|

76
NAP
NA
189
NA
116
79
61
94
111
NA
NA
47
NA
250
36

4
NAP
NAP
66
91
NA
33
184
127
143
144

103
92
4
250

27
22%
11%

NA
NAP
26
NA
16

30
NAP
NAP

NA
NA

NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
39
NAP
434
27

NAP
NAP

59
21
1
434

27
19%
44%

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

10
NAP
NAP

32

NA
NAP

13
NAP
NAP

NA

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

41
NAP

235
NAP

NAP
NAP

48
13
0
235

27
15%
59%

NA
NAP

NA
16
106
42
NAP
NAP
7 030
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
31
NAP
2900
27

NAP
NAP

1016
29

3

7 030

27
19%
44%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
56
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

56
56
56
56

27
15%
81%

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
439
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
49
NAP
NAP
NAP
14
123
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
212
NAP
NAP
NAP

167
123

14
439

27
19%
63%

Administrative

law cases

380
429
108
319
1582
421
NAP
108
279
314
375
1 086
109
NAP
925
228
72
NA
1464
178
143
911
170
203
282
312
115

438
297
72
1582

27
4%
7%

Other cases**

38
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
1782
78
NAP
184
NAP
394
NA
277
NA
NAP
NAP
12
NAP
NAP
NAP
130
NAP
NAP
66
45
NAP
185

290
130
12
1782

27
15%
44%
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Table 3.2.1.1(2015): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2015 (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than

criminal law
cases

100,2%
NA
99,0%
101,6%
90,2%
102,3%
100,0%
139,7%
98,8%
97,7%
NA

NA
101,4%
76,6%
111,7%
101,0%
100,5%
NA
110,5%
100,6%
NA
106,1%
105,1%
107,4%
99,7%
103,5%

102,5%
101,0%

76,6%
139,7%

26
19%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

102,0%
98,9%
NA
107,1%
NA
107,3%
101,9%
102,1%
94,2%
97,7%
102,0%
101,7%
99,0%
63,2%
120,1%
108,6%
102,5%
105,4%
107,3%
100,4%
116,3%
104,7%
132,8%
104,9%
94, 7%
103,9%

103,3%
102,3%

63,2%
132,8%

26
8%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

100,3%
NA

NA
100,5%
NA
102,0%
99,9%
142,8%
98,6%
97,7%
NA

NA
100,5%
93,9%
105,0%
99,8%
100,2%
NA
NAP
100,4%
NA
106,1%
99,8%
109,7%
102,1%
101,5%

103,4%
100,4%

93,9%
142,8%

26
27%
4%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious cases

100,9%
NA

NA
103,4%
NA
103,8%
99,5%
103,8%
98,6%
97,7%
NA

NA
97,5%
93,9%
105,0%
105,7%
100,4%
NAP
NAP
100,4%
NA
106,9%
100,6%
124,7%
102,1%
101,5%

102,6%
101,2%

93,9%
124,7%

26
23%
8%

99,2%
100,0%
NAP
99,7%
NA
97,3%
100,0%
152,8%
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
101,9%
NAP
NAP
99,1%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
103,9%
99,0%
100,4%
NAP
NAP

104,9%
100,0%

97,3%
152,8%

26
12%
46%

99,0%
NAP
NAP

99,5%

NA
NAP
100,0%
224, 7%
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

99,1%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

112,7%
NAP
100,4%
NAP
NAP

119,3%
100,0%

99,0%
224,7%

26
12%
62%

99,8%
100,0%
NAP
100,4%
NA
97,3%
90,8%
100,7%
NAP
NAP
NA

NA
101,9%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
55,7%
99,0%
100,4%
NAP
NAP

94,6%
99,9%
55,7%
101,9%

26
12%
50%

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
104,8%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

104,8%
104,8%
104,8%
104,8%

26
12%
85%

NAP
NA
NA

NAP
NA

86,4%

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
NA
NA

100,2%

NAP

NAP

NAP

98,8%
NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

NAP
NA

NAP

NAP

NAP

95,1%
98,8%
86,4%
100,2%

26
27%
62%

Administrative

law cases

NAP
116,8%
99,0%
92,7%
119,8%
92,1%
NAP
104,5%
101,8%
98,3%
102,6%
183,4%
105,3%
NAP
141,9%
106,0%
99,7%
90,7%
410,7%
103,0%
79,8%
132,7%
124,1%
101,0%
117,3%
103,7%

122,9%
103,7%

79,8%
410,7%

26
0%
12%

Other cases

99,2%
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
56,4%
100,8%
NAP
101,1%
NAP
101,8%
NA
132,4%
100,0%
NAP
NAP
98,9%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
93,8%
102,3%
NAP
102,2%

99,0%
100,8%
56,4%
132,4%

26
12%
46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2015): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2015 (Q91)

LELEUTlLCeS i (an.d TOtaI CEIEEIEATE . Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other L Administrative law
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Jorns) ey GRsas e Tt Other non-litigious cases cases Other cases**
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 53 131 53 75 13 15 6 NAP NAP NAP 39
Belgium NA 87 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA 444 NAP
Bulgaria 78 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 122 NA
Croatia 132 391 66 218 22 27 8 NAP NAP 413 NAP
Cyprus 839 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1391 NA
Czech Republic 164 159 107 133 29 NAP 29 NAP 326 437 2011
Denmark 17 174 11 69 1 0 178 NAP NAP NAP 77
Estonia 39 136 33 61 28 39 11 NAP NAP 117 NAP
Finland 111 332 91 91 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 271 196
France 304 346 93 93 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 313 NAP
Germany NA 190 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 349 515
Greece NA 378 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 964 NA
Hungary 59 159 17 54 1 NAP NA 82 47 110 306
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 393 527 227 227 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 008 NAP
Latvia 38 238 4 36 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 200 NAP
Lithuania 50 96 3 2 NAP NAP NAP NAP 13 236 18
Luxembourg NA 86 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NAP
Malta 447 445 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 495 NAP
Netherlands 87 115 74 74 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 168 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 315 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 989 NAP
Romania 154 154 154 54 431 258 2 357 NAP NAP 170 NAP
Slovakia 240 401 118 202 26 NAP 26 NAP NA 374 246
Slovenia 82 277 74 162 5 6 2 NAP NAP 122 46
Spain 238 325 134 134 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 317 NAP
Sweden 126 152 141 141 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 105 185
Average 182 244 82 107 62 58 327 82 129 414 364
Median 119 190 74 91 22 21 19 82 47 315 191
Minimum 17 86 3 2 1 0 2 82 13 105 18
Maximum 839 527 227 227 431 258 2 357 82 326 1391 2011
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 30% 26% 15% 11% 15% 11% 26% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 48% 63% 52% 81% 59% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve information
provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 201/ 846



Table 3.2.1.1 (2014): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2014 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and

Total

General civil (and

States other than ] non-litigious commercial) U Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other S ——— Administrative Other cases
criminal law litidious cases casgs S o gistry land registry cases registry cases registry cases 9 law cases
cases 9
Austria NA 103,0% NA 100,5% NA 96,6% 99,9% NA NA NAP 99,7%
Belgium NA 97,9% NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 88,2% NAP
Bulgaria 102,0% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 100,8% NA
Croatia 103,2% 113,4% 101,2% 106,7% 99,3% 99,1% 100,1% NAP NAP 85,8% NAP
Cyprus 88,5% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 103,5% NA
Czech Republic 97,3% 104,7% 93,5% 84,4% 98,1% NAP 98,1% NAP 99,9% 90,9% 44, 7%
Denmark 100,0% 102,2% 99,9% 99,2% 100,1% 100,0% 115,1% NAP NAP NAP 99,8%
Estonia 98,2% 104,2% 97,8% 91,7% 99,5% 100,1% 98,8% NAP NAP 90,4% NAP
Finland 102,3% 104,6% 102,6% 102,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 97,1% 99,4%
France 94,9% 94,4% 96,8% 96,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 96,3% NAP
Germany NA 100,2% NA NA NA NA 75,3% NA NA 100,3% 87,5%
Greece NA 113,1% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 102,7% 104,3% 102,2% 101,3% 102,6% NAP 102,6% 96,2% 91,2% 92,1% 109,3%
Ireland 72,8% 55,6% 96,2% 96,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100,0%
Italy 109,3% 119,3% 101,4% 101,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 155,6% NAP
Latvia 100,4% 98,5% 100,1% 100,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 143,9% NAP
Lithuania 98,8% 97,5% 101,0% 101,3% NA NA NA NA 98,5% 89,4% 99,8%
Luxembourg NA 96,8% NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 93,5% NAP
Malta 102,2% 101,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 148,7% NAP
Netherlands 99,1% 99,1% 99,1% NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 98,9% NAP
Poland 101,9% 99,3% 102,4% 104,8% 100,0% 100,1% 98,4% NA NA 96,5% 98,2%
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 111,1% 108,7% 105,7% 110,2% 94,1% 100,7% 45,7% NAP NAP 161,0% NAP
Slovakia 101,9% 91,7% 101,2% 101,1% 101,4% NAP 101,4% NAP NA 124,8% 108,2%
Slovenia 103,8% 109,1% 102,7% 105,5% 101,0% 101,1% 100,5% NAP NAP 103,0% 105,2%
Spain 101,1% 98,0% 102,2% 102,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 112,5% NAP
Sweden 103,1% 103,9% 101,5% 101,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 102,8% 104,9%
Average 99,7% 100,9% 100,4% 100,4% 99,6% 99,7% 94,2% 96,2% 96,5% 108,0% 96,4%
Median 101,9% 101,8% 101,2% 101,3% 100,0% 100,1% 99,9% 96,2% 98,5% 99,6% 99,8%
Minimum 72,8% 55,6% 93,5% 84,4% 94,1% 96,6% 45, 7% 96,2% 91,2% 85,8% 44,7%
Maximum 111,1% 119,3% 105,7% 110,2% 102,6% 101,1% 115,1% 96,2% 99,9% 161,0% 109,3%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 30% 26% 22% 15% 15% 22% 33% 7% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and

involve information provided by the 16 L&nder on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the L&nder. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.1.2 (2014): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2014 (Q91)

LELEUTlLCeS i (an.d TOtaI CEIEEIEATE : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law
States : gth er than .c.ornmermal) non-litigious commercial) * Registry cases Jorns) ey GRsas e Tt Other non-litigious cases cases Other cases**
criminal law cases litigious cases cases L
Austria NA 130 NA 78 NA 13 5 NA NA NAP 36
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 625 NAP
Bulgaria 78 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 124 NA
Croatia 134 380 69 178 28 33 9 NAP NAP 426 NAP
Cyprus 903 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1775 NA
Czech Republic 157 163 64 160 20 NAP 20 NAP 24 415 2236
Denmark 19 177 12 64 1 0 147 NAP NAP NAP 80
Estonia 33 125 24 78 10 14 5 NAP NAP 141 NAP
Finland 103 289 84 84 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 280 196
France 304 348 89 89 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 305 NAP
Germany NA 198 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 367 473
Greece NA 330 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 63 144 15 50 1 NAP NA 137 61 148 380
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 377 532 228 228 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 984 NAP
Latvia 179 255 53 53 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 155 NAP
Lithuania 54 97 4 3 NA NA NA NA 13 310 15
Luxembourg NA 103 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NAP
Malta 558 536 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1408 NAP
Netherlands 91 132 75 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 171 NAP
Poland 55 203 30 36 23 23 25 NA NA 139 154
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 148 146 166 73 449 295 2919 NAP NAP 179 NAP
Slovakia 231 524 115 197 23 NAP 23 NAP NA 397 163
Slovenia 102 270 103 249 6 7 4 NAP NAP 112 49
Spain 242 318 142 142 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 361 NAP
Sweden 133 157 141 141 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 114 194
Average 198 253 83 112 62 55 351 137 33 426 361
Median 133 201 75 84 20 14 20 137 24 305 163
Minimum 19 97 4 3 1 0 4 137 13 112 15
Maximum 903 536 228 249 449 295 2919 137 61 1775 2 236
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 19% 33% 30% 22% 15% 22% 22% 33% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases
in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve information
provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2013): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in

2013 (Q91)
Total number of Civil (and General CIVI! (and e Non-litigious o .
. commercial) [Non-litigious land . : Administrative
other than commercial) L . business registry Other cases*
. o non-litigious registry cases law cases
criminal law cases | litigious cases cases
cases

Austria 100,8% 101,0% 100,3% 102,8% 100,0% NAP 100,4%
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 100,9% NA NA NA NA 108,6% 100,3%
Croatia 102,2% 101,2% 105,5% 102,6% 99,7% 64,3% NAP
Cyprus NA 78,3% NA NA NA 57,5% NA
Czech Republic 96,8% 90,2% 102,4% NAP NAP NAP 91,8%
Denmark 100,3% 107,1% 100,5% 100,0% 112,8% NAP 99,5%
Estonia NA 107,6% 99,7% 99,2% 101,2% 90,9% NAP
Finland 99,9% 106,3% 100,1% NAP NAP 94,8% 97,8%
France 98,2% 97,5% 98,4% NAP NAP 104,2% NAP
Germany NA 99,4% NA NA NA 99,7% 87,5%
Greece NA 80,1% NA NA NA 153,4% NA
Hungary 97,5% 97,9% 99,2% NAP 95,2% 104,3% 127,4%
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 106,6% 118,1% 99,5% NAP NAP 190,2% NAP
Latvia 105,7% 109,2% 96,4% NAP NAP 163,3% NAP
Lithuania 97,3% 98,9% 99,0% NA NA 65,4% 100,2%
Luxembourg NA 181,6% 100,0% NA NAP 93,5% NAP
Malta 104,1% 109,6% NAP NAP NAP 40,1% NAP
Netherlands 98,5% NA NA NAP NAP 100,3% NAP
Poland - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 103,2% NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 110,1% 112,2% 100,2% 110,0% 54,5% 130,2% NAP
Slovakia 90,7% 80,6% 103,3% NAP 98,6% 84,6% 88,2%
Slovenia 101,9% 102,4% 104,2% 102,1% 99,5% 101,8% 99,9%
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 100,7% 101,0% 100,9% NAP NAP 100,7% 96,1%
Average 100,7% 104,0% 100,6% 102,8% 95,2% 102,5% 99,0%
Median 100,7% 101,2% 100,2% 102,4% 99,6% 100,3% 99,5%
Minimum 90,7% 78,3% 96,4% 99,2% 54,5% 40,1% 87,5%
Maximum 110,1% 181,6% 105,5% 110,0% 112,8% 190,2% 127,4%
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 32% 16% 24% 28% 20% 8% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data

PR |

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is
enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2013): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law
cases in 2013 (Q91)

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and . o Non-litigious o .
States other than commercial) commgrf:lal) Non-I.|t|g|ous — business registry AUl Other cases
criminal law cases | litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases lawcases
cases
Austria 53 135 78 13 0 NAP 32
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 78 NA NA NA NA 110 75
Croatia 129 386 149 32 9 493 NAP
Cyprus NA 638 NA NA NA 775 NA
Czech Republic 76 187 30 NAP NAP NAP 62
Denmark 18 164 56 0 139 NAP 83
Estonia NA 130 84 15 7 139 NAP
Finland 97 288 80 NAP NAP 277 205
France 274 308 80 NAP NAP 284 NAP
Germany NA 192 NA NA NA 357 473
Greece NA 407 NA NA NA 1148 NA
Hungary NA 169 53 NAP NA 115 335
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 369 608 193 NAP NAP 1043 NAP
Latvia 167 247 50 NAP NAP 203 NAP
Lithuania 53 94 8 NA NA 290 15
Luxembourg NA 53 0 NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 789 750 NAP NAP NAP 2 036 NAP
Netherlands 91 NA NA NAP NAP 164 NAP
Poland - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 386 NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 128 187 39 194 2249 106 NAP
Slovakia 235 505 193 NAP 27 746 187
Slovenia 111 301 248 11 6 126 60
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 146 171 142 NAP NAP 126 220
Average 176 300 93 44 348 474 159
Median 119 247 79 14 9 281 83
Minimum 18 53 0 0,4 0 106 15
Maximum 789 750 248 194 2249 2 036 473
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 36% 16% 24% 28% 24% 12% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data
are not comparable.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is
enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.1.1(2012): First instance courts, clearance rate in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2012

(Q91)
Total number of Civil (and CSIEC CIV”. (Cliizh) (s CIVI! (e Non-litigious - .
other than criminal commercial) commgrf:lal) comrptarf:lal) business registry e Other cases*
law cases (I T p— non-litigious non-litigious cases law cases
cases cases

Austria 99,6% 100,6% 100,7% 96,5% 100,0% NAP 99,9%
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 98,9% NA NA NA NA 92,1% 99,4%
Croatia 102,0% 95,0% 108,3% 100,5% NA 41,1% 139,3%
Cyprus 87,0% NA NA NA NA 74,0% NA
Czech Republic 113,7% 98,8% 102,5% NAP NAP NAP 135,7%
Denmark 101,1% 109,0% 106,1% 99,9% 104,6% NAP 101,2%
Estonia 111,4% 112,5% 104,3% 100,9% 123,0% 105,5% NAP
Finland 94,8% 103,2% 94,2% NAP NAP 101,0% 97,6%
France 100,2% 99,2% 101,5% NAP NAP 106,7% NAP
Germany NA 100,4% NA NA NA 101,7% 100,1%
Greece 65,4% 57,7% NA NA NA 143,2% NA
Hungary 104,2% 105,1% 106,3% NAP 102,4% 108,0% 99,6%
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 108,4% 131,3% 93,8% NAP NAP 279,8% NAP
Latvia 112,4% 117,7% 101,4% NAP NAP 130,5% NAP
Lithuania 100,5% 100,5% 100,5% NA NA 98,1% 100,8%
Luxembourg NA 172,8% 100,0% NA NAP 69,8% NAP
Malta 108,2% 113,8% NAP NAP NAP 40,2% NAP
Netherlands 98,8% NA NA NAP NAP 97,5% NAP
Poland 100,6% 88,5% 103,0% 101,4% 98,9% 99,6% 98,3%
Portugal 96,0% 97, 7% NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 95,7% 99,0% 96,5% 104,2% 69,8% 78,1% NAP
Slovakia 90,9% 81,6% 98,1% NAP 99,7% 47,2% 93,1%
Slovenia 105,6% 101,5% 104,5% 109,8% 100,7% 110,0% 103,5%
Spain NA 99,6% 100,5% NAP NAP 123,7% NAP
Sweden 101,7% 98,8% 96,2% NAP NAP 104,8% 99,7%
Average 99,9% 103,8% 101,0% 101,9% 99,9% 102,5% 105,2%
Median 100,5% 100,4% 101,0% 100,9% 100,4% 101,0% 99,9%
Minimum 65,4% 57,7% 93,8% 96,5% 69,8% 40,2% 93,1%
Maximum 113,7% 172,8% 108,3% 109,8% 123,0% 279,8% 139,3%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 19% 26% 26% 22% 7% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted
and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.1.2(2012): First instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law

General civil (and | General civil (and
commercial) commercial)
non-litigious non-litigious

cases cases

Total number of Civil (and Non-litigious o :
: ' Administrative
business registry Other cases*
law cases
cases

States other than criminal commercial)
law cases litigious cases

Austria 54 135 79 23 NA NAP 32
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 74 NA NA NA NA 150 69
Croatia 133 457 101 42 NA 523 243
Cyprus 534 NA NA NA NA 1270 NA
Czech Republic 116 174 45 NAP NAP NAP 117
Denmark 17 165 53 0 163 NAP 80
Estonia 44 167 91 12 32 108 NAP
Finland 101 325 84 NAP NAP 248 206
France 275 311 73 NAP NAP 302 NAP
Germany NA 183 NA NA NA 354 470
Greece 677 469 NA NA NA 1520 NA
Hungary NA 97 51 NAP NA 147 402
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 391 590 213 NAP NAP 886 NAP
Latvia 186 241 37 NAP NAP 300 NAP
Lithuania 44 88 5 NA NA 144 15
Luxembourg NA 73 0 NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 707 685 NAP NAP NAP 1457 NAP
Netherlands 84 NA NA NAP NAP 163 NAP
Poland 50 195 42 18 16 112 110
Portugal 860 369 NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 161 193 47 228 1632 272 NAP
Slovakia 218 437 191 NAP 25 733 164
Slovenia 113 318 263 16 3 130 58
Spain NA 264 115 NAP NAP 427 NAP
Sweden 149 179 156 NAP NAP 126 212
Average 237 278 91 48 312 469 168
Median 133 218 76 18 28 286 117
Minimum 17 73 0 0 3 108 15
Maximum 860 685 263 228 1632 1520 470
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 19% 26% 26% 30% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013
exercises. Consequently, data are not comparable.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is
enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.2.2.1: First instance courts, change of clearance rate (in percentage points) in different types of other than criminal law cases from 2018 to 2019 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and

Total General civil (and

States C(:it:]?; ;Ih ERN commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Iang‘?eng;i"st;?;og:ses Nonggg?;?;sczisegess regisi)r?igses Other ngéitigious Adlr;vlvn(l:s:;lgve Other cases
cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
Austria +0,2 +0,2 -1,3 -0,9 -2,2 NAP NAP +21,0 +0,3
Belgium -7,6 NAP 0 NAP 0 NAP NAP -7,1 NA
Bulgaria +1,4 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA -1,1 NA
Croatia -11,8 -43,4 -1,4 -1,8 -0,2 NAP NAP -7,2 NAP
Cyprus -27,0 NA NA NA NA NAP NA -49,4 NA
Czech Republic -1,6 -1,5 -2,2 NAP 2,2 NAP +7,5 +19,1 -30,3
Denmark +1,0 -3,2 +1,1 +4,0 +0,6 -0,1 +63,6 NAP +4,2 NA +0,6
Estonia -0,5 -6,4 -0,0 +4,9 -1,1 -0,6 -1,5 NAP NAP -5,7 NAP
Finland -11,2 -2,4 -11,7 -11,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -12,4 +8,9
France +3,1 +3,9 +2,3 +2,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -1,9 NAP
Germany NA +1,6 NA NA NA NA -1,2 NA NA +11,8 -1,6
Greece NA -0,1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - NA
Hungary -5,3 -11,9 -3,8 -1,1 -5,2 NAP -5,3 -0,5 -15,9 +0,8 -11,2
Ireland -3,2 -0,1 -7,5 -7,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0
Italy +0,4 +1,6 -0,3 -0,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -5,3 NAP
Latvia -0,2 -1,2 -0,1 -1,1 0 0 NAP NAP NAP +0,1 NAP
Lithuania +0,1 -2,3 -0,5 -0,7 NA NA NA NA +0,4 +17,0 +1,6
Luxembourg +1,0 +0,2 +4,3 0 NAP NAP NAP NAP +5,4 -10,7 NAP
Malta -5,8 -1,6 -18,5 -18,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP +29,6 NAP
Netherlands -1,1 -1,0 -1,0 -1,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -1,5 NAP
Poland -8,8 +7,2 -11,3 -3,2 -15,3 -16,3 -2,4 NAP NAP -6,5 +6,6
Portugal NA -4,2 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -4,8 NAP
Romania -3,3 -2,3 -5,4 -2,9 -14.4 -2,7 -87,5 NAP NAP -17,7 NAP
Slovakia -20,3 -20,7 -20,3 +2,1 -36,0 NAP -36,0 - -0,8 -14,7 -10,7
Slovenia -0,2 -0,4 -1,6 -4,8 +0,3 +0,5 -0,2 NAP NAP -2,4 +3,8
Spain +1,9 +7,3 -4,2 -4,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -7,4 NAP
Sweden +3,3 -0,0 -1,5 -1,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP +4,9 +10,1
Average -4,0 -2,9 -4,2 -4,3 -6,3 -2,7 -6,2 -0,5 +0,1 -2,1 -1,8
Median -0,8 -1,0 -1,6 -1,1 -1,4 -0,8 -1,8 -0,5 +2,3 -3,6 +0,5
Minimum -27,0 -25,0 -20,3 -43,4 -36,0 -16,3 -87,5 -0,5 -15,9 -49,4 -30,3
Maximum +3,3 +7,3 +4,3 +4,9 +0,6 +0,5 +63,6 -0,5 +7,5 +29,6 +10,1
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 26 27 26 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 19% 15% 15% 11% 12% 15% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

Croatia: in 2019, new amedments to the Personal Bankruptcy Law caused a significant increase of incoming cases.
Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.
Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.2.2: First instance courts, change of clearance rate (in percentage points) in different types of other than criminal law cases from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average

Median

Standard deviation
Minimum
Maximum

Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of

other than
criminal law cases

+0,8
NA
+0,2
-9,2
+10,9
-12,9
-0,5
-11,4
+0,0
-0,7
NA
NA
-3,5
NA
5,1
-12,4
+0,6
NA
-16,8
+0,8
-10,4
NA
+4,6
+0,1
-3,8
NA
-1,3

=85
-1,0
+6,8
-16,8
+10,9

27
26%
0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

0,1
NA
NA

7,6
NA

+2,6
-17,2
-18,2

-3,4

+0,5

-1,5

+28,5

-0,7
NA

-26,8
-15,6
+0,8
71,7
-22,0
NA
+10,8
+7,3
+1,4
+28,3
+7,9

5,7

-1,4

-4.7

-1,0
+20,3
71,7
+28,5

27
19%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

NON EXISTING CATEGORY BEFORE 2014

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious cases

-0,0
NAP
NA
-32,6
NA
-2,6
-2,0
-3,8
+0,1
-0,3
NA
NA
-6,2
NA
+7,9
-3,2
-0,2
0
NAP
NA
-3,6
NA
-0,2
+2,1
-1,9
-7,0
+2,1

-2,9
-1,1
+8,1
-32,6
+7,9

27
26%
7%

NON EXISTING CATEGORY BEFORE 2014

+2,8
NA
NAP
-2,3
NA
NAP
+0,0
-0,4
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
-20,9
NAP
-12,4
NAP
-9,6
NAP
NAP

-6,1
-2,3
+8,5
-20,9
+2,8

27
19%
56%

+0,4
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
+29,5
-22,5
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
-4,0
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
+1,8
NAP
-12,6
-34,1
-0,7
NAP
NAP

-5,3
-2,3
+18,9
-34,1
+29,5

27
19%
52%

NON EXISTING CATEGORY BEFORE 2014

NON EXISTING CATEGORY BEFORE 2014

Administrative law

cases

NAP
NA
+6,4
+67,7
+95,8
NAP
NAP
-11,3
-1,2
-10,1
+7,3
NA
-5,5
NAP
-148,7
-25,2
+6,5
+5,4
+80,6
-3,9
-1,0
NAP
+22,2
+34,2
-21,1
-31,5
-3,1

+3,2
-1,1
+49,4
-148,7
+95,8

27
7%
19%

Other cases

X
X

T
—
28]
<
4
<
ol
=
O
O
=
®)
Z

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the 2014 column "General civil (and commercial) non litigious cases" is comparable with the addition of the columns "General civil (and commercial) non litigious
cases" and "Non-litigious enforcement cases" in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable between 2012, 2013 and 2014, 2015.

Italy: A different classification of civil cases was introduced in 2013. Therefore comparison between different years might lead to erroneous conclusion.
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Table 3.2.2.3: First instance courts, variation of disposition time (in %) in different types of other than criminal law cases from 2018 to 2019 (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and " " _
. e . . Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other .
_ (_)ther than _C_ommerCIal) non-litigious cqrpmermal) Registry cases land registry cases registry cases registry cases SlislieitlchsResss Other cases
criminal law cases| litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
Austria 2,2% -0,8% 4,1% 4,8% 8,6% 26,9% -7,1% NAP NAP -2,2% 2,9%
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 12,9% NA
Bulgaria 2, 7% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA -4, 7% NA
Croatia 28,2% 30,4% 46,7% 67,9% 16,4% 17,2% -1,3% NAP NAP -5,1% NAP
Cyprus 19,8% NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 1,6% NA
Czech Republic -2,5% -5,8% 0,2% 2,2% -5,0% NAP -5,0% NAP -61,6% -13,7% -4,1%
Denmark -22,3% 7,2% -27,6% -15,7% -4,3% 0,5% -11,8% NAP -9,5% NA -6,9%
Estonia 6,7% 2, 7% 4,3% -8,1% 4,9% 18,4% -19,6% NAP NAP 14,4% NAP
Finland 23,1% 2,4% 28,6% 28,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 8,4% -4,1%
France 1,9% 2,8% -2,4% -2,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -0,4% NAP
Germany NA -1,4% NA NA NA NA -0,7% NA NA -8,8% 2,9%
Greece NA 13,9% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 10,2% 0,5% 28,6% 14,8% 38,2% NAP 39,4% -5,0% 61,9% -4,9% 4,5%
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy -1,5% 1,0% -3,8% -3,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -7,7% NAP
Latvia -10,5% -10,0% 4,3% 12,6% = = NAP NAP NAP -9,4% NAP
Lithuania -2,9% 3,8% -9,2% -16,4% NA NA NA NA 11,9% -25,1% -23,6%
Luxembourg NA -9,3% -16,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -16,5% NA NAP
Malta 6,7% 5,8% 1695,4% 1695,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -20,6% NAP
Netherlands -0,9% 0,3% -4,9% -4,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 7,7% NAP
Poland 36,1% -1,1% 69,3% 8,2% 106,4% 113,4% 8,3% NAP NAP 4,5% 4,8%
Portugal NA -12,5% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -8,8% NAP
Romania -1,4% -3,0% 18,1% 57,1% 21,0% 9,3% 137,2% NAP NAP 18,0% NAP
Slovakia 21,0% 8,5% 51,1% -25,6% 726,4% NAP 725,8% NAP -7,2% 29,0% -29,8%
Slovenia -9,0% -0,6% -8,6% -5,9% -11,6% -13,0% 1,0% NAP NAP 27,0% -15,8%
Spain -0,7% -2,4% 6,0% 6,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2,1% NAP
Sweden -9,2% 0,3% 1,6% 1,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -14,2% -14,2%
Average +4,7% +1,4% +94,3% +95,6% +90,1% +24,6% +78,7% -5,0% -3,5% +0,0% -7,6%
Median +1,9% +0,3% +4,2% +2,2% +12,5% +17,2% -0,7% -5,0% -8,4% -2,2% -4,1%
Minimum -22,3% -12,5% -27,6% -25,6% -11,6% -13,0% -19,6% -5,0% -61,6% -25,1% -29,8%
Maximum +36,1% +30,4% +1695,4% +1695,4% +726,4% +113,4% +725,8% -5,0% +61,9% +29,0% +4,8%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 26 26 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 42% 58% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%
Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.2.2.4: First instance courts, variation of disposition time (in %) in different types of other than criminal law cases from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total Ao o .
Stat ther th ( il litiai Ge::&a%gx!a(land I Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other e Administrative law oOth
ates . O ertnan _C_Ommerma) non-iitigious litiai ial) . gistry land registry cases registry cases registry cases Hitgiou cases EFCASES
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases Do IHEIaE GREEs

Austria 8,0% 1,1% -8,4% -49,4% NA NAP

Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NA NA

Bulgaria 25,4% NA < NA <t NAP NAP < <t -28,9%

Croatia -2,2% 6,7% — 179,1% i -4,3% NA i — -64,2%

Cyprus 65,2% NA 8 NA 8 NA NA 8 8 -61,1%

Czech Republic 35,6% -19,6% L 174,7% L NAP NAP L LU NAP

Denmark 13,7% 34,2% e 34,0% @ 10,8% 8,2% o o NA

Estonia -28,2% -11,9% 8 -9,0% 8 19,6% -82,3% EL) 8 26,2%

Finland 4,8% -14,1% L 9,4% L NAP NAP L T 2,6% X
France 40,9% 38,8% m 117,4% m NAP NAP m m -5,9% L_IIJ
Germany NA 18,3% > NA > NA NA > > 12,2% (at)]
Greece NA 35,8% a4 NA 4 NA NA 04 4 NA <
Hungary NA 57,4% 8 -28,2% 8 NAP NA 8 8 -29,7% g::
Ireland NA NA L NA | NAP NAP L L NAP al
Italy -6,0% -9,8% — 4.2% — NAP NAP — — -7,4% =
Latvia -86,4% -11,6% 6 25,0% 8 NAP NAP S 6 -25,2% O
Lithuania 17,4% -1,1% -31,7% NA NA -33,2% O
Luxembourg NA 17,0% (20 NAP % NAP NAP (29 % NA 5
Malta -51,3% -32,0% |: NAP |: NAP NAP |: |: -42,4% =z
Netherlands -4,8% NA (L) NA Q NAP NAP (L) @ 32,0%

Poland 123,8% 38,3% > 29,4% o 617,9% 201,8% o < 9,6%

Portugal NA -45,6% L NA L NAP NAP L Ll NA

Romania -6,0% -21,1% Z -19,7% Z 52,1% 102,3% Z Z -49,0%

Slovakia -38,2% -61,0% % -49,0% % NAP 738,4% % % -29,4%

Slovenia -50,4% -11,5% -67,3% -58,6% -19,3% 296,1%

Spain NA 33,7% 40,6% NAP NAP -20,8%

Sweden -7,1% -6,8% -3,0% NAP NAP -1,2%

Average +2,9% +1,6% +23,4% +84,0% +158,2% -1,0%

Median -2,2% -3,9% +4,2% +10,8% +55,2% -20,8%

Standard deviation +46,3% +30,0% +71,1% +238,6% +301,2% +76,9%

Minimum -86,4% -61,0% -67,3% -58,6% -82,3% -64,2%

Maximum +123,8% +57,4% +179,1% +617,9% +738,4% +296,1%

Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27

% of NA 30% 19% 26% 15% 30% 19%

% of NAP 0% 0% 11% 59% 48% 11%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the 2014 column "General civil (and commercial) non litigious cases" is comparable with the addition of the columns "General civil (and commercial) non litigious
cases" and "Non-litigious enforcement cases" in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable between 2012, 2013 and 2014, 2015.

Czech Republic, Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Italy: A different classification of civil cases was introduced in 2013. Therefore comparison between different years might lead to erroneous conclusion.
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Table 3.3.1(2019): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2019 (litigious divorce, employment

dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)
Employment dismissal cases

Pending
cases on

Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2019

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2019

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2019

Resolved

Incoming
1st Jan. cases cases
2019

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Pending
cases on Incoming Resolved
1st Jan. cases cases
2019
2511 5531 5394
NA 14 338 14 839
2 396 5 600 5621
1728 2 661 2 640
3293 7075 6 951
9014 27 251 27 241
1533 4 840 4 637
194 855 860
11 999 17 553 19 042
NA 89 026 90 569
NA NA 168 629
NA NA NA
11 425 26 735 27 581
NA 4073 3573
46 872 32 847 34 929
1099 1534 1589
709 7 705 7 832
737 1070 1043
151 372 353
NA NA 4 648
53 202 85975 86 108
3560 9014 9128
16 816 32 562 33779
4922 11 622 12 029
721 1326 1 409
35116 42 826 42 281
5692 9 545 9745
10 176 18 414 23 940
3293 8 360 8480
151 372 353
53 202 89 026 168 629
27 27 27

22%
0%

11%
0%

4%
0%

2648
NA
2375
1747
3417
9 024
1736
189

10 510
NA
NA
NA
10579
NA

44 790
1044
582
764
170
NA

53 275
3 446
15599
4515
638
34 092
5492

9 840
3417
170
53 275

27
22%
0%

14 926
710
1137
1845
NA
NA
191
NA
NA
NA
NA
909
NA

17 414
203
70

NA
NAP
NA
4090
1327
1399
1310
370
54 258
NA

6 677
1310
70

54 258

27
41%
4%

5 886
1075
1073
632
NA
NA
201
NA

80 566
NA
NA
1630
13

16 583
330
145
1367
NAP
NA
5595
3179
1621
1094
650
120 049
NA

13 432
1231
13

120 049

27
30%
4%

Belgium: Starting from 2018, incoming insolvency cases do not include cases dealt with by the new Regsol platform since mid 2017.
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6 015
1036
1072
512
NA

NA
290
505
96 580
178 797
NA
1697
22

18 971
322
164
1625
NAP
1801
5508
3239
1681
1220
658
108 715
NA

20 497
1625
22

178 797

27
19%
4%

14 797
749
1144
1965
NA
NA
178
NA
NA
NA
NA
842
NA

15 026
211
51

NA
NAP
NA
4177
1267
1339
1184
362
62 273
NA

7 038
1184
51

62 273

27
41%
4%

Pending
cases on Incoming Resolved
1st Jan. cases cases
2019
10 033 24900 25 028
NA 57 613 NA
762 1169 1171
8 660 7175 9416
NA NA NA
116 843 33763 35110
9 895 10 504 10 489
440 1635 1613
1946 2894 2 857
NA 46 375 48 969
NA 135 212 NA
NA NA NA
13 123 104
NA 1 496 1258
9754 30 332 30 767
4041 1908 2314
3931 3674 4 427
NAP 1227 1227
47 14 17
NA NA NA
5549 19 596 18 535
1726 12 236 12 381
30 928 25921 29 801
1898 17 682 17 959
9 449 3766 5298
31123 12 031 10 364
NA NA NA
13724 19 619 12 815
4795 10 504 9416
13 14 17
116 843 135 212 48 969
27 27 27

30%
4%

15%
0%

22%
0%

9 905
NA
760
7114
NA
115 496
9910
425
1983
NA
292 436
NA

32

NA
9319
3635
3178
NAP
48

NA

6 610
1581
27 048
1621
7917
32530
NA

27976
6 610
32

292 436

27
26%
4%
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Table 3.3.1(2018): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2018 (litigious divorce, employment

dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)
Employment dismissal cases

Pending
cases on

Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2018

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2018

Pending
cases on 31
Dec. 2018

Resolved

Incoming
1st Jan. cases cases
2018

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Pending
cases on Incoming Resolved
1st Jan. cases cases
2018
2700 5497 5 686
NA 13 483 14 926
2272 5554 5421
1756 2798 2 826
3322 6 695 6724
9419 26 894 27 337
1534 3911 3905
168 805 778
11 444 18 001 17 579
NA 92 802 86 771
NA NA 167 836
NA NA NA
13123 24 452 26 150
NA 3 888 3252
47 638 34 968 35701
1178 1569 1648
765 7787 7843
663 668 594
126 395 370
NA NA 4539
49 485 89 156 85 568
3871 8 256 8 560
16 646 34 609 34 439
5188 11 819 12 085
727 1 607 1614
36 185 44 433 43 893
5536 9 457 9 329
10178 18 729 23 668
3322 8 022 8 202
126 395 370
49 485 92 802 167 836
27 27 27

22%
0%

11%
0%

4%
0%

2511
NA
2405
1728
3293
8976
1540
194

11 866
NA
NA
NA

11 425
NA

46 905
1099
709
737
151
NA

53 202
3 567
16 816
4922
720
35116
5 664

10 169
3293
151
53 202

27
22%
0%

14 641
775
1459
2196
NA
NA
193
NA
NA
NA
NA

1 306
NA

18 661
276
53

NA
NAP
NA
4124
1462
1498
1645
412
51 797
NA

6 700
1462
53

51 797

27
41%
4%

6 549
1168
1119
364
NA
NA
282
NA

90 504
NA
NA
1552
18

19 323
355
195
1434
NAP
NA
5479
3312
1661
1282
642
107 294
NA

13474
1358
18

107 294

27
30%
4%

Belgium: Starting from 2018, incoming insolvency cases do not include cases dealt with by the new Regsol platform since mid 2017.
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6 381
1230
1441
715
NA
NA
277
529
97 053
173 096
NA
1949
31

20 716
427
178
1698
NAP
2117
5513
3 559
1760
1617
683
101 243
NA

20 105
1698
31

173 096

27
19%
4%

14 839
713
1137
1845
NA
NA
187
NA
NA
NA
NA
909
NA

17 268
204
70

NA
NAP
NA

4 090
1215
1399
1310
371
54 274
NA

6 655
1215
70

54 274

27
41%
4%

Pending
cases on Incoming Resolved
1st Jan. cases cases
2018
9922 24 910 24 799
NA 53 796 NA
977 931 1154
10 624 9213 11179
NA NA NA
117 766 21211 28 436
8 593 9 381 7438
193 1522 1444
1745 2 801 2 654
NA 49 083 50 039
NA 139 752 NA
NA NA NA
12 64 63
NA 1526 1549
11 140 30772 31 996
4718 1990 2 666
4 936 3609 4614
NAP 1 086 1 086
NA 20 15
NA NA NA
4 660 16 309 15 420
2175 12 437 12 748
33373 27 374 29 819
2529 15 599 15 561
11 661 4158 6 370
30 239 9115 8728
NA NA NA
15 015 18 985 12 275
4 936 9213 7438
12 20 15
117 766 139 752 50 039
27 27 27

33%
4%

15%
0%

22%
0%

10 033
NA
754

8 660
NA
110 541
10 536
250
1892
NA
280 659
NA

13

NA
9916
4042
3931
NAP
47

NA
5549
1864
30 928
2 567
9449
31123
NA

27 513
5549
13

280 659

27
26%
4%
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Table 3.3.1(2017): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2017 (litigious divorce, employment
dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending

Incoming Resolved

Incoming Resolved

Incoming Resolved

cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 gcases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2017 Dec. 2017 Jan. 2017 Dec. 2017 Jan. 2017 Dec. 2017

Austria 2617 5767 5684 2 700 9 548 22 406 22 032 9 922
Belgium NA 9727 11 947 NA 14 984 6 769 7 100 14 653 NA 60 207 NA NA
Bulgaria 2 346 5393 5343 2 396 737 1202 1281 658 1087 1135 1251 971
Croatia 1873 2 867 2984 1756 1902 1199 1645 1459 14 621 9 967 13 964 10 624
Cyprus 3581 6 601 6 660 3522 2292 489 585 2196 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 10 313 28 033 28 934 9412 NA NA NA NA 119 923 16 895 25782 111 036
Denmark 1640 4124 4212 1552 NA NA NA NA 4 406 8 454 7 708 4 459
Estonia 163 829 823 169 222 356 364 192 226 1314 1281 236
Finland 11 255 17 648 17 458 11 445 NA NA 557 NA 1936 2384 2593 1727
France NA 94 560 82 562 NA NA 94 099 122 120 NA NA 49 626 54 768 NA
Germany NA NA 174 149 NA NA NA 180 886 NA NA 149 526 NA 293 027
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 11 371 28 326 26 574 13 123 1332 2 258 2 265 1325 39 109 136 12
Ireland NA 3995 3434 NA NA 48 73 NA NA 3 060 1736 NA
Italy 46 446 37 702 35 369 48 779 23 281 23 416 25812 20 885 12 461 34 324 35 407 11 378
Latvia 1304 1616 1741 1179 308 409 441 276 5247 2 266 2792 4721
Lithuania 584 7711 7 530 765 84 267 298 53 5108 4 836 5008 4 936
Luxembourg 631 617 586 663 NA 1 308 1743 NA NAP 988 988 NAP
Malta 121 334 329 126 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 5018 NA NA NA 2720 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 47 334 88 361 86 405 49 290 5087 6 082 7 045 4124 3 563 14 468 13371 4 660
Portugal 4 408 9 351 9 855 3904 1733 3469 3853 1349 2 562 13 986 14 282 2 266
Romania 15 753 35 709 34 816 16 646 1 802 1732 2 036 1498 35215 28 623 30 465 33373
Slovakia 5598 11 440 11 707 5331 1770 1539 1797 1732 2324 6 880 6 593 2783
Slovenia 815 1644 1732 727 570 722 881 411 12 995 4 306 5642 11 659
Spain 37 148 45 019 45 188 36 189 48 738 104 824 97 673 51 798 30 335 7 594 7874 30 241
Sweden 5435 9 402 9 304 5533 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 10 035 19 032 23 859 10 248 6 989 13 899 21 961 6 841 15 388 20 152 12 684 29 891
Median 3581 8 531 8417 3522 1770 1424 1797 1459 5108 8024 7 151 4 829
Minimum 121 334 329 126 84 48 73 53 39 109 136 12
Maximum 47 334 94 560 174 149 49 290 48 738 104 824 180 886 51 798 119 923 149 526 54 768 293 027
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 4% 22% 41% 30% 19% 41% 33% 19% 26% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 4%

Belgium: The category “litigious divorce cases”, the variations in the numbers of incoming and resolved cases are due to the fact that, unlike previous cycles (2014, 2015), the 2016 and 2017 data does not include divorces by mutual consent.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2017 and 2016 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.
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Table 3.3.1(2016): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2016 (litigious divorce, employment
dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending

Incoming Resolved

Incoming Resolved

Incoming Resolved

cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 gcases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2016 Dec. 2016 Jan. 2016 Dec. 2016 Jan. 2016 Dec. 2016

Austria 2 765 5782 5930 2617 10 150 23 556 24 158 9 548
Belgium NA 14 332 15111 NA 14 905 7 535 7 497 14 943 NA 68 681 NA NA
Bulgaria 2 332 5663 5622 2 373 661 1604 1527 738 967 1281 1219 1029
Croatia 3104 2 566 3797 1873 2 403 1517 2018 1902 19 087 19 021 23510 14 621
Cyprus 3389 6 663 6471 3581 2 105 1014 827 2 292 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 11 675 28 500 29 907 10 268 NA NA NA NA 111 050 29 871 20998 119 923
Denmark 1557 4 375 4 314 1618 NA NA NA NA 4182 8 499 7 248 4 377
Estonia 240 828 900 166 218 446 389 222 230 1194 1212 201
Finland 12 384 17 023 18 145 11 262 NA NA 662 NA 2 050 2725 2 852 1923
France NA 84 579 85 560 NA NA 108 193 131 063 NA NA 53 072 56 300 NA
Germany NA NA 184 025 NA NA NA 192 161 NA NA 159 395 NA 293 924
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 10 682 27 677 26 988 11 371 1762 2 452 2 882 1332 54 120 130 44
Ireland NA 4179 3277 NA NA 121 105 NA NA 2 909 1989 NA
Italy 40 593 39 304 33283 46 614 26 665 25411 29 012 23 064 14 653 36 968 38 884 12 737
Latvia 1426 1 805 1927 1304 397 462 551 308 5812 2323 2 888 5247
Lithuania 784 7 457 7 657 584 84 264 264 84 4775 5 058 4725 5108
Luxembourg 782 498 649 631 NA 1455 1735 NA NAP 915 915 NAP
Malta 130 358 367 121 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 5332 NA NA NA 3752 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 46 315 89 135 88 303 47 334 5 607 8 266 8 786 5 087 3 167 11 797 11 401 3 563
Portugal 5294 9131 9 966 4 459 2 493 3663 4 598 1558 3482 14 746 15 625 2 603
Romania 15912 36 041 36 200 15 753 2 257 2030 2 485 1802 41 701 29 883 36 369 35215
Slovakia 3063 12 335 9 800 5 598 1965 1632 1827 1770 1926 2134 1736 2324
Slovenia 896 1748 1829 815 551 887 868 570 11 999 5517 4519 12 997
Spain 37 354 46 830 45 469 37 148 55514 94 877 101 480 48 738 30 928 7 040 7 709 30 335
Sweden 5292 9174 9 056 5410 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 9 808 18 999 24 611 10 043 7 839 14 546 23 547 6 961 15 660 22 123 13219 30873
Median 3104 8 294 8 357 3581 2 105 1618 2018 1770 4775 7770 5987 5178
Minimum 130 358 367 121 84 121 105 84 54 120 130 44
Maximum 46 315 89 135 184 025 47 334 55514 108 193 192 161 48 738 111 050 159 395 56 300 293 924
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 4% 22% 41% 30% 19% 41% 33% 19% 26% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 0% 4%

Belgium: The category “litigious divorce cases”, the variations in the numbers of incoming and resolved cases are due to the fact that, unlike previous cycles (2014, 2015), the 2016 and 2017 data does not include divorces by mutual consent.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2017 and 2016 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.
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Table 3.3.1(2015): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2015 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending

Incoming Resolved Resolved Resolved

Incoming

Incoming

cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @Mcases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2015 Dec. 2015 Jan. 2015 Dec. 2015 Jan. 2015 Dec. 2015

Austria 2872 5992 6 099 2 765 10179 24 365 24 394 10 150
Belgium NA 29 656 33317 NA 15 039 7 756 8 052 14 743 74 483 10 881 12 021 76 381
Bulgaria 2 252 5729 5795 2186 731 1364 1483 612 1087 1143 1258 972
Croatia 2 946 4 384 4233 3 105 2773 1603 1980 2 396 5014 20 217 6 151 19 080
Cyprus 3282 6 605 6 498 3389 2219 637 751 2 105 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 12 448 28 941 29 777 11612 NA NA NA NA 95 282 32 801 17 047 111 036
Denmark 1816 4 005 4 286 1546 NA NA NA NA 4 226 5815 6 399 4176
Estonia 300 814 876 238 232 386 390 213 237 1145 1146 209
Finland 12 326 18 579 18 545 12 360 NA NA 666 NA 2 326 2 882 3168 2 040
France NA 86 926 84 602 NA NA 128 489 136 021 NA NA 57 902 59 686 NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA 27 446 16 764 10 682 2198 3231 3 667 1762 37 77 78 36
Ireland NA 4314 3291 NA NA 135 102 NA NA 2 368 1805 NA
Italy 37 027 31 420 27 959 40 488 28 981 27 440 29 933 26 488 22772 41 036 49 233 14 575
Latvia 1565 1815 1954 1426 570 442 615 397 6 643 2 557 3388 5812
Lithuania 560 8 164 7 940 784 85 273 274 84 4 960 4114 4 299 4775
Luxembourg NA NA 794 NA NA 1670 1826 NA NAP 912 NAP NAP
Malta 162 299 331 130 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 5 827 NA NA NA 3289 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland - - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal 7 801 9 167 11 387 5581 3533 4 498 5529 2 502 4 527 17 325 18 206 3 556
Romania 16 814 36 435 37 337 15912 3212 2413 3372 2 253 50 739 34 981 45121 40 599
Slovakia 7 338 12 562 12 583 7 317 2 331 1725 1415 2641 740 1977 1705 1012
Slovenia 1033 1709 1842 900 598 905 952 551 9 169 6 224 3398 11 995
Spain 39 093 49 941 48 799 40 235 78 820 104 457 110 098 55514 32 356 6 288 7 155 31 489
Sweden 5411 8939 9070 5280 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 8614 17 447 15 829 8 733 10 094 16 907 16 338 8 019 19 105 13 751 13 982 19 876
Median 3114 8 552 7 219 3 389 2 275 1670 1826 2179 5014 6 020 6 151 5812
Minimum 162 299 331 130 85 135 102 84 37 77 78 36
Maximum 39 093 86 926 84 602 40 488 78 820 128 489 136 021 55514 95 282 57 902 59 686 111 036
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 31% 15% 8% 27% 42% 31% 23% 42% 31% 23% 23% 31%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 4% 4%

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2015 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States



Table 3.3.1(2014): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2014 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

States Pending : Pending Pending : Pending Pending : Pending
Incoming Resolved Incoming Resolved Incoming Resolved
cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 p@cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 g@cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2014 Dec. 2014 Jan. 2014 Dec. 2014 Jan. 2014 Dec. 2014

Austria 3 004 6 214 6 346 2872 10 841 23944 24 606 10179
Belgium NA 33 396 32173 NA 15 744 7762 8 523 14 983 82 398 15 023 10 530 86 891
Bulgaria 2 280 5822 5848 2 254 871 1551 1693 729 1227 1146 1294 1079
Croatia 6 276 7 283 8 964 4 595 2591 2 378 2196 2773 5 664 2 378 4538 5014
Cyprus 3335 6 686 6 737 3284 2173 984 938 2219 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 13 636 29 474 30719 12 391 NA NA NA NA 75 256 34 835 15 556 95 276
Denmark 1892 4 852 4 946 1817 NA NA NA NA 4 952 5 808 7 283 4 223
Estonia 280 912 873 319 277 375 382 228 235 1331 1290 258
Finland 12 127 18 542 18 325 12 344 NA NA 658 NA 2 439 3372 3489 2 322
France NA 91 882 88 220 NA NA 134 837 130 574 NA NA 56 820 51 577 NA
Germany NA NA 167 014 NA 40 175 152 391 152 919 39 647 NA 143 662 NA 303 654
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 12 878 28 512 28 641 12 749 2 492 3872 4166 2198 85 100 148 37
Ireland NA 3831 2 638 NA NA 69 89 NA NA 1615 1 055 NA
Italy 36 304 26 639 26 037 36 906 29 014 22 216 22 512 28 718 22 427 42 967 45 092 20 302
Latvia 1454 2 035 1968 1521 599 557 622 534 6 328 2 832 2 364 6 796
Lithuania 698 8 034 8172 560 132 308 355 85 4 615 4 656 4311 4 960
Luxembourg NA NA 589 NA NA 1726 1901 NA NAP NAP 869 NAP
Malta 142 285 265 162 NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 5757 NA NA NA 3 897 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 47 162 89 791 88 752 48 539 7 201 9727 11 024 5904 1166 4 469 4 546 1089
Portugal NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Romania 16 334 34 125 33 645 16 814 3277 3075 3140 3212 60 239 45 896 55 396 50 739
Slovakia 7 403 13 529 13 594 7 338 NA 1 600 1254 NA 544 1819 1623 740
Slovenia 1048 1839 1851 1 036 743 932 1075 600 5288 6 596 2717 9 167
Spain 36 349 50 604 47 860 39 093 78 832 118 213 118 225 78 820 30 530 8 132 6 306 32 356
Sweden 5738 9 254 9 601 5391 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 10 965 21 525 25581 11 052 13 152 25 699 23 307 12 904 18 484 20 370 12 230 35 282
Median 5738 8 644 8 964 4 595 2 542 2 052 2 049 2 496 5288 5232 4 425 5905
Minimum 142 285 265 162 132 69 89 85 85 100 148 37
Maximum 47 162 91 882 167 014 48 539 78 832 152 391 152 919 78 820 82 398 143 662 55 396 303 654
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 30% 19% 7% 30% 44% 30% 22% 44% 33% 22% 26% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.3.1(2013): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2013 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending

Incoming Resolved Resolved Resolved

Incoming

Incoming

cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @@cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2013 Dec. 2013 Jan. 2013 Dec. 2013 Jan. 2013 Dec. 2013

Austria 2830 6 237 6 063 3004 NA NA NA NA 11 365 24 861 25 385 10 841
Belgium NA 34 588 33 355 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 2 463 6 032 6 210 2 285 1032 1741 1908 865 1173 1523 1520 1176
Croatia 6 561 8 553 8 493 6 621 2722 1972 2 103 2591 2774 7 628 4738 5664
Cyprus 3378 6 846 6 889 3335 1749 1038 614 2173 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 12 965 32 804 32 559 13 210 NA NA NA NA 52 032 37 637 14 920 74 749
Denmark 1994 5124 5237 1890 NAP NAP NAP NAP 5817 7291 8472 4 958
Estonia 172 691 585 275 306 451 432 277 267 1306 1286 242
Finland 12 203 18 185 18 262 12 126 509 638 601 546 2251 3553 3379 2 425
France NA 90 694 89 956 NA NA 145 779 128 657 NA NA 57 743 49 024 NA
Germany NA NA 167 014 NA 40 175 152 391 152 919 39 686 NA 143 662 NA 303 654
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 13134 28 392 28 648 12 878 3144 4170 4822 2492 51 154 120 85
Ireland NA 3609 2949 NA NA 358 120 NA NA 314 236 NA
Italy 34 738 20 580 18 936 36 382 NA NA NA NA 86 501 14 792 13 261 88 032
Latvia 1649 2 098 2 293 1454 779 575 755 599 5402 2961 2 035 6 328
Lithuania 867 8 192 8 361 698 122 429 419 132 4 352 4051 3788 4615
Luxembourg NA NA 434 NA NA NA 1 606 NA NA NA 1058 NA
Malta NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 6 200 NA NA NA 4 689 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland - - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal 7 195 9281 9590 6 886 5721 5951 7 662 4010 4 316 20 068 20 065 4 319
Romania 19 247 35 422 37 508 17 161 2734 3789 3246 3277 50 774 60 536 54 184 57 126
Slovakia 7 283 14 096 13 977 7 402 NA 1684 1127 NA 456 1668 1581 543
Slovenia 1022 1917 1891 1048 657 1085 999 743 4 558 2819 2 089 5288
Spain - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sweden 5677 9 503 9444 5736 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 7 846 17 142 22 385 7 788 4971 21 470 18 393 4783 15473 21 809 11508 35 628
Median 5677 8917 8 493 5736 1391 1684 1 606 1519 4 352 5671 3584 5123
Minimum 172 691 434 275 122 358 120 132 51 154 120 85
Maximum 34 738 90 694 167 014 36 382 40 175 152 391 152 919 39 686 86 501 143 662 54 184 303 654
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 32% 20% 8% 32% 44% 32% 24% 44% 40% 28% 28% 36%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 8% 8% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles, In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further

proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the category "employment dismissal cases", the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.3.1(2012): First instance courts, number of cases for specific case categories in 2012 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal
and insolvency cases) (Q101)

Litigious divorce cases Employment dismissal cases Insolvency cases

Pending

Pending Pending Pending Pending Pending

Incoming Resolved Resolved Resolved

Incoming

Incoming

cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31 @@cases on 1st cases cases cases on 31
Jan. 2012 Dec. 2012 Jan. 2012 Dec. 2012 Jan. 2012 Dec. 2012

Austria 2920 6 354 6 444 2830 NA NA NA NA 11 557 26 152 26 344 11 365
Belgium NA 37 497 37 635 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 2 378 6 239 6 151 2 466 936 2331 2242 1025 887 1583 1311 1159
Croatia NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus 3450 7 195 7 267 3378 1382 1005 638 1749 NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic 13 150 30 025 30 557 12 965 NA NA NA NA 30 331 33083 11 382 52 032
Denmark 2 257 5219 5 497 2 000 NAP NAP NAP NAP 6 300 8 199 9 024 5820
Estonia 263 652 598 316 283 331 320 277 289 1152 1099 312
Finland 11 706 17 075 17 696 11 085 559 577 647 489 2135 3359 3261 2233
France NA 92 864 92 659 NA NA 124 434 130478 NA NA 55 561 47 942 NA
Germany NA NA 190 258 NA 26 968 101 369 144 293 25 360 NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 16 416 27 394 30676 13134 3 389 5119 5 364 3144 62 124 135 51
Ireland NA 3482 2 892 NA NA NA NA NA 486 380 275 524
Italy 34114 19 287 18 174 35 227 NA NA NA NA 85 736 12 577 11 909 86 404
Latvia 1905 2 389 2 645 1649 994 549 764 779 4 825 2 626 2 049 5 402
Lithuania 946 8 196 8 275 867 146 453 477 122 4 253 3717 3618 4 352
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA 2343 1824 NA NA NA 1029 NA
Malta NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NA NA
Netherlands NA NA 6118 NA NA NA 4676 NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 42 786 90 933 89 217 44 750 11 102 22 070 20924 12 249 794 4589 4 390 993
Portugal 7627 9638 9975 7 290 6 448 7 897 8 659 5 686 3 568 20776 19 969 4 375
Romania 20 926 42 582 44 261 19 247 3041 3274 3581 2734 48 643 57 956 55 825 50 774
Slovakia 7181 13 749 13 647 7 283 NA 1616 1317 NA 341 1505 1395 451
Slovenia 1068 1954 2 000 1022 622 1038 1003 657 3 667 2 669 1778 4 558
Spain 37 586 49 330 47 572 37 472 38417 147 404 108 570 64 705 20 306 10 290 4763 25 647
Sweden 5535 8972 8 824 5683 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Average 11 790 27 507 33 308 11578 7 185 27 673 26 620 9098 13109 15534 10 890 15 001
Median 6 358 11 694 11 811 6 483 1382 2 343 2912 1749 3 568 4589 3618 4 352
Minimum 263 652 598 316 108 152 185 75 62 124 135 51
Maximum 42 786 124 449 190 258 44 750 38417 147 404 144 293 64 705 85 736 57 956 55 825 86 404
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 26 27 26
% of NA 33% 22% 15% 33% 44% 33% 30% 44% 37% 31% 30% 35%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 7% 7% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the category "employment dismissal cases", the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.4.1(2019): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2019 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)
Employment dismissal Insolvency cases
cases y

Clearance | Disposition | Clearance | Disposition

Litigious divorce cases

States

Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time
Austria 97,5% 179 NA NA 100,5% 144
Belgium 103,5% NA 102,2% 898 NA NA
Bulgaria 100,4% 154 96,4% 264 100,2% 237
Croatia 99,2% 242 99,9% 390 131,2% 276
Cyprus 98,2% 179 81,0% 1401 NA NA
Czech Republic 100,0% 121 NA NA 104,0% 1201
Denmark 95,8% 137 NA NA 99,9% 345
Estonia 100,6% 80 99,7% 224 98,7% 96
Finland 108,5% 201 NA NA 98,7% 253
France 101,7% NA 119,9% NA 105,6% NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 103,2% 140 104,1% 181 84,6% 112
Ireland 87,7% NA 169,2% NA 84,1% NA
Italy 106,3% 468 114,4% 289 101,4% 111
Latvia 103,6% 240 97,6% 239 121,3% 573
Lithuania 101,6% 27 113,1% 114 120,5% 262
Luxembourg 97,5% 267 118,9% NA 100,0% NAP
Malta 94,9% 176 NAP NAP 121,4% 1031
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 100,2% 226 98,4% 277 94,6% 130
Portugal 101,3% 138 101,9% 143 101,2% 47
Romania 103,7% 169 103,7% 291 115,0% 331
Slovakia 103,5% 137 111,5% 354 101,6% 33
Slovenia 106,3% 165 101,2% 201 140,7% 545
Spain 98,7% 294 90,6% 209 86,1% 1146
Sweden 102,1% 206 NA NA NA NA
Average 100,7% 188 106,9% 365 105,3% 382
Median 100,9% 176 102,0% 264 101,2% 258
Minimum 87, 7% 27 81,0% 114 84,1% 33
Maximum 108,5% 468 169,2% 1401 140,7% 1201
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 22% 30% 41% 22% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Belgium: Starting from 2018, incoming insolvency cases do not include cases dealt with by the new Regsol platform since mid 2017.

Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.4.1(2018): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time
(in days) in 2018 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency
cases) (Q101)

Employment dismissal

Litigious divorce cases

Insolvency cases

cases
States
Clearance | Disposition | Clearance | Disposition | Clearance | Disposition
Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 103,4% 161 NA NA 99,6% 148
Belgium 110,7% NA 97,4% 849 NA NA
Bulgaria 97,6% 162 105,3% 212 124,0% 238
Croatia 101,0% 223 128,8% 288 121,3% 283
Cyprus 100,4% 179 196,4% 942 NA NA
Czech Republic 101,6% 120 NA NA 134,1% 1419
Denmark 99,8% 144 NA NA 79,3% 517
Estonia 96,6% 91 98,2% 246 94,9% 63
Finland 97,7% 246 NA NA 94,8% 260
France 93,5% NA 107,2% NA 101,9% NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 106,9% 159 125,6% 170 98,4% 75
Ireland 83,6% NA 172,2% NA 101,5% NA
Italy 102,1% 480 107,2% 304 104,0% 113
Latvia 105,0% 243 120,3% 174 134,0% 553
Lithuania 100,7% 33 91,3% 144 127,8% 311
Luxembourg 88,9% 453 118,4% NA 100,0% NAP
Malta 93,7% 149 NAP NAP 75,0% 1144
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 96,0% 227 100,6% 271 94,5% 131
Portugal 103,7% 152 107,5% 125 102,5% 53
Romania 99,5% 178 106,0% 290 108,9% 379
Slovakia 102,3% 149 126,1% 296 99,8% 60
Slovenia 100,4% 163 106,4% 198 153,2% 541
Spain 98,8% 292 94,4% 196 95,8% 1302
Sweden 98,6% 222 NA NA NA NA
Average 99,3% 201 117,2% 314 106,9% 422
Median 100,1% 163 107,2% 246 101,5% 271
Minimum 83,6% 33 91,3% 125 75,0% 53
Maximum 110,7% 480 196,4% 942 153,2% 1419
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 22% 30% 41% 22% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.4.1(2017): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2017 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)

o
Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases
cases

Clearance | Disposition Clearance [ Disposition Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 98,6% 173 NA NA 98,3% 164
Belgium 122,8% NA 104,9% 753 NA NA
Bulgaria 99,1% 164 106,6% 187 110,2% 283
Croatia 104,1% 215 137,2% 324 140,1% 278
Cyprus 100,9% 193 119,6% 1370 NA NA
Czech Republic 103,2% 119 NA NA 152,6% 1572
Denmark 102,1% 134 NA NA 91,2% 211
Estonia 99,3% 75 102,2% 193 97,5% 67
Finland 98,9% 239 NA NA 108,8% 243
France 87,3% NA 129,8% NA 110,4% NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 93,8% 180 100,3% 214 124,8% 32
Ireland 86,0% NA 152,1% NA 56,7% NA
Italy 93,8% 503 110,2% 295 103,2% 117
Latvia 107,7% 247 107,8% 228 123,2% 617
Lithuania 97,7% 37 111,6% 65 103,6% 360
Luxembourg 95,0% 413 133,3% NA 100,0% NAP
Malta 98,5% 140 NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 97,8% 208 115,8% 214 92,4% 127
Portugal 105,4% 145 111,1% 128 102,1% 58
Romania 97,5% 175 117,6% 269 106,4% 400
Slovakia 102,3% 166 116,8% 352 95,8% 154
Slovenia 105,4% 153 122,0% 170 131,0% 754
Spain 100,4% 292 93,2% 194 103,7% 1 402
Sweden 99,0% 217 NA NA NA NA
Average 99,9% 199 116,2% 330 107,6% 402
Median 99,0% 175 113,7% 214 103,6% 243
Minimum 86,0% 37 93,2% 65 56,7% 32
Maximum 122,8% 503 152,1% 1370 152,6% 1572
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 22% 30% 41% 26% 33%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Slovakia: The new structure of judicial data introduced in 2016 might cause the discrepancies and incompatibility of the data with the previous
cycles.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2017 and 2016 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an
amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.
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Table 3.4.1(2016): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2016 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)

s
Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases
cases

Clearance | Disposition Clearance [ Disposition Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 102,6% 161 NA NA 102,6% 144
Belgium 105,4% NA 99,5% 728 NA NA
Bulgaria 99,3% 154 95,2% 176 95,2% 308
Croatia 148,0% 180 133,0% 344 123,6% 227
Cyprus 97,1% 202 81,6% 1012 NA NA
Czech Republic 104,9% 125 NA NA 70,3% 2 085
Denmark 98,6% 137 NA NA 85,3% 220
Estonia 108,7% 67 87,2% 208 101,5% 61
Finland 106,6% 227 NA NA 104,7% 246
France 101,2% NA 121,1% NA 106,1% NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 97,5% 154 117,5% 169 108,3% 124
Ireland 78,4% NA 86,8% NA 68,4% NA
Italy 84,7% 511 114,2% 290 105,2% 120
Latvia 106,8% 247 119,3% 204 124,3% 663
Lithuania 102,7% 28 100,0% 116 93,4% 395
Luxembourg 130,3% 355 119,2% NA 100,0% NAP
Malta 102,5% 120 NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 99,1% 196 106,3% 211 96,6% 114
Portugal 109,1% 163 125,5% 124 106,0% 61
Romania 100,4% 159 122,4% 265 121,7% 353
Slovakia 79,4% 208 111,9% 354 81,3% 489
Slovenia 104,6% 163 97,9% 240 81,9% 1 050
Spain 97,1% 298 107,0% 175 109,5% 1436
Sweden 98,7% 218 NA NA NA NA
Average 102,7% 194 108,1% 308 99,3% 476
Median 101,8% 163 109,5% 211 102,0% 246
Minimum 78,4% 28 81,6% 116 68,4% 61
Maximum 148,0% 511 133,0% 1012 124,3% 2 085
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 22% 30% 41% 26% 33%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Slovakia: The new structure of judicial data introduced in 2016 might cause the discrepancies and incompatibility of the data with the previous
cycles.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2017 and 2016 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an
amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.
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Table 3.4.1(2015): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2015 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)
o : Employment dismissal
Litigious divorce cases cases Insolvency cases

Clearance | Disposition Clearance [ Disposition Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time
Austria 101,8% 165 NA NA 100,1% 152
Belgium 112,3% NA 103,8% 668 110,5% 2 319
Bulgaria 101,2% 138 108,7% 151 110,1% 282
Croatia 96,6% 268 123,5% 442 30,4% 1132
Cyprus 98,4% 190 117,9% 1023 NA NA
Czech Republic 102,9% 142 NA NA 52,0% 2 377
Denmark 107,0% 132 NA NA 110,0% 238
Estonia 107,6% 99 101,0% 199 100,1% 67
Finland 99,8% 243 NA NA 109,9% 235
France 97,3% NA 105,9% NA 103,1% NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 61,1% 233 113,5% 175 101,3% 168
Ireland 76,3% NA 75,6% NA 76,2% NA
Italy 89,0% 529 109,1% 323 120,0% 108
Latvia 107,7% 266 139,1% 236 132,5% 626
Lithuania 97,3% 36 100,4% 112 104,5% 405
Luxembourg NA NA 109,3% NA NAP NAP
Malta 110,7% 143 NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland - - - - - -
Portugal 124,2% 179 122,9% 165 105,1% 71
Romania 102,5% 156 139,7% 244 129,0% 328
Slovakia 100,2% 212 82,0% 681 86,2% 217
Slovenia 107,8% 178 105,2% 211 54,6% 1288
Spain 97, 7% 301 105,4% 184 113,8% 1 606
Sweden 101,5% 212 NA NA NA NA
Average 100,0% 201 109,6% 344 97,3% 684
Median 101,3% 179 108,7% 223 104,5% 282
Minimum 61,1% 36 75,6% 112 30,4% 67
Maximum 124,2% 529 139,7% 1023 132,5% 2 377
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 15% 27% 31% 42% 23% 31%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4%

Croatia: The increase of incoming insolvency cases is due to the new Act for shortened insolvency proceedings and more than 20.000 legal persons for which the
preconditions were met initiated these proceedings. Consequently there is an increase of pending cases at the end of the period as well as decreased Clearance
Rate.

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case
is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases since 2015 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an
amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.
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Table 3.4.1(2014): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2014 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)

s
Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases
cases

Clearance | Disposition Clearance [ Disposition Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 102,1% 165 NA NA 102,8% 151
Belgium 96,3% NA 109,8% 642 70,1% 3012
Bulgaria 100,4% 141 109,2% 157 112,9% 304
Croatia 123,1% 187 92,3% 461 190,8% 403
Cyprus 100,8% 178 95,3% 863 NA NA
Czech Republic 104,2% 147 NA NA 44, 7% 2 236
Denmark 101,9% 134 NA NA 125,4% 212
Estonia 95,7% 133 101,9% 218 96,9% 73
Finland 98,8% 246 NA NA 103,5% 243
France 96,0% NA 96,8% NA 90,8% NA
Germany NA NA 100,3% 95 NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 100,5% 162 107,6% 193 148,0% 91
Ireland 68,9% NA 129,0% NA 65,3% NA
Italy 97,7% 517 101,3% 466 104,9% 164
Latvia 96,7% 282 111,7% 313 83,5% 1049
Lithuania 101,7% 25 115,3% 87 92,6% 420
Luxembourg NA NA 110,1% NA NAP NAP
Malta 93,0% 223 NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 98,8% 200 113,3% 195 101,7% 87
Portugal NA NA NA NA NA NA
Romania 98,6% 182 102,1% 373 120,7% 334
Slovakia 100,5% 197 78,4% NA 89,2% 166
Slovenia 100,7% 204 115,3% 204 41,2% 1231
Spain 94,6% 298 100,0% 243 77,5% 1873
Sweden 103,7% 205 NA NA NA NA
Average 98,9% 201 105,0% 322 98,0% 709
Median 99,6% 187 104,9% 231 96,9% 304
Standard deviation 8,9% 97 11,1% 221 34,5% 880
Minimum 68,9% 25 78,4% 87 41,2% 73
Maximum 123,1% 517 129,0% 863 190,8% 3012
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 30% 30% 44% 26% 33%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 4% 4%

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case
is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.4.1(2013): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time (in
days) in 2013 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency cases)

(Q101)

==
Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases
cases

Clearance | Disposition Clearance [ Disposition Clearance | Disposition

Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 97,2% 181 NA NA 102,1% 156
Belgium 96,4% NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 103,0% 134 109,6% 165 99,8% 282
Croatia 99,3% 285 106,6% 450 62,1% 436
Cyprus 100,6% 177 59,2% 1292 NA NA
Czech Republic 99,3% 148 NA NA 39,6% 1829
Denmark 102,2% 132 NAP NAP 116,2% 214
Estonia 84,7% 172 95,8% 234 98,5% 69
Finland 100,4% 242 94,2% 332 95,1% 262
France 99,2% NA 88,3% NA 84,9% NA
Germany NA NA 100,3% 95 NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 100,9% 164 115,6% 189 77,9% 259
Ireland 81,7% NA 33,5% NA 75,2% NA
Italy 92,0% 701 NA NA 89,6% 2423
Latvia 109,3% 231 131,3% 290 68,7% 1135
Lithuania 102,1% 30 97,7% 115 93,5% 445
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA NA NA
Malta NA NA NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland - - - - - -
Portugal 103,3% 262 128,8% 191 100,0% 79
Romania 105,9% 167 85,7% 368 89,5% 385
Slovakia 99,2% 193 66,9% NA 94,8% 125
Slovenia 98,6% 202 92,1% 271 74,1% 924
Spain - - - - - -
Sweden 99,4% 222 NA NA NA NA
Average 98,7% 214 93,7% 333 86,0% 601
Median 99,3% 181 95,8% 253 89,6% 282
Minimum 81,7% 30 33,5% 95 39,6% 69
Maximum 109,3% 701 131,3% 1292 116,2% 2423
Nb of values 25 25 25 25 25 25
% of NA 20% 32% 32% 44% 32% 40%
% of NAP 0% 0% 8% 8% 0% 0%

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case
is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.4.1(2012): First instance courts, clearance rate and disposition time
(in days) in 2012 (litigious divorce, employment dismissal and insolvency
cases) (Q101)

Employment dismissal

Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases

cases
States
Clearance | Disposition | Clearance | Disposition | Clearance | Disposition
Rate Time Rate Time Rate Time

Austria 101,4% 160 NA NA 100,7% 157
Belgium 100,4% NA NA NA NA NA
Bulgaria 98,6% 146 96,2% 167 82,8% 323
Croatia NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus 101,0% 170 63,5% 1001 NA NA
Czech Republic 101,8% 155 NA NA 34,4% 1669
Denmark 105,3% 133 NAP NAP 110,1% 235
Estonia 91,7% 193 96,7% 316 95,4% 104
Finland 103,6% 229 112,1% 276 97,1% 250
France 99,8% NA 104,9% NA 86,3% NA
Germany NA NA 142,3% 64 NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 112,0% 156 104,8% 214 108,9% 138
Ireland 83,1% NA NA NA 72,4% 695
Italy 94,2% 707 NA NA 94,7% 2 648
Latvia 110,7% 228 139,2% 372 78,0% 962
Lithuania 101,0% 38 105,3% 93 97,3% 439
Luxembourg NA NA 77,8% NA NA NA
Malta NA NA NAP NAP NA NA
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 98,1% 183 94,8% 214 95,7% 83
Portugal 103,5% 267 109,6% 240 96,1% 80
Romania 103,9% 159 109,4% 279 96,3% 332
Slovakia 99,3% 195 81,5% NA 92,7% 118
Slovenia 102,4% 187 96,6% 239 66,6% 936
Spain 96,4% 288 73, 7% 218 46,3% 1965
Sweden 98,4% 235 NA NA NA NA
Average 100,3% 213 100,5% 284 86,2% 655
Median 101,0% 185 100,7% 239 95,0% 323
Minimum 83,1% 38 63,5% 64 34,4% 80
Maximum 112,0% 707 142,3% 1001 110,1% 2 648
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 33% 33% 44% 33% 37%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 7% 0% 0%

Slovakia: In evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each
case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.4.2: First instance courts, change of clearance rate (in percentage
points) and disposition time (in %) from 2018 to 2019 (litigious divorce,
employment dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)

o . Employment dismissal
Litigious divorce cases Insolvency cases
cases
States

Clearance Clearance Clearance

ate (OPOSUO |  Rae | OEPRSUON| e | Poposion
(points) (points) (points)

Austria -5,9 +11,2% NA NA 1,0 -2,2%
Belgium -7,2 NA 4,8 +5,8% NA NA
Bulgaria 2,8 -4,8% -8,9 +24,7% -23,8 -0,7%
Croatia -1,8 +8,2% -28,9 +35,2% 9,9 -2,5%
Cyprus -2,2 +0,4% -115,4 +48,7% NA NA
Czech Republic -1,7 +0,9% NA NA -30,1 -15,4%
Denmark -4,0 -5,1% NA NA 20,6 -33,3%
Estonia 3,9 -11,9% 1,4 -9,1% 3,8 +52,2%
Finland 10,8 -18,2% NA NA 4,0 -2,6%
France 8,2 NA 12,6 NA 3,6 NA
Germany NA NA NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary -3,8 -12,2% -21,5 +6,4% -13,9 +49,1%
Ireland 4,1 NA -3,0 NA -17,4 NA
Italy 4,2 -2,4% 7,2 -5,0% -2,5 -2,3%
Latvia -1,4 -1,5% -22,7 +37,2% -12,7 +3,6%
Lithuania 0,9 -17,8% 21,8 -20,9% -7,4 -15,7%
Luxembourg 8,6 -41,0% 0,5 NA 0,0 NAP
Malta 1,2 +18,0% NAP NAP 46,4 -9,9%
Netherlands NA NA NA NA NA NA
Poland 4,2 -0,5% -2,2 +2,2% 0,0 -0,9%
Portugal -2,4 -9,4% -5,6 +14,6% -1,3 -12,7%
Romania 4,2 -5,4% -2,3 +0,2% 6,0 -12,5%
Slovakia 1,3 -7,8% -14,6 +19,8% 1,8 -45,3%
Slovenia 5,8 +1,5% -5,2 +1,3% -12,5 +0,7%
Spain -0,1 +0,8% -3,8 +6,9% -9,6 -12,0%
Sweden 3,4 -7,2% NA NA NA NA
Average +1,4 -5,0% -10,3 +11,2% -1,6 -3,5%
Median +1,2 -4,8% -3,4 +6,4% 0 -2,6%
Minimum -7,2 -41,0% -115,4 -20,9% -30,1 -45,3%
Maximum +10,8 +18,0% +21,8 +48,7% +46,4 +52,2%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 22% 30% 41% 22% 30%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 4%

Belgium: In 2018 and 2019 incoming insolvency cases do not include cases dealt by the new Regsol platform since mid 2017.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.4.3: First instance courts, change of clearance rate (in percentage
points) and disposition time (in %) from 2012 to 2019 (litigious divorce,
employment dismissal and insolvency cases) (Q101)

States

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average

Median

Standard deviation
Minimum
Maximum

Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Litigious divorce cases

Clearance . .
Disposition
Rate Time (%)
(points)
-3,9 +11,8%
3,1 NA
1,8 +5,4%
NA NA
-2,8 +5,8%
-1,8 -21,9%
-9,5 +2,9%
8,9 -58,4%
4,8 -11,9%
2,0 NA
NA NA
NA NA
-8,8 -10,4%
4,7 NA
12,1 -33,8%
-7,1 +5,4%
0,7 -29,1%
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
2,0 +23,3%
-2,2 -48,3%
-0,2 +6,2%
4,2 -29,7%
3,9 -11,4%
2,3 +2,4%
3,7 -12,5%
+0,9 -11,4%
+2,0 -10,9%
+5,4 +21,9%
-9,5 -58,4%
+12,1 +23,3%
27 27
22% 33%
0% 0%

Employment dismissal

cases
Clearance . o
Disposition
Rate Time (%)
(points)
NA NA
NA NA
0,2 +58,1%
NA NA
17,5 +40,0%
NA NA
NA NA
3,0 -29,1%
NA NA
15,0 NA
NA NA
NA NA
-0,7 -15,3%
NA NA
NA NA
-41,6 -35,7%
7,8 +21,6%
41,0 NA
NAP NAP
NA NA
3,6 +29,5%
-7,8 -40,4%
-5,7 +4,3%
30,0 NA
4,6 -16,0%
16,9 -3,9%
NA NA
+6,0 +1,2%
+4,1 -3,9%
+19,3 +32,5%
-41,6 -40,4%
+41,0 +58,1%
27 27
44% 56%
4% 4%

Insolvency cases

Clearance
Rate
(points)
-0,2
NA
17,4
NA
NA
69,6
-10,2
3,3
1,6
19,3
NA
NA
-24,3
11,7
6,7
43,3
23,2
NA
NA
NA
-1,1
51
18,6
8,9
74,1
39,9
NA

17,04
10,30
25,57
-24,32
74,06

27
33%
0%

Disposition
Time (%)

-8,3%
NA
-26,6%
NA

NA
-28,0%
+46,5%
-7,2%
+1,4%
NA

NA

NA
-18,6%
NA
-95,8%
-40,4%
-40,3%
NAP
NA

NA
+57,7%
-41,7%
-0,2%
-72,1%
-41,7%
-41,7%
NA

-22,3%
-27,3%
+38,6%
-95,8%
+57,7%

27
37%
4%

Belgium: In 2018 and 2019 incoming insolvency cases do not include cases dealt by the new Regsol platform since mid 2017.

Czech Republic, Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since
each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Hungary: Litigious divorce cases in 2015 cannot be compared with the previous years as the statistical system has changed due to an
amendment of the code of civil procedure these cases were included in a new statistical category.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

229/ 846



Table 3.5.1: Second instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q97)

Total number of

Civil (and Total

General civil (and

. o : : litigi -litigi i -litigi Administrative
Cotherthan | commercia) | nonditigious  [SRCREC T SINEE R I GG I ] AT | Oter cases
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases 9
1+2+3+4 1 PEETIAZEN 21 22=221+222+223 221 222 223 23

Austria 4732 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 13 611 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 2411 NA
Croatia 47 023 34 807 9454 7 906 1482 1478 4 NAP 66 2762 NAP
Cyprus 4215 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 939 NA
Czech Republic 13 224 12 291 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 933
Denmark 2183 2183 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 988 610 146 146 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 323 NAP
Finland 1288 1120 117 117 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 51
France 302 841 260 673 12 700 12 700 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 29 468 NAP
Germany NA 66 211 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 57 216 19 399
Greece NA 41 354 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 10 738 4 883 4 445 4197 190 NAP 174 16 58 561 849
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 340 257 334 910 5 347 5 347 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia 1823 1323 0 0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 500 NAP
Lithuania 7 990 3917 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3 888 185
Luxembourg NA 1683 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 154 NA
Malta 1951 1951 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Netherlands 27 940 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 13 880 NAP
Poland 103 913 51551 5537 5 369 168 NAP 168 NAP NAP 27 649 19 176
Portugal 14 803 6175 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 8 628 NAP
Romania 73 019 71 851 1168 339 829 829 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovakia 17 427 13 533 3 893 3893 NA NAP NA NAP NAP 1 NAP
Slovenia 2799 1996 803 763 40 33 7 NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain 139 348 116 091 NA NAP NA NA NA NA NA 23 257 NAP
Sweden 13 755 750 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 11 108 1897
Average 52 085 49 041 3 965 3707 542 780 88 16 62 11 422 6 070
Median 13418 6175 3893 3893 190 829 88 16 62 3325 933
Minimum 988 610 0 0 40 33 4 16 58 1 51
Maximum 340 257 334 910 12 700 12 700 1482 1478 174 16 66 57 216 19 399
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 22% 30% 26% 22% 19% 22% 19% 26% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 33% 59% 70% 63% 78% 67% 30% 56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of administrative law

cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.5.2: Second instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Incoming cases (Q97)

Total number of Civil (and Total ivi o .
other than comme(rcial) non-litigious Ge::rrnar:]cz:/(:il;snd Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious cases Administrative law Other cases**
States criminal law cases| litigious cases cases fonzlitigiousicasecis jand registy cases regiSity cases regisiy cases CESES
142+3+4 1 YRRl 21 22=221+2224223 221 222 223 23
Austria 25 523 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium 24 177 24 177 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 59 922 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 14 421 NA
Croatia 62 150 34 633 21 186 19 168 1874 1756 118 NAP 144 6 331 NAP
Cyprus 930 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 234 NA
Czech Republic 59 324 54 478 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 4 846
Denmark 5022 5022 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 3822 1841 865 865 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1116 NAP
Finland 2 801 2187 569 569 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 45
France 263 044 190 203 37 157 37 157 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 35 684 NAP
Germany NA 121 042 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 50 788 42 062
Greece NA 23 187 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 40 152 11 857 23 619 22 469 809 NAP 693 116 341 2 246 2430
Ireland 2 685 2 685 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 115 428 106 921 8 507 8 507 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia 5272 4170 0 0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1102 NAP
Lithuania 17 082 11 463 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3683 1936
Luxembourg NA 1197 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 218 NA
Malta 694 694 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Netherlands 23 008 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 10 632 NAP
Poland 240 192 155 341 23774 23 378 396 NAP 396 NAP NAP 16 844 44 233
Portugal 24 466 20123 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 4 343 NAP
Romania 191 115 188 249 2 866 1272 1594 1594 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovakia 34 411 21 167 13 244 13 244 NA NAP NA NAP NAP 0 NAP
Slovenia 13 333 7 648 5 685 5 265 420 360 60 NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain 224 499 182 864 NA NAP NA NA NA NA NA 41 635 NAP
Sweden 64 516 2 888 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 44 555 17 073
Average 62 649 51 045 12 497 11 990 1019 1237 317 116 243 14 615 16 089
Median 24 995 20 123 8 507 8 507 809 1594 257 116 243 5337 4 846
Minimum 694 694 0 0 396 360 60 116 144 0 45
Maximum 263 044 190 203 37 157 37 157 1874 1756 693 116 341 50 788 44 233
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 15% 30% 26% 22% 19% 22% 19% 26% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 33% 59% 70% 63% 78% 67% 30% 56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of administrative
law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.5.3: Second instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Resolved cases (Q97)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

other than . o : : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
sl e .c.ornmermal) non-litigious commercial) . Registry cases land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases Other cases™
litigious cases cases e
cases
Austria 25580 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium 26 663 26 663 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 57 658 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 14 567 NA
Croatia 69 895 41 262 22 863 20 561 2162 2 045 117 NAP 140 5770 NAP
Cyprus 810 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 205 NA
Czech Republic 61 251 56 248 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 5 003
Denmark 4717 4717 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 3751 1792 814 814 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1145 NAP
Finland 2 698 2117 523 523 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 58
France 264 733 194 479 35 994 35 994 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 34 260 NAP
Germany NA 102 945 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 49 744 41 506
Greece NA 23 477 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 42 247 12 999 24 139 22 884 889 NAP 773 116 366 2 389 2720
Ireland 2498 2498 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 148 023 139 548 8475 8 475 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia 5151 4143 0 0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1008 NAP
Lithuania 17 752 12 075 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3732 1945
Luxembourg NA 1232 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 209 NA
Malta 780 780 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Netherlands 23 506 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 10 630 NAP
Poland 217 234 139 755 22 220 21 863 357 NAP 357 NAP NAP 16 407 38 852
Portugal 24 387 20 486 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3901 NAP
Romania 191 155 188 226 2929 1247 1682 1682 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovakia 38 222 23 452 14 770 14 770 NA NAP NA NAP NAP 0 NAP
Slovenia 13708 8 030 5678 5239 439 378 61 NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain 200 117 170 065 NA NAP NA NA NA NA NA 30 052 NAP
Sweden 62 280 2 756 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 43 166 16 358
Average 62 701 51 293 12 582 12 034 1106 1368 327 116 253 13 574 15 206
Median 26 122 20 486 8475 8475 889 1682 237 116 253 4 836 5003
Minimum 780 780 0 0 357 378 61 116 140 0 58
Maximum 264 733 194 479 35 994 35 994 2162 2 045 773 116 366 49 744 41 506
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 15% 30% 26% 22% 19% 22% 19% 26% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 33% 59% 70% 63% 78% 67% 30% 56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.5.4: Second instance courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q97)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and

States : gth er than .c_ornmercial) non-litigious commercial) * Registry cases Iang‘?:é:glt?fél:ses Non;g:’?sl?rl;scgzzlsness e SCtth;i; - Other non-litigious cases Admin g;:gve law O e
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
1+2+3+4 1 2=21+22+23 | R Y YT LY 221 222 223 23
Austria 4 675 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 15 875 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 2 265 NA
Croatia 39 197 28 065 7 808 6 544 1194 1189 5 NAP 70 3324 NAP
Cyprus 4 335 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 968 NA
Czech Republic 11 297 10 521 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 776
Denmark 2 488 2 488 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 1109 639 182 182 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 288 NAP
Finland 1391 1190 163 163 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 38
France 301 152 256 397 13 863 13 863 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 30 892 NAP
Germany NA 84 305 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 58 217 19 882
Greece NA 41 064 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 8 643 3741 3925 3782 110 NAP 94 16 33 418 559
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 307 662 302 283 5379 5379 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia 1944 1350 0 0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 594 NAP
Lithuania 7 320 3 305 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3 839 176
Luxembourg NA 1648 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 163 NA
Malta 1870 1870 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Netherlands 27 510 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 13 870 NAP
Poland 126 871 67 137 7 091 6 884 207 NAP 207 NAP NAP 28 086 24 557
Portugal 14 882 5812 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 9 070 NAP
Romania 72 979 71874 1105 364 741 741 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovakia 13 616 11 248 2 367 2 367 NA NAP NA NAP NAP 1 NAP
Slovenia 2424 1614 810 789 21 15 6 NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain 164 341 129 907 NA NAP NA NA NA NA NA 34 434 NAP
Sweden 15991 882 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 497 2612
Average 52 162 48 921 3881 3 665 455 648 78 16 52 12 433 6 943
Median 12 457 5812 2 367 2 367 207 741 50 16 52 3582 776
Minimum 1109 639 0 0 21 15 5 16 33 1 38
Maximum 307 662 302 283 13 863 13 863 1194 1189 207 16 70 58 217 24 557
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 19% 22% 30% 26% 22% 19% 22% 19% 26% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 33% 59% 70% 63% 78% 67% 30% 56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.
** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of administrative
law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.5.5: Second instance courts, number of civil and
commercial litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2
years in 2019 (Q97)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
as a % of all as a % of all
Number pending cases Number pending cases
on 31 Dec on 31 Dec

Austria NA NA NA NA
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA
Croatia 2 459 8,8% NA NA
Cyprus NA NA NA NA
Czech Republic NA NA NAP NAP
Denmark NA NA NA NA
Estonia 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
Finland NA NA NAP NAP
France NA NA 950 3,1%
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary NA NA NA NA
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy 134 551 44,5% NAP NAP
Latvia NA NA NA NA
Lithuania 13 0,4% 13 0,3%
Luxembourg NA NA NA NA
Malta 973 52,0% NAP NAP
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal NA NA NA NA
Romania 665 0,9% NAP NAP
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 0 0,0% NAP NAP
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 8 0,9% 456 3,6%
Average 17 334 13,4% 355 1,8%
Median 339 0,9% 235 1,7%
Minimum 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
Maximum 134 551 52,0% 950 3,6%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 70% 70% 56% 56%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 30%

Romania: Cases older than 3 years are presented.
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Table 3.6.1: Second instance courts, clearance rate (in %) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q97)

Total number of

Civil (and

Total

General civil (and

, o i Administrativ
States : cher than .c.or.nmerual) non-litigious nonjic:inzr:fgcézzes * Registry cases Iangl?:glilstlt?;ogasses Nonrgg?sut)rl;sct::gwess - Sc::;i; - Other ggzelétlglous d|aw Cztszts e Other cases
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases 9
Austria 100,2% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Belgium 110,3% 110,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Bulgaria 96,2% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 101,0% NA
Croatia 112,5% 119,1% 107,9% 107,3% 115,4% 116,5% 99,2% NAP 97,2% 91,1% NAP
Cyprus 87,1% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 87,6% NA
Czech Republic 103,2% 103,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 103,2%
Denmark 93,9% 93,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 98,1% 97,3% 94,1% 94,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 102,6% NAP
Finland 96,3% 96,8% 91,9% 91,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 128,9%
France 100,6% 102,2% 96,9% 96,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 96,0% NAP
Germany NA 85,0% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 97,9% 98,7%
Greece NA 101,3% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 105,2% 109,6% 102,2% 101,8% 109,9% NAP 111,5% 100,0% 107,3% 106,4% 111,9%
Ireland 93,0% 93,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 128,2% 130,5% 99,6% 99,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Latvia 97,7% 99,4% - - NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 91,5% NAP
Lithuania 103,9% 105,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 101,3% 100,5%
Luxembourg NA 102,9% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 95,9% NA
Malta 112,4% 112,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Netherlands 102,2% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 100,0% NAP
Poland 90,4% 90,0% 93,5% 93,5% 90,2% NAP 90,2% NAP NAP 97,4% 87,8%
Portugal 99,7% 101,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 89,8% NAP
Romania 100,0% 100,0% 102,2% 98,0% 105,5% 105,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Slovakia 111,1% 110,8% 111,5% 111,5% NA NAP NA NAP NAP - NAP
Slovenia 102,8% 105,0% 99,9% 99,5% 104,5% 105,0% 101,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP
Spain 89,1% 93,0% NA NAP NA NA NA NA NA 72,2% NAP
Sweden 96,5% 95,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 96,9% 95,8%
Average 101,3% 102,5% 100,0% 99,4% 105,1% 109,0% 100,6% 100,0% 102,3% 95,2% 103,8%
Median 100,1% 101,8% 99,8% 98,8% 105,5% 105,5% 100,4% 100,0% 102,3% 96,9% 100,5%
Standard deviation 9,0% 10,0% 6,3% 6,2% 9,4% 6,5% 8,8% 7,1% 8,2% 13,2%
Minimum 87,1% 85,0% 91,9% 91,9% 90,2% 105,0% 90,2% 100,0% 97,2% 72,2% 87,8%
Maximum 128,2% 130,5% 111,5% 111,5% 115,4% 116,5% 111,5% 100,0% 107,3% 106,4% 128,9%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 15% 30% 26% 22% 19% 22% 19% 26% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 30% 33% 59% 70% 63% 78% 67% 30% 56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.6.2: Second instance courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q97)

Total number of

other than
criminal law
cases

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria 100
Croatia 205
Cyprus 1953
Czech Republic 67
Denmark 193
Estonia 108
Finland 188
France 415
Germany NA
Greece NA
Hungary 75
Ireland NA
Italy 759
Latvia 138
Lithuania 151
Luxembourg NA
Malta 875
Netherlands 427
Poland 213
Portugal 223
Romania 139
Slovakia 130
Slovenia 65
Spain 300
Sweden 94
Average 313
Median 169
Standard deviation 425
Minimum 65
Maximum 1953
Nb of values 27
% of NA 19%
% of NAP 0%

Civil (and

commercial)
litigious cases

NA
NA
NA
248
NA
68
193
130
205
481
299
638
105
NA
791
119
100
488
875
NA
175
104
139
175
73
279
117

276
175
239

68
875

27
22%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

NA
NAP
NA
125
NA
NAP
NAP
82
114
141
NA
NA
59
NAP
232

NAP
NA
NAP
NA
116
NAP
138
58
52
NA
NAP

112
115
54
52
232

26
31%
31%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

Non-litigious
land registry cases

Non-litigious business
registry cases

Other
registry cases

Other non-litigious
cases

NA
NAP
NA
116
NA
NAP
NAP
82
114
141
NA
NA
60
NAP
232

NAP
NA
NAP
NA
115
NAP
107
58
55
NAP
NAP

108
110
52
55
232

26
27%
35%

NA
NAP
NAP

202

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA

NA

45
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

212
NAP
161

NA

17

NA
NAP

127
161
90
17
212

27
22%
59%

NA
NAP
NAP

212

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

161
NAP
14

NA

NAP

129
161
103

14
212

27
19%
70%

NA
NAP
NAP

16

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA

NA

44
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

212
NAP
NAP

NA

36

NA
NAP

77
40
91
16
212

27
22%
63%

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA

NA

50
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP

50
50

50
50

27
19%
78%

NA
NAP
NA
183
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NA
33
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP

108
108
106

33
183

27
26%
67%

Administrative

law cases

NAP
57
210
1724
NAP
NAP
92
NAP
329
427
NA
64
NAP
NAP
215
375
285
NA
476
625
849
NAP
NAP
418
106

417
329
423
57
1724

27
11%
30%

Other cases**

NA
NAP
NA
NAP
NA
57
NAP
NAP
239
NAP
175
NA
75
NAP
NAP
NAP
33
NA
NAP
NAP
231
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
58

124
75
88
33

239

27
19%
56%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious

enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.7.1: Supreme courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 1st Jan. (Q99)

UGl 0 (1037 Sl (an.d TOtal Sl CM! @ . Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other e
other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases . : . Other non-litigious cases Other cases**
States criminal law cases| litigious cases cases fongligiotisicasesis jand registy cases reaisiy cases reaiSiy cases
142+3+4 1 2=2.1+2.2+23 | R RO YY) 221 222 223 23

Austria 2 966 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2 206

Belgium 1463 1119 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 344 NAP
Bulgaria 10 063 3917 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 6 146 NAP
Croatia 14 219 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic 5274 2404 35 35 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2 503 124
Denmark 133 133 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 73 29 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 44 NAP
Finland 3791 292 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3 337 162
France 25 062 19 635 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 5427 NAP
Germany 9495 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 3 549 1113
Greece 15 496 2012 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 13 484 NAP
Hungary 3448 1744 139 104 32 NAP 30 2 3 1218 347
Ireland 181 181 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 138 641 110 979 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 27 288 374
Latvia 1651 653 1 NAP 1 1 NAP NAP 0 958 39
Lithuania 250 226 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 24
Luxembourg 104 104 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands 1037 378 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 659 NAP
Poland NA 4 596 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 332
Portugal 1442 378 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1064 NAP
Romania 39 695 17 884 116 0 116 116 NAP NAP NAP 21 695 NAP
Slovakia 4 257 2 157 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2100 NAP
Slovenia 912 690 9 9 0 0 NAP NAP NAP 213 NAP
Spain 26 113 17 084 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 9029 NAP
Sweden 2211 99 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1711 401
Average 12 832 8 486 60 37 37 39 30 2 2 5420 324
Median 3 207 905 35 22 17 1 30 2 2 2 206 332
Minimum 73 29 1 0 0 0 30 2 0 44 24
Maximum 138 641 110 979 139 104 116 116 30 2 3 27 288 1113
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 11% 19% 19% 11% 11% 11% 11% 15% 7% %
% of NAP % 7% 63% 67% 74% 78% 85% 85% 78% 22% 59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of administrative law
cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.7.2: Supreme courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Incoming cases (Q99)

Total number of

other than . (an.d TOtaI SreeiE @l (e : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
States criminal law .C.or.nmermal) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases Other cases*
litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
cases
Austria 9 335 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 6 968 NA
Belgium 1392 920 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 472 NAP
Bulgaria 23 075 8 015 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 15 060 NAP
Croatia 6 166 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic 9 097 4 340 195 195 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 4 261 144
Denmark 302 302 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 210 140 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 70 NAP
Finland 7177 725 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 6113 339
France 27 287 17 071 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 10 216 NAP
Germany 13 606 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 5522 2401
Greece 5 864 2343 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3521 NAP
Hungary 5161 2139 426 374 31 NAP 29 2 21 2188 408
Ireland 323 323 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 50 769 38 330 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 044 395
Latvia 2 008 1142 22 NAP 19 19 NAP NAP 3 844 NA
Lithuania 585 476 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 109
Luxembourg 116 116 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands 1447 421 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1026 NAP
Poland NA 7 585 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1163
Portugal 4 107 2943 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1164 NAP
Romania 59 978 29 625 253 41 212 212 NAP NAP NAP 30 100 NAP
Slovakia 5 816 3857 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1 959 NAP
Slovenia 2 370 1970 53 45 8 8 NAP NAP NAP 347 NAP
Spain 22 997 13171 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 9 826 NAP
Sweden 11 837 277 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 7 096 4 464
Average 11 293 6 192 190 164 68 80 29 2 12 6 252 1178
Median 5 840 2 055 195 120 25 19 29 2 12 4 261 402
Minimum 116 116 22 41 8 8 29 2 3 70 109
Maximum 59 978 38 330 426 374 212 212 29 2 21 30 100 4 464
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 11% 19% 19% 11% 11% 11% 11% 15% 7% 11%
% of NAP 7% 7% 63% 67% 74% 78% 85% 85% 78% 22% 59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.7.3: Supreme courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Resolved cases (Q99)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

other than . o : : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
sl e _C_Ommer0|a|) non-litigious commercial) . Registry cases land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases Other cases™
litigious cases cases e
cases
Austria 8 691 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 6 412 NA
Belgium 1268 818 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 450 NAP
Bulgaria 25 085 7 846 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 17 239 NAP
Croatia 7 140 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic 9180 4774 183 183 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3 880 159
Denmark 272 272 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 223 141 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 82 NAP
Finland 7 215 703 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 6 138 374
France 27 795 17 475 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 10 320 NAP
Germany 13 784 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 5671 2283
Greece 5983 2217 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 3766 NAP
Hungary 5989 2375 478 415 44 NAP 41 3 19 2582 554
Ireland 343 343 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 46 596 32 685 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 13551 360
Latvia 2 159 1187 21 NAP 19 19 NAP NAP 2 951 NA
Lithuania 507 395 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 112
Luxembourg 111 111 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands 1177 354 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 823 NAP
Poland NA 7424 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 1236
Portugal 3810 2789 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1021 NAP
Romania 60 219 29 923 258 40 218 218 NAP NAP NAP 30 038 NAP
Slovakia 6 269 4087 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 2182 NAP
Slovenia 2676 2193 46 40 6 6 NAP NAP NAP 437 NAP
Spain 22 910 10 555 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 12 355 NAP
Sweden 11763 298 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 7174 4291
Average 11 299 5862 197 170 72 81 41 3 11 6 583 1171
Median 6 129 2 205 183 112 32 19 41 3 11 3880 464
Minimum 111 111 21 40 6 6 41 3 2 82 112
Maximum 60 219 32 685 478 415 218 218 41 3 19 30 038 4291
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 11% 19% 19% 11% 11% 11% 11% 15% 7% 11%
% of NAP 7% 7% 63% 67% 74% 78% 85% 85% 78% 22% 59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.
** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.7.4: Supreme courts, number of other than criminal law cases in 2019 - Pending cases on 31 Dec. (Q99)

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than
criminal law
cases
1+2+3+4
3610
1590
8 053
13 243
NAP
5191
163
61
3753
24 554
9 317
15 377
2620
161
142 814
1500
328
109
NAP
1307
NA
1739
39 454
3804
606
26 346
2 285

12 833
3115
61

142 814

27
4%
7%

Civil (and
commercial)

litigious cases

1
NA
1221
4 086
NA
NAP
1970
163
28
314
19 231
NA
2138
1508
161
116 624
608
307
109
NAP
445
4757
532
17 586
1927
467
19 700
78

8 816
915

28

116 624

27
11%
7%

Total
non-litigious
cases

2=21+2.2+2.3

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
47
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
87
NAP
NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
111
NA
16
NAP
NAP

53
47
111

27
19%
63%

General civil (and
commercial)
non-litigious cases *

Registry cases

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
47
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
63
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
14
NAP
NAP

31
31

1
63

27
19%
67%

NA
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP

19
NAP
NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

110
NAP

NAP
NAP

33
11
1
110

27
11%
4%

Non-litigious

land registry cases

221

Non-litigious business
registry cases

2.2.2

Other

registry cases

2.2.3

NA
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

110
NAP

NAP
NAP

38
2

1
110

27
11%
78%

NA
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP

18
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

18
18
18
18

27
11%
85%

NA
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

N

27
11%
85%

Other non-litigious
cases

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP

NAP
NAP

NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

3
3
1
5

27
15%
78%

Administrative

law cases

2762
369

3 967
NA
NAP
2884
NAP
33
3312
5323
3400
13 239
824
NAP
25781
851
NAP
NAP
NAP
862
NA
1207
21757
1877
123

6 646
1633

5 097
2762
33
25781

27
7%
22%

Other cases**

NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
109
NAP
NAP
127
NAP
1231
NAP
201
NAP
409
NA
21
NAP
NAP
NAP
259
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
574

366
230
21
1231

27
11%
59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.7.5: Supreme courts, number of civil and commercial
litigious and administrative cases pending more than 2 years in
2019. (Q99)

Civil (and commercial) litigious

Administrative law cases

cases
States
Absolute % of pending Absolute % of pending
number cases number cases
Austria NA NA 96 3,5%
Belgium NA NA 1280 346,9%
Bulgaria NA NA 85 2,1%
Croatia NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic NA NA NA NA
Denmark NA NA NA NA
Estonia 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
Finland NA NA NA NA
France NA NA 89 1,7%
Germany NA NA NA NA
Greece NA NA NA NA
Hungary 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
Ireland NA NA NAP NAP
Italy 52 408 44,9% 11 567 44,9%
Latvia NA NA NA NA
Lithuania 0 0,0% NAP NAP
Luxembourg NA NA NAP NAP
Malta NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands NA NA NA NA
Poland NA NA NA NA
Portugal NA NA NA NA
Romania 448 2,5% 494 2,3%
Slovakia NA NA NA NA
Slovenia 3 0,6% 27 22,0%
Spain NA NA NA NA
Sweden 1 1,3% 1 0,1%
Average 7 551 7,1% 1364 42,3%
Median 1 0,6% 87 2,2%
Minimum 0 0,0% 0 0,0%
Maximum 52 408 44,9% 11 567 346,9%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27
% of NA 67% 67% 44% 44%
% of NAP 7% 7% 19% 19%

Romania: Cases older than 3 years are presented.
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Table 3.8.1:

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

Average
Median
Minimum
Maximum
Nb of values

% of NA
% of NAP

Total number of
other than
criminal law
cases
93,1%
91,1%
108,7%
115,8%
NAP
100,9%
90,1%
106,2%
100,5%
101,9%
101,3%
102,0%
116,0%
106,2%
91,8%
107,5%
86,7%
95,7%
NAP
81,3%
NA
92,8%
100,4%
107,8%
112,9%
99,6%
99,4%

100,4%
100,7%

81,3%
116,0%

27
4%
7%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

NA
88,9%
97,9%

NA

NAP
110,0%
90,1%
100,7%
97,0%
102,4%

NA

94,6%
111,0%
106,2%

85,3%
103,9%

83,0%

95,7%

NAP

84,1%

97,9%

94,8%
101,0%
106,0%
111,3%

80,1%
107,6%

97,7%
97,9%
80,1%
111,3%

27
11%
7%

Total
non-litigious
cases

NA
NAP
NA
NA
NAP
93,8%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NA
NAP
112,2%
NAP
NAP
95,5%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
102,0%
NA
86,8%
NAP
NAP

98,1%
95,5%
86,8%
112,2%

27
19%
63%

Supreme courts, clearance rate (in %) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q99)

General civil (and
commercial)

Registry cases

Non-litigious

Non-litigious business

Other

Other non-litigious

non-litigious cases * land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases
NA NA NA NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
NA NA NA NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
93,8% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NA NA NA NA NA NA
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
111,0% 141,9% NAP 141,4% 150,0% 90,5%
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP 100,0% 100,0% NAP NAP 66,7%
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
97,6% 102,8% 102,8% NAP NAP NAP
NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
88,9% 75,0% 75,0% NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
97,8% 104,9% 92,6% 141,4% 150,0% 78,6%
95,7% 101,4% 100,0% 141,4% 150,0% 78,6%
88,9% 75,0% 75,0% 141,4% 150,0% 66,7%
111,0% 141,9% 102,8% 141,4% 150,0% 90,5%
27 27 27 27 27 27
19% 11% 11% 11% 11% 15%
67% 74% 78% 85% 85% 78%

Administrative

law cases

92,0%
95,3%
114,5%
NA
NAP
91,1%
NAP
117,1%
100,4%
101,0%
102,7%
107,0%
118,0%
NAP
112,5%
112,7%
NAP
NAP
NAP
80,2%
NA
87,7%
99,8%
111,4%
125,9%
125,7%
101,1%

105,1%
102,7%

80,2%
125,9%

27
7%
22%

Other cases**

NA
NAP
NAP

NA
NAP

110,4%
NAP
NAP

110,3%
NAP

95,1%
NAP

135,8%

NAP
91,1%

NA

102,8%
NAP
NAP
NAP

106,3%
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP
NAP

96,1%

106,0%
104,5%

91,1%
135,8%

27
11%
59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of
administrative law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.8.2: Supreme courts, disposition time (in days) in different types of other than criminal law cases in 2019 (Q99)

Total number of

Civil (and Total

General civil (and

States ~ other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Iang‘?:;g't?;’é’:ses Non;gg?s'fr‘;scgls’:':ess regis?:;igses Other Ezgéﬁstigious Adlr:Vllnéjsrzgve Other cases**
criminal law cases] litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 152 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 157 NA
Belgium 458 545 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 299 NAP
Bulgaria 117 190 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 84 NAP
Croatia 677 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Cyprus NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Czech Republic 206 151 94 94 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 271 250
Denmark 219 219 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Estonia 100 72 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 147 NAP
Finland 190 163 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 197 124
France 322 402 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 188 NAP
Germany 247 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 219 197
Greece 938 352 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1283 NAP
Hungary 160 232 66 55 158 NAP 160 122 96 116 132
Ireland 171 171 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Italy 1119 1302 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 694 415
Latvia 254 187 35 NAP 19 19 NAP NAP 183 327 NA
Lithuania 236 284 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 68
Luxembourg 358 358 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Malta NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
Netherlands 405 459 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 382 NAP
Poland NA 234 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 76
Portugal 167 70 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 431 NAP
Romania 239 215 157 9 184 184 NAP NAP NAP 264 NAP
Slovakia 221 172 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 314 NAP
Slovenia 83 78 127 128 122 122 NAP NAP NAP 103 NAP
Spain 420 681 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 196 NAP
Sweden 71 96 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 83 49
Average 314 301 96 72 121 108 160 122 139 303 164
Median 229 217 94 75 140 122 160 122 139 219 128
Minimum 71 70 35 9 19 19 160 122 96 83 49
Maximum 1119 1302 157 128 184 184 160 122 183 1283 415
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 4% 11% 19% 19% 11% 11% 11% 11% 15% 7% 11%
% of NAP 7% 7% 63% 67% 74% 78% 85% 85% 78% 22% 59%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Cyprus, Malta have a two tier system therefore the Supreme Court is the second, highest and final instance court.

Poland: The Supreme Administrative Court is also the court of second instance and it is impossible for the Statistics Division to divide its cases statistics and identify the number of second instance cases on the one hand, and the number of third instance cases, on the other hand. The total number of administrative

law cases dealt with by the Supreme Administrative Court is provided within the frame of Q97.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.1(2019): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2019 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

States other than coCrIr:/ rlligri:i(ejll) nonjﬁ:g Iious Ge::r;arLZig:;gnd Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law o o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
litigious cases cases non-liigious cases *
cases
Austria 36,2 0,9 29,1 18,3 10,8 7,2 3,6 NAP NAP 0,6 5,6
Belgium 8,6 6,1 2,3 NAP 2,3 NAP 2,3 NAP NAP 0,1 NA
Bulgaria 54 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,5 NA
Croatia 24,6 3,2 21,1 4,9 16,3 12,8 3,5 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 2,3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 0,2 NA
Czech Republic 9,0 3,3 5,3 4,1 1,1 NAP 1,1 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,3
Denmark 49,3 0,8 45,5 6,2 39,3 38,9 0,3 NAP 0,1 NA 2,9
Estonia 22,7 1,4 21,1 4,0 17,1 8,5 8,7 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Finland 9,5 0,2 8,7 8,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,5 0,2
France 2,7 2,1 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 1,5 NA 3,0 NA 6,7 0,2 NA NA 0,8 1,1
Greece NA 1,9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 6,8 1,4 51 1,8 3,2 NAP 3,2 0,1 0,0 0,2 0,2
Ireland 4,7 2,7 1,9 1,9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 5,7 2,4 3,2 3,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 18,7 1,6 17,0 2,3 14,7 14,7 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 7,2 3,3 2,4 2,1 NA NA NA NA 0,3 0,5 1,0
Luxembourg 1,9 0,8 0,8 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 0,2 NAP
Malta 2,6 1,8 0,8 0,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 7,0 0,8 5,6 5,6 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Poland 35,6 3.3 314 11,9 19,5 17,3 2,2 NAP NAP 0,2 0,8
Portugal NA 3,1 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Romania 7,3 6,7 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Slovakia 14,7 2,1 8,5 2,2 4,9 NAP 4,9 NAP 1,4 0,1 4,0
Slovenia 30,1 1,8 20,9 7,9 13,1 10,7 2,4 NAP NAP 0,1 7,2
Spain 5,3 2,7 2,2 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 2,7 0,7 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,7 0,1
Average 13,4 2,3 10,6 4,2 11,9 13,0 2,7 0,1 0,4 0,4 1,9
Median 7,2 1,9 5,2 2,7 11,9 10,7 2,3 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,9
Minimum 1,9 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 49,3 6,7 45,5 18,3 39,3 38,9 8,7 0,1 1,4 1,7 7,2
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 15% 15% 11% 11% 11% 15% 7% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.2(2019): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2019 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law e e . land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
cases litigious cases cases non-liigious cases
Austria 5,8 0,4 4,1 3,6 0,4 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP 0,8 0,6
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 0,2 NA
Bulgaria 1,4 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,1 NA
Croatia 8,2 3,7 4,3 2,8 1,4 1,4 0,1 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Cyprus 5,5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 0,5 NA
Czech Republic 3,9 1,3 1,4 1,4 0,0 NAP 0,0 NAP 0,0 0,1 1,1
Denmark 2,5 0,5 1,6 1,3 0,3 0,1 0,2 NAP 0,0 NA 0,5
Estonia 2,0 0,5 1,4 0,9 0,5 0,3 0,1 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,6 0,1 2,1 2,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 0,1
France 2,8 2,5 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 0,9 NA NA NA NA 2,2 NA NA 1,0 0,5
Greece NA 2,9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 1,3 0,6 0,5 0,2 0,3 NAP 0,3 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,2
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 59 3,7 2,0 2,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Latvia 1,3 0,9 0,3 0,3 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,0 0,8 0,0 0,0 NA NA NA NA 0,0 0,1 0,0
Luxembourg NA 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NA NAP
Malta 2,3 2,1 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,5 0,2 0,9 0,9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 9,8 2,4 7,0 1,8 5,2 4,9 0,3 NAP NAP 0,1 0,3
Portugal NA 1,8 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Romania 3,0 2,8 0,1 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Slovakia 5,0 1,1 3,2 0,6 1,8 NAP 1,8 NAP 0,8 0,1 0,5
Slovenia 4,7 1,5 2,1 1,9 0,2 0,2 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 0,9
Spain 3,7 2,5 0,9 0,9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 1,0 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 0,0
Average 3,6 15 1,6 11 0,9 0,9 0,5 0,0 0,2 0,3 0,4
Median 2,8 1,1 1,2 0,9 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,5
Minimum 1,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 9,8 3,7 7,0 3,6 5,2 4,9 2,2 0,0 0,8 1,0 1,1
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.1(2018): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2018 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

States other than coCrIr:/ rlligri:i(ejll) nonIiot:;1 Iious Ge::r;ar:]zi:ﬂ:;gnd Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law e e land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
litigious cases cases non-liigious cases *
cases
Austria 37,0 0,9 29,5 18,9 10,5 7,0 3,5 NAP NAP 0,8 5,8
Belgium 9,3 6,7 2,3 NAP 2,3 NAP 23 NAP NAP 0,1 0,1
Bulgaria 54 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,4 NA
Croatia 21,7 2,9 18,5 3,0 15,5 12,2 3,3 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 2,4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA 0,2 NA
Czech Republic 8,8 3,3 5,2 4,1 1,0 NAP 1,0 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,2
Denmark 39,2 0,7 35,8 6,2 29,5 29,1 0,4 NAP 0,1 NAP 2,7
Estonia 22,6 1,2 21,2 3,7 17,6 8,5 9,1 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Finland 9,1 0,1 8,3 8,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,2
France 2,8 2,2 0,3 0,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 1,5 NA 3,0 NA 6,5 0,2 NA NA 0,9 1,1
Greece NA 2,0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,6 NA
Hungary 7,5 1,4 5,7 2,1 3,6 NAP 3,5 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,2
Ireland 4,6 2,7 1,9 1,9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 5,8 2,6 3,2 3,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 16,5 1,4 15,0 2,2 12,8 12,8 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 7,5 3,6 2,6 2,3 NA NA NA NA 0,3 0,5 0,9
Luxembourg 1,9 0,8 0,9 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 0,2 NAP
Malta 2,5 1,8 0,6 0,6 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 6,9 0,8 5,6 5,6 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Poland 28,6 3.4 24,1 12,0 12,1 9,6 25 NAP NAP 0,2 0,8
Portugal NA 2,9 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Romania 7,0 6,4 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Slovakia 10,9 2,3 51 1,7 2,0 NAP 2,0 0,0 1,4 0,1 3.3
Slovenia 30,7 2,0 21,0 7,9 13,2 10,7 25 NAP NAP 0,2 7,5
Spain 4,9 2,7 1,8 1,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 2,5 0,6 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,6 0,1
Average 12,3 2,3 9,5 4,1 10,0 10,7 2,5 0,0 0,4 0,4 1,8
Median 7,5 2,0 5,2 2,6 11,3 9,6 2,4 0,0 0,2 0,2 0,8
Minimum 1,9 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 39,2 6,7 35,8 18,9 29,5 29,1 9,1 0,0 1,4 1,6 7.5
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 15% 15% 11% 11% 11% 15% 0% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 81% 63% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.2(2018): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2018 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law o o . land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
cases litigious cases cases non-liigious cases
Austria 5,8 0,4 4,0 3,6 0,4 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP 0,9 0,6
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 0,2 NA
Bulgaria 1,3 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,1 NA
Croatia 6,3 3,3 2,8 1,6 1,2 1,1 0,1 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Cyprus 6,0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,7 NA
Czech Republic 4,0 1,3 1,4 1,4 0,0 NAP 0,0 NAP 0,0 0,1 1,1
Denmark 2,6 0,4 1,7 1,4 0,2 0,0 0,2 NAP 0,0 NAP 0,5
Estonia 1,8 0,5 1,3 0,9 0,5 0,3 0,2 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,3 0,1 1,7 1,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 0,1
France 2,8 2,5 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 0,9 NA NA NA NA 2,1 NA NA 1,0 0,5
Greece NA 2,6 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 15 NA
Hungary 1,4 0,7 0,5 0,2 0,3 NAP 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,2
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 6,1 3,8 2,1 2,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Latvia 1,3 1,0 0,2 0,2 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,1 0,8 0,0 0,0 NA NA NA NA 0,0 0,2 0,1
Luxembourg NA 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NA NAP
Malta 2,1 2,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,5 0,2 1,0 1,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 6,3 2,4 3,6 1,7 1,9 15 0,3 NAP NAP 0,1 0,3
Portugal NA 2,0 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Romania 3,0 2,8 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Slovakia 3,7 1,3 1,6 0,6 0,1 NAP 0,1 0,0 0,9 0,1 0,7
Slovenia 53 1,7 2,4 2,1 0,2 0,2 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 11
Spain 3.4 2,3 0,8 0,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Sweden 1,0 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 0,0
Average 3,3 15 1,3 1,0 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,0 0,2 0,4 0,5
Median 2,8 1,3 1,2 0,9 0,2 0,2 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,5
Minimum 1,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 6,3 3.8 4,0 3,6 1,9 15 2,1 0,0 0,9 15 1,1
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 15% 15% 4% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 78% 63% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.1(2017): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2017 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of vl (an-d TOtaI SR CiVi! (Ere . Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases land registry cases - I cases law cases Other cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 36,7 1,0 29,2 18,7 10,5 7,2 3.3 NAP NAP 0,8 5,7
Belgium 4,4 1,9 2,2 NAP 2,2 NAP 2,2 NAP NAP 0,2 0,1
Bulgaria 5,6 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NA
Croatia 22,9 3,1 19,5 4,0 15,4 12,1 3.3 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 1,8 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,2 0,1
Czech Republic 9,5 3,4 5,8 4.5 1,3 NAP 1,3 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,2
Denmark 39,5 0,7 36,4 6,4 30,0 29,6 0,3 NAP 0,1 NAP 2,4
Estonia 20,3 1,2 18,9 11 17,8 9,2 8,6 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Finland 9,0 0,1 8,2 8,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,5 0,2
France 3.2 2,5 0,4 0,4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 15 NA 3,1 NA 6,6 0,1 NA NA 1,0 1,2
Greece NA 1,9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,6 NA
Hungary 8,6 1,8 6,3 2,0 4,2 NAP 4,2 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,3
Ireland 4,7 2,7 2,0 2,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 5,7 2,5 3,2 3,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 16,4 15 14,8 2,2 12,6 12,6 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 9,5 4,1 3,9 2,9 NA NA NA NA 1,0 0,4 1,1
Luxembourg 1,8 0,8 0,8 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 0,2 NAP
Malta 2,3 1,6 0,7 0,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 7,2 0,9 5,8 5,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Poland 30,3 35 25,9 13,2 12,7 9,6 3,1 NAP NAP 0,2 0,7
Portugal NA 2,9 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Romania 7,5 6,6 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Slovakia 15,7 3,5 51 1,2 2,4 NAP 2,4 NAP 15 0,1 7,0
Slovenia 32,2 2,2 22,2 8,2 13,9 11,3 2,6 NAP NAP 0,2 7,6
Spain 4,6 2,5 1,7 1,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 25 0,6 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,6 0,1
Average 12,6 2,2 9,7 4,1 10,3 10,9 2,6 0,0 0,5 0,4 1,9
Median 8,0 1,9 55 2,5 11,6 9,6 25 0,0 0,4 0,2 0,5
Minimum 1,8 0,1 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 39,5 6,6 36,4 18,7 30,0 29,6 8,6 0,0 15 1,6 7,6
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 15% 15% 11% 11% 15% 11% 0% 7%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 4% 41% 56% 44% 81% 67% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.2(2017): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2017 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : - o .
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
. e o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 5,9 0,4 4,2 3,7 0,5 0,2 0,3 NAP NAP 0,8 0,6
Belgium NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NA
Bulgaria 1,2 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NA
Croatia 7,2 3,6 3.4 2,2 1,1 1,1 0,1 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 6,2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,9 0,1
Czech Republic 4,3 1,5 1,6 1,5 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP 0,0 0,1 1,1
Denmark 2,4 0,3 1,6 1,4 0,2 0,1 0,1 NAP 0,0 NAP 0,5
Estonia 14 0,5 0,9 0,1 0,7 0,4 0,4 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,8 0,1 2,2 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,1
France 2,7 2,4 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 0,9 NA NA NA NA 2,1 NA NA 1,0 0,5
Greece NA 2,3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 1,9 NA
Hungary 15 0,9 0,3 0,2 0,1 NAP NA 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,3
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 6,4 3,9 2,2 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Latvia 1,3 1,0 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,2 1,0 0,1 0,0 NA NA NA NA 0,0 0,1 0,1
Luxembourg NA 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NA NAP
Malta 2,0 19 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,6 0,3 1,1 1,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 6,0 2,1 3,7 2,0 1,6 1,2 0,4 NAP NAP 0,1 0,2
Portugal NA 2,3 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Romania 3,3 3,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Slovakia 5,0 2,1 1,6 0,6 0,2 NAP 0,2 NAP 0,9 0,1 1,1
Slovenia 5,9 1,9 3,0 2,7 0,2 0,2 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 0,9
Spain 3,0 2,0 0,7 0,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Sweden 1,0 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 0,0
Average 3,5 15 1,4 11 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,0 0,2 0,4 0,5
Median 2,8 15 1,0 0,7 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,4
Minimum 1,0 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 7,2 3,9 4,2 3,7 1,6 1,2 2,1 0,0 0,9 1,9 11
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 22% 22% 15% 15% 15% 15% 11% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 48% 59% 48% 81% 67% 7% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.1(2016): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2016 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : - o .
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
. e o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 37,6 1,0 30,2 19,1 11,1 7,8 3,3 NAP NAP 0,6 5,7
Belgium 8,7 6,4 2,3 NAP 2,2 NAP 2,2 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Bulgaria 4,8 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,4 NA
Croatia 23,2 3,3 19,6 4,4 15,2 11,8 3.4 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 2,4 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,2 NA
Czech Republic 9,8 3,1 6,2 4.6 1,6 NAP 1,6 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,3
Denmark 38,8 0,7 35,8 6,1 29,7 29,4 0,3 NAP NAP NAP 2,3
Estonia 24,7 1,2 23,2 3,3 19,9 8,2 11,8 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Finland 8,2 0,2 7,2 7,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 0,2
France 3,4 2,5 0,5 0,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 1,6 NA 3,2 NA 6,8 0,1 NA NA 0,9 1,6
Greece NA 14 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,5 NA
Hungary 8,9 1,9 6,5 2,0 4,5 NAP 4,5 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,3
Ireland 5,0 2,7 2,2 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 6,0 2,6 3.4 3,4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 16,2 2,0 14,1 15 12,6 12,6 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 11,7 4.4 3,8 2,9 NA NA NA NA 0,9 0,5 3,0
Luxembourg 1,8 0,8 0,9 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 0,2 NAP
Malta 1,5 1,4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 7,3 0,9 5,7 5,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Poland 28,0 3,1 24,1 12,5 11,6 9,3 2,2 NAP NA 0,2 0,6
Portugal NA 3,0 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Romania 7,5 6,8 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Slovakia 17,0 3,7 4.7 1,1 2,1 NAP 2,1 NAP 1,5 0,2 8,4
Slovenia 34,4 2,5 23,4 8,9 14,5 11,7 2,8 NAP NAP 0,1 8,4
Spain 4,2 2,1 1,7 1,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 2,3 0,6 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,4 0,1
Average 13,1 2,4 10,3 4,3 10,4 10,8 2,9 0,0 0,6 0,4 2,6
Median 8,5 2,1 5,7 3,2 11,3 9,3 2,2 0,0 0,7 0,3 11
Minimum 15 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 38,8 6,8 35,8 19,1 29,7 29,4 11,8 0,0 15 1,4 8.4
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 11% 7% 19% 15% 15% 11% 11% 15% 19% 0% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 41% 56% 44% 81% 63% 7% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.2(2016): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2016 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - ; - o .
; At . ) Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases land registry cases reqiSiTy Cases B — cases | Other cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases * 9= 9= 9= ACCESES
Austria 5,8 0,4 4.3 4.0 0,3 0,2 0,0 NAP NAP 0,6 0,6
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Bulgaria 1,1 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,1 NA
Croatia 7,5 3,8 3,4 2,3 1,1 1,0 0,1 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 6,0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,9 NA
Czech Republic 4.4 1,4 1,6 1,6 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP 0,0 0,1 1,2
Denmark 2,3 0,4 1,4 1,3 0,1 0,0 0,1 NAP NAP NAP 0,5
Estonia 2,7 0,5 2,1 0,6 1,6 0,3 1,3 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,5 0,1 1,8 1,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,1
France 2,8 2,4 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 0,9 NA NA NA NA 2,1 NA NA 0,9 1,8
Greece NA 2,3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,2 NA
Hungary 14 0,8 0,3 0,3 0,0 NAP NA 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,3
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 6,7 4.1 2,2 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Latvia 1,5 1,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,4 1,0 0,1 0,0 NA NA NA NA 0,0 0,1 0,1
Luxembourg NA 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NA NAP
Malta 1,9 1,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,7 0,3 1,0 1,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 6,1 1,9 3,9 2,7 1,2 1,0 0,2 NAP NA 0,1 0,2
Portugal NA 2,7 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Romania 3,2 2,9 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Slovakia 4.9 1,7 1,5 0,5 0,2 NAP 0,2 NAP 0,8 0,1 1,5
Slovenia 7,2 2,0 4,0 3,7 0,3 0,3 0,0 NAP NAP 0,1 1,1
Spain 2,8 1,7 0,7 0,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Sweden 0,8 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,0
Average 3,6 15 1,5 1,3 0,5 0,4 0,4 0,0 0,2 0,4 0,7
Median 2,8 1,4 1,4 0,9 0,2 0,3 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,5
Minimum 0,8 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 7,5 4.1 4,3 4,0 1,6 1,0 2,1 0,0 0,8 2,2 1,8
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 19% 15% 19% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 11% 44% 59% 44% 81% 63% 7% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: Any deviations from the 2015 figures are due to a new way of collecting statistics.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.1(2015): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2015 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : - o .
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
. e o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 37,8 1,0 30,9 19,8 11,1 7,9 3,2 NAP NAP NAP 5,9
Belgium NA 6,8 NA NA 2,1 NAP 2,1 NAP NA 0,2 NAP
Bulgaria 4,8 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,4 NA
Croatia 21,6 3,8 17,4 3,8 13,6 10,7 2,9 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 3,5 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,2 NA
Czech Republic 10,8 3,8 6,5 4.8 1,7 NAP 1,7 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,4
Denmark 454 0,7 42,4 6,1 36,3 36,1 0,2 NAP NAP NAP 2,3
Estonia 18,0 1,2 16,5 3,4 13,2 55 7,6 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Finland 8,1 0,2 7,2 7,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,5 0,2
France 3,4 2,6 0,5 0,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 1,7 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,8 15
Greece NA 2,1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,5 NA
Hungary 9,2 1,8 6,9 2,2 4,7 NAP 4,7 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,3
Ireland 53 3,0 2,3 2,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 5,7 2,5 3,2 3,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 15,7 2,0 13,6 15 12,1 12,1 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 11,1 3,6 3,6 3,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,6 3,4
Luxembourg NA 0,8 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,2 NAP
Malta 1,6 1,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 7,4 1,0 5,8 5,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 3,1 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Romania 7,3 6,8 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Slovakia 9,9 2,1 4,1 2,1 2,0 NAP 2,0 NAP NA 0,2 3,5
Slovenia 38,8 2,8 25,8 10,0 15,9 12,9 3,0 NAP NAP 0,2 9,9
Spain 4,8 2,3 2,1 2,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 1,9 0,6 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,0 0,1
Average 12,9 2,4 10,5 4,3 10,2 12,2 2,7 0,0 0,2 0,3 2,5
Median 8,1 2,1 6,2 3,2 11,1 10,7 25 0,0 0,0 0,3 15
Minimum 1,6 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 45,4 6,8 42,4 19,8 36,3 36,1 7,6 0,0 0,4 1,0 9,9
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 19% 8% 27% 23% 12% 12% 12% 12% 27% 0% 12%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 8% 46% 62% 50% 85% 62% 12% 46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.9.2(2015): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2015 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and Total General civil (and - - : - o .
States other than commercial) non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
. e o land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria 5,5 0,4 4,5 4,1 0,4 0,3 0,0 NAP NAP NAP 0,6
Belgium NA 1,6 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA 0,3 NAP
Bulgaria 1,0 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,1 NA
Croatia 7.9 4,4 3,2 2,3 0,8 0,8 0,1 NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Cyprus 7,2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,9 NA
Czech Republic 4.9 1,8 2,0 1,8 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP 0,0 0,1 1,1
Denmark 2,1 0,4 1,3 1,1 0,1 0,0 0,1 NAP NAP NAP 0,5
Estonia 2,7 0,4 2,2 0,6 1,6 1,3 0,2 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,4 0,2 1,8 1,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,1
France 2,8 2,4 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 0,9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,8 2,1
Greece NA 2,2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 2,4 NA
Hungary 15 0,8 0,3 0,3 0,0 NAP NA 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,3
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 6,9 4,4 2,1 2,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Latvia 1,6 14 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,5 1,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 0,4 0,2
Luxembourg NA 0,2 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA NAP
Malta 2,1 2,0 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,8 0,3 1,2 1,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland - - - - - - - - - - -
Portugal NA 3,1 NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,7 NAP
Romania 3,3 3,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Slovakia 6,8 3,0 1,3 1,2 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP NA 0,3 2,2
Slovenia 9,3 2,2 5,7 55 0,2 0,2 0,0 NAP NAP 0,1 1,3
Spain 3,1 2,0 0,8 0,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 0,7 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 0,0
Average 3,8 1,7 1,6 1.4 0,4 0,4 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,4 0,8
Median 2,7 1,6 1,3 1,1 0,1 0,3 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,6
Minimum 0,7 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 9,3 4,4 5,7 55 1,6 1,3 0,2 0,0 0,0 2,4 2,2
Nb of values 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26
% of NA 23% 12% 31% 27% 15% 12% 15% 12% 27% 4% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 8% 50% 65% 54% 85% 62% 12% 46%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Belgium: The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not included. Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.
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Table 3.9.1(2014): First instance courts: lincoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2014 (Q1, Q91)

UtetE] Ll Etot o3 il (an.d TOtaI CEEE CIE : Non-litigious Non-litigious business Other o Administrative law
States other than commercial) non-litigious cp'm.mermal) Registry cases et sy (ess i T Other non-litigious cases cases Other cases
criminal law cases litigious cases cases non-litigious cases *
Austria NA 1,1 NA 20,3 NA 7,6 3,3 NA NA NAP 6,0
Belgium NA 6,7 NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 0,2 NAP
Bulgaria 4.4 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,3 NA
Croatia 22,2 3,9 18,0 4,7 13,3 10,4 29 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 2,8 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,2 NA
Czech Republic 9,1 4.6 4,1 1,4 2,3 NAP 2,3 NAP 0,4 0,1 0,3
Denmark 40,4 0,7 37,4 6,4 31,0 30,8 0,2 NAP NAP NAP 2,3
Estonia 18,1 1,3 16,6 3,6 13,0 7,4 5,5 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Finland 8,1 0,2 7,2 7,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,5 0,2
France 34 2,6 0,5 0,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Germany NA 1,8 NA 2,9 NA 6,8 0,1 NA NA 0,8 2,0
Greece NA 2,2 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 8,6 1,8 6,2 1,8 4.4 NAP 4,3 0,0 0,0 0,2 0,4
Ireland 5,4 3,1 2,3 2,3 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0
Italy 6,6 2,6 3,9 3,9 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Latvia 3,6 2,3 1,4 1,4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 10,7 4,0 3,1 2,8 NA NA NA NA 0,3 0,5 3,1
Luxembourg NA 0,9 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,2 NAP
Malta 1,5 1,5 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,0 NAP
Netherlands 7,5 1,0 5,8 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Poland 26,0 3,2 21,8 11,5 10,4 8,4 1,9 NA NA 0,2 0,7
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 7,3 6,9 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Slovakia 11,3 2,8 4,2 2,2 2,0 NAP 2,0 NAP NA 0,2 4,2
Slovenia 42,3 2,9 28,5 11,1 17,4 14,4 3,1 NAP NAP 0,3 10,6
Spain 4,6 2,2 2,1 2,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 2,0 0,7 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 1,1 0,1
Average 11,7 2,5 9,1 4.5 10,4 10,7 2,3 0,0 0,3 0,3 2,5
Median 7,5 2,2 4,1 2,8 10,4 8,0 2,3 0,0 0,3 0,3 1,4
Minimum 1,5 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
Maximum 42,3 6,9 37,4 20,3 31,0 30,8 5,5 0,0 0,4 1,1 10,6
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 11% 30% 22% 22% 11% 15% 22% 33% 7% 11%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 44%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement
cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and involve
information provided by the 16 Lénder on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.9.2(2014): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2014 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and

States o_thgr than e non-litigious commercial) Registry cases Non-ltigious Non-litigious business Other Other non-litigious Administrative Other cases
criminal law = o . land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases law cases
litigious cases cases M- HES G225
cases
Austria NA 0,4 NA 4,3 NA 0,3 0,0 NA NA NAP 0,6
Belgium NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA 0,3 NAP
Bulgaria 1,0 NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 0,1 NA
Croatia 8,4 4,6 3,4 2,4 1,0 0,9 0,1 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Cyprus 6,1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,9 NA
Czech Republic 3,8 2,1 0,7 0,5 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP 0,0 0,1 0,9
Denmark 2,1 0,4 1,2 1,1 0,1 0,0 0,1 NAP NAP NAP 0,5
Estonia 1,6 0,5 1,1 0,7 0,4 0,3 0,1 NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Finland 2,3 0,2 1,7 1,7 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 0,1
France 2,7 2,4 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 1,0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 0,8 2,3
Greece NA 2,3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary 1,5 0,8 0,3 0,3 0,0 NAP NA 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,4
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 7,4 4,5 2,4 2,4 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Latvia 1,8 1,6 0,2 0,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Lithuania 1,6 1,0 0,0 0,0 NA NA NA NA 0,0 0,4 0,1
Luxembourg NA 0,2 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NA 0,7
Malta 2,4 2,2 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Netherlands 1,8 0,4 1,2 NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 4,0 1,8 1,8 1,2 0,7 0,5 0,1 NA NA 0,1 0,3
Portugal NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 3,3 3,0 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Slovakia 7,3 3,7 1,3 1,2 0,1 NAP 0,1 NAP NA 0,3 2,0
Slovenia 12,2 2,3 8,3 8,0 0,3 0,3 0,0 NAP NAP 0,1 15
Spain 3,1 1,8 0,8 0,8 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,4 NAP
Sweden 0,8 0,3 0,1 0,1 NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,3 0,0
Average 3,8 1,7 15 1,5 0,3 0,3 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,8
Median 2,6 1,7 1,1 0,8 0,1 0,3 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,5
Minimum 0,8 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 12,2 4,6 8,3 8,0 1,0 0,9 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,9 2,3
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 26% 19% 33% 30% 22% 15% 22% 22% 33% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 4% 7% 44% 59% 44% 74% 56% 11% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Germany: for civil and commercial litigious and administrative cases, the updated data is solely based on the statistics on the administration of justice published by the Federal Statistical Office. As far as the category “other”, there are the most recent available data at the closing date of the CEPEJ data collection and
involve information provided by the 16 Lander on the basis of the query lodged with the judicial administrations of the Lander. Some of the Lander were unable to provide complete data regarding question 91. Accordingly, the information for this category is incomplete and is not comparable with the 2013 data.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no further proceeding is possible.
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Table 3.9.1(2013): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2013 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of Civil (and

other than criminal commercial)
law cases litigious cases

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria 4,9 N
Croatia

Cyprus

Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia

Finland

France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands

Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

>

25 25
32% 8%
0% 0%

General civil (and
commercial) Non-litigious land

Non-litigious
business registry

non-litigious registry cases
9 gistry cases

cases

21,0 7,6 3,6
NAP NA NAP
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12,2 13,8
02 NAP NAP
53 11,1 3.2
3,4 7,6 2,9
0,2 0,0 0,0
21,0 31,3 7,4
25 25 25
24% 24% 20%
12% 48% 48%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Administrative

law cases

NA

2
> T

NA
NA

T T

NA

e

1 >

P o o o
R = Wb
I

N
a1

8%
16%

Other cases*

(22
(o))

NAP

N
(6]

NAP
NA

w
6]

NAP

NAP

NA

NA
NAP
NAP

3,7
3,0
0,1
12,5

25
12%
44%

Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no

further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not

comparable.
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Table 3.9.2(2013): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2013 (Q1, Q91)

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and : o Non-litigious o .
other than criminal commercial) comm_er_ual) Non-l_|t|g|ous land business registry Administrative Other cases*
law cases i e non-litigious registry cases caces law cases
cases

Austria 4,5 NAP 06
Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria NA NA NA NA o1 09
Croatia 9.2 5.1 270 10 o1 03 NAP
Cyprus NA 6,1 NA NA NA 09 NA
Czech Republic NAP _
Denmark NAP _
Estonia 01 NAP
Finland NAP 04 01
France NAP | 02 NAP
Germany 09 NA 08 23
Greece 5,6 NA 3,1 NA
Hungary o8 NA 01 05
Ireland NA NAP NAP NA
Italy 53 NAP 05 NAP
Latvia 1,5 NAP | 01 NAP
Lithuania 09 NA NA 3 0
Luxembourg 02 NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 2,1 NAP NAP 02 NAP
Netherlands NA NAP NAP 03 NAP
Poland - - - - -
Portugal 3,4 NAP NAP NA NAP
Romania 24 o0 00 04 NAP
Slovakia 34 NAPL o1 04 23
Slovenia 13,8 26 86, 04 00 o0l 21
Spain - - - - - - -
Sweden 08 03 o0l NAP NAP 04 00

4,2 2,2 16 0,3 0,1 0,5 0,9

2,5 2,1 0,8 0,3 0,1 0,3 0,6

0,8 0,2 0,0 0,01 0,0 0,1 0,0

13,8 6,1 8,6 1,0 0,1 3,1 2,3

25 25 25 25 25 25 25

36% 16% 24% 28% 24% 12% 12%

0% 0% 12% 48% 48% 16% 44%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no
further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises. Consequently, data are not
comparable.
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Table 3.9.1(2012): First instance courts: Incoming cases per 100 inhabitants in 2012 (Q1, Q91)

Total number of

other than criminal
law cases

Austria 41,3
Belgium NA
Bulgaria 5,4
Croatia 25,8
Cyprus 4,3
Czech Republic 10,0
Denmark 46,9
Estonia 20,6
Finland 9,7
France 3,3
Germany NA
Greece 6,4
Hungary 11,4
Ireland NA
Italy 6,7
Latvia 3,5
Lithuania 9,3
Luxembourg NA
Malta i
Netherlands 7,5
Poland 26,1
Portugal 6,8
Romania 8,6
Slovakia 11,8
Slovenia 45,1
Spain NA
Sweden

14,3
9,0
11

46,9

27
19%
0%

General civil (and

Civil (and :
: commercial)
commercial) o
e non-litigious
litigious cases
cases
a2 21,0
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NA NA
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6,8 21,0
27 27
11% 26%
0% 7%
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business registry
cases

Non-litigious land
registry cases

8,2 4,0
NA NAP
NA NA
11,2 NA
NA NA
NAP NAP

w
=
o
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NAP NAP
11,7 2,5
8,2 18
0,0 0,0
37,0 8,6
27 27
22% 19%
48% 48%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
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Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and no

further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.

Consequently, data are not comparable.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States



Table 3.9.2(2012): First instance courts: Pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants in 2012 (Q1, Q91)

General civil (and

Total number of Civil (and : o Non-litigious L :
other than commercial) commgrplal) Non—I'ltlglous land business registry Administrative Other cases*
criminal law cases litigious cases non-litigious registry cases cases AW cases
cases

Austria 6,1 0,5 4,6 0,5 NA NAP

Belgium NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP
Bulgaria 1,1 NA NA NA NA 0,1 0,9
Croatia 9,6 51 3,0 1,3 NA 0,2 0,1
Cyprus 5,4 NA NA NA NA 0,6 NA
Czech Republic 3,6 1,6 0,3 NAP NAP NAP 1,6
Denmark 2,1 0,4 1,0 0,0 0,1 NAP 0,5
Estonia 2,8 0,7 0,9 0,2 0,9 0,1 NAP
Finland 25 0,2 1,9 NAP NAP 0,3 0,1
France 2,5 2,2 0,1 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Germany NA 1,0 NA NA NA 0,8 2,4
Greece 7,8 4,3 NA NA NA 35 NA
Hungary NA 1,2 0,4 NAP NA 0,1 0,6
Ireland NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy 7.8 55 2,2 NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Latvia 2,0 1,7 0,1 NAP NAP 0,2 NAP
Lithuania 1,1 0,9 0,0 NA NA 0,1 0,1
Luxembourg NA 0,3 0,0 NA NAP NA NAP
Malta 2,2 2,1 NAP NAP NAP 0,1 NAP
Netherlands 1,7 NA NA NAP NAP 0,3 NAP
Poland 3,6 1,3 15 0,4 0,1 0,1 0,2
Portugal 15,5 3,5 NA NAP NAP NA NA
Romania 3,7 2,7 0,3 0,0 0,0 0,6 NAP
Slovakia 6,4 2,9 1,3 NAP 0,1 0,3 1,7
Slovenia 14,7 2,7 9,2 0,7 0,0 0,1 2,0
Spain NA 2,8 0,1 NAP NAP 0,6 NAP
Sweden 0,9 0,3 0,1 NAP NAP 0,4 0,0
Average 4,9 2,0 1,5 0,5 0,2 0,5 0,8
Median 3,6 1,7 0,6 0,4 0,1 0,3 0,6
Minimum 0,9 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,1 0,0
Maximum 15,5 55 9,2 1,3 0,9 3,5 2,4
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 19% 26% 26% 30% 11% 15%
% of NAP 0% 0% 7% 48% 48% 15% 37%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Slovakia: In all evaluation cycles 2015 and before, it was not possible to distinguish number of pending cases solely on 1st instance since each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and
no further proceeding is possible.

Germany: With regard to the number of incoming non-litigious enforcement cases, the number of Lander taken into consideration within the reply is different for the 2012 and 2013 exercises.
Consequently, data are not comparable.
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Table 3.9.3: First instance courts, variation of incoming cases per 100 inhabitants from 2018 to 2019 (Q91)

Total number of

other than
criminal law cases

States

Austria -2,2%
Belgium -7,3%
Bulgaria 0,3%
Croatia 13,7%
Cyprus -1,9%
Czech Republic 2,3%
Denmark 25,6%
Estonia 0,6%
Finland 4,5%
France -4,4%
Germany NA
Greece NA
Hungary -9,4%
Ireland 1,5%
Italy -1,9%
Latvia 13,3%
Lithuania -4,9%
Luxembourg 0,1%
Malta 6,5%
Netherlands 0,5%
Poland 24,5%
Portugal NA
Romania 4,1%
Slovakia 35,2%
Slovenia -1,9%
Spain 7,2%
Sweden 4,6%
Average 4,6%
Median 1,0%
Standard deviation

Minimum -9,4%
Maximum 35,2%
Nb of values 27
% of NA 11%
% of NAP 0%

Civil (and
commercial)
litigious cases

-0,9%
-8,6%
NA
11,3%
NA
2,4%
16,6%
19,8%
2,4%
-6,4%
1,4%
-3,2%
-1,2%
1,7%
-4,4%
9,4%
-6,5%
2,8%
-0,6%
2,3%
-5,3%
8,7%
4,5%
-8,2%
-9,8%
-0,2%
4,9%

1,3%
1,4%

-9,8%
19,8%

27
7%
0%

Total
non-litigious
cases

-1,3%
-0,8%
NA
14,4%
NA
1,1%
27,3%
-0,5%
5,0%
-2,5%
NA
NA
-11,3%
0,9%
-0,1%
13,7%
-6,7%
-5,6%
27,7%
-0,3%
30,1%
NA
4,3%
66,5%
-0,6%
16,7%
2,9%

8.2%
1,0%

-11,3%
66,5%

27
19%
0%

General civil (and
commercial)

Registry cases

Non-litigious

Non-litigious business

Other

Other non-litigious

non-litigious cases * land registry cases registry cases registry cases cases
-3,3% 2,1% 2,2% 2,1% NAP NAP
NAP -0,8% NAP -0,8% NAP NAP
NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
64,2% 4,9% 5,2% 3,7% NAP NAP
NA NA NA NA NAP NA
-0,5% 7,0% NAP 7,0% NAP 14,7%
0,2% 33,0% 33,8% -24,6% NAP 10,8%
8,7% -2,4% 0,4% -5,1% NAP NAP
5,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
-2,5% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
0,1% NA 1,7% 4,7% NA NA
NA NA NA NA NA NA
-14,3% -9,6% NAP -9,9% 17,6% -3,8%
0,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
-0,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
6,3% 15,0% 15,0% NAP NAP NAP
-5,5% NA NA NA NA -16,3%
-0,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP -6,9%
27,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
-0,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
-0,8% 60,8% 80,0% -13,1% NAP NAP
NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
4,0% 5,6% 3,9% 16,2% NAP NAP
28,9% 143,6% NAP 143,7% NAP -0,6%
-0,3% -0,7% -0,1% -3,6% NAP NAP
16,7% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
2,9% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP
6,3% 21,5% 15,8% 10,0% 17,6% -0,4%
0,1% 5,2% 3,9% 0,6% 17,6% -2,2%
-14,3% -9,6% -0,1% -24,6% 17,6% -16,3%
64,2% 143,6% 80,0% 143,7% 17,6% 14,7%
27 27 27 27 27 27
15% 15% 11% 11% 11% 15%
4% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63%

Administrative

law cases

-24,0%
2,3%
12,3%
-2,5%
-3,9%
-11,0%
NA
1,8%
3,2%
8,5%
-9,3%
NA
-5,8%
NAP
2,0%
2,2%
-4,2%
14,6%
-14,8%
5,5%
6,5%
11,9%
-1,2%
9,0%
-12,0%
14,7%
4,9%

0,4%
2,1%

-24,0%
14,7%

27
7%
4%

Other cases

-3,9%
NA
NA

NAP
NA
33,5%
6,8%
NAP
-10,6%
NAP
0,7%
NA
-15,5%
16,8%
NAP
NAP
6,5%
NAP
NAP
NAP
-9,3%
NAP
NAP
18,5%
-3,5%
NAP
0,1%

3,3%
0,4%

-15,5%
33,5%

27
15%
41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-litigious
enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Croatia: in 2019, new amendments to Personal Bankruptcy law caused a significant increase of incoming cases.

Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.9.4: First instance courts, variation of the pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100 inhabitants from 2018 to 2019 (Q91)

Total number of

Civil (and Total General civil (and o o . o - :
c(:itr:?:l;r;r\]/v .C.Or.nmémial) non-litigious c_o_m_mercia(l) * Registry cases Iam;\l ?eng_ihst;?;og;ses Non;gg?;?rl;scgisegess regis?rt:/]irases ot gzgélétlglous Adlr;lvlvn(ljatsrz.zve Other cases
litigious cases cases non-litigious cases
cases

Austria 0,1% -2,0% 2,3% 1,6% 9,5% 28,5% -7,2% NAP NAP -8,2% -0,8%
Belgium NA NA NA NAP NA NAP NA NAP NAP 8,6% NA
Bulgaria 4,5% NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NA 5,8% NA
Croatia 29,4% 12,8% 51,9% 75,2% 20,3% 21,1% 2,1% NAP NAP -13,2% NAP
Cyprus -7,9% NA NA NA NA NA NA NAP NA -24,3% NA
Czech Republic -1,8% -3,7% -0,4% 0,2% -0,5% NAP -0,5% NAP -53,5% -6,6% -0,9%
Denmark -1,4% 20,7% -6,9% -12,2% 28,0% 34,3% 26,5% NAP 4,7% NA 0,0%
Estonia 6,8% 15,2% 3,8% 5,1% 1,3% 18,1% -24,8% NAP NAP 9,8% NAP
Finland 15,1% 2,5% 20,1% 20,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -0,5% -6,3%
France 0,5% 0,2% -2,6% -2,6% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 5,9% NAP
Germany NA 1,7% NA NA NA NA 2,2% NA NA -7,2% 2,0%
Greece NA 10,1% NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hungary -5,1% -10,8% 9,9% -2,8% 18,7% NAP 19,2% 11,1% 33,5% -9,6% -19,2%
Ireland NA NA NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP NA
Italy -3,0% -1,9% -4,2% -4,2% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -9,4% NAP
Latvia 1,1% -2,7% 18,4% 18,4% NAP NAP NAP -7,3% NAP
Lithuania -7,5% -5,1% -15,7% -21,5% NA NA NA NA -5,9% -14,3% -17,3%
Luxembourg NA -6,6% -18,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -18,0% NA NAP
Malta 6,9% 3,3% 1798,3% 1798,3% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -10,3% NAP
Netherlands -1,5% 1,5% -6,1% -6,1% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 11,8% NAP
Poland 54,4% 1,0% 95,6% 4,0% 180,1% 219,6% -8,1% NAP NAP 4,4% 2,4%
Portugal NA -8,5% NA NA NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -2,4% NAP
Romania -0,6% -0,9% 16,6% 58,6% 9,6% 10,3% 9,0% NAP NAP -0,9% NAP
Slovakia 33,8% -16,2% 100,8% -2,0% 1199,7% NAP 1199,7% NAP -8,4% 19,1% -24,6%
Slovenia -11,0% -10,6% -10,6% -10,4% -11,9% -12,7% -2,8% NAP NAP 8,9% -15,6%
Spain 8,7% 5,6% 18,4% 18,4% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP 8,5% NAP
Sweden -1,8% 5,2% 3,0% 3,0% NAP NAP NAP NAP NAP -5,4% -4, 7%
Average 5,7% 0,5% 103,7% 102,2% 145,5% 45,6% 110,5% 11,1% -7,9% -1,6% -7,7%
Median 0,1% 0,2% 3,4% 1,6% 14,2% 21,1% 2,1% 11,1% -7,2% -2,4% -4,7%
Standard deviation

Minimum -11,0% -16,2% -18,0% -21,5% -11,9% -12,7% -24,8% 11,1% -53,5% -24,3% -24,6%
Maximum 54,4% 20,7% 1798,3% 1798,3% 1199,7% 219,6% 1199,7% 11,1% 33,5% 19,1% 2,4%
Nb of values 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27
% of NA 22% 15% 26% 22% 19% 15% 15% 11% 15% 11% 19%
% of NAP 0% 0% 0% 7% 41% 56% 44% 85% 63% 4% 41%

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases. Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases + Non-
litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

** Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.
Greece: In 2017 new management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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Table 3.10.1 (EC): Disposition time* (in days) for total of first instance other than
criminal cases*, from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

* Other than criminal cases refer to the CEPEJ categories: Civil (and commercial) litigious cases, general civil (and
commercial) non-litigious cases, non-litigious land registry cases, non-litigious business registry cases, other non-

litigious registry cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other cases

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

* Starting from 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases have been included in general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases.

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

2913 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
53 NA 53 57 59 57 59

NA
78
129
NA
76
18
NA
97
274
NA
NA
NA
NA
369
167
53
NA
789
91
NA
128
235
111

146

NA
78
134
903
157
19
33
103
304
NA
NA
63
NA
377
179
54
NA
558
91
55
NA
148
231
102
242
133

NA
78
132
839
164
17
39
111
304
NA
NA
59
NA
393
38
50
NA
447
87
NA
154
240
82
238
126

NA
84
117
862
155
21
40
113
312
NA
NA
57
NA
387
33
41
NA
446
83
85
NA
154
98
72
227
133

NA
83
114
1118
163
22
24
118
300
NA
NA
63
NA
399
29
44
NA
331
83
73
NA
161
107
65
258
151

NA
91
102
737
162
24
30
86
381
NA
NA
63
NA
373
28
53
NA
322
80
82
NA
154
111
61
276
152

Hence the number of General civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases in 2014 is comparable with General civil (and commercial)

non-litigious cases + Non-litigious enforcement cases in the 2010, 2012 and 2013 tables.

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and

after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

Calculated Disposition Time (days) =

Number of pending cases at the end of a period

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

Number of resolved cases in a period

X 365

NA
93
130
882
158
19
32
105
388
NA
NA
69
NA
367
25
52
NA
344
80
111
NA
152
135
56
274
138

262 / 846



Table 3.10.2 (EC): Disposition time* (in days) for first instance civil and commercial litigious

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
135 130 131 133 141 138 137

cases, from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

135
NA
NA

457
NA

174

165

167

325

311

183

469

97
NA
590
241
88
73

685
NA

195

369

193

437

318

264

179

NA
NA
386
638
187
164
130
288
308
192
407
169
NA
608
247
94
53
750
NA
386
187
505
301

171

NA
NA
380
NA
163
177
125
289
348
198
330
144
NA
532
255
97
103
536
132
203
NA
146
524
270
318
157

87
NA
391
NA
159
174
136
332
346
190
378
159
NA
527
238
96
86
445
115
315
154
401
277
325
152

NA
NA
364
NA
153
176
139
252
353
196
610
159
NA
514
217
88
91
432
121
225
289
153
130
280
282
164

NA
NA
387
NA
157
172
140
258
341
204
479
181
NA
548
208
85
108
435
124
232
250
167
171
292
329
159

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

Calculated Disposition Time (days) =

Number of pending cases at the end of a period

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

Number of resolved cases in a period

NA
NA
374
NA
149
207
143
273
420
220
559
151
NA
527
236
84
94
440
110
273
229
157
157
283
362
166

NA
NA
488
NA
140
222
147
280
432
217
637
152
NA
532
213
87
86
465
110
270
200
152
170
281
353
167
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Table 3.10.3 (EC): Disposition time (in days) for first instance administrative law cases,

from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

EC Code| 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
AP NAP NAP NAP 380 446 449 440

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

N
NA
150
523
1270
NAP
NAP
108
248
302
354
1520
147
NAP
886
300
144
NA
1457
163
112
NA
272
733
130
427
126

NA
110
493
775

NAP
NAP
139
277
284
357
1148
115
NAP
1043
203
290
NA
2036
164

NA
106
746
126

126

625
124
426
1775
415
NAP
141
280
305
367
NA
148
NAP
984
155
310
NA
1408
171
139
NA
179
397
112
361
114

444
122
413
1391
437
NAP
117
271
313
349
964
110
NAP
1008
200
236
NA
495
168
989
170
374
122
317
105

429
108
319
1582
421
NAP
108
279
314
375
1 086
109
NAP
925
228
72
NA
1464
178
143
911
170
203
282
312
115

497
116
258
2162
408
NAP
108
255
290
421
735
116
NAP
887
249
76
NA
1147
165
121
988
114
317
448
322
147

370
112
197
487
412
NAP
119
235
285
435
601
109
NAP
889
248
129
NA
1057
200
118
928
117
401
406
331
146

418
107
187
495
356
NA
136
254
284
397
NA
103
NAP
821
225
96
NA
839
215
123
846
138
518
516
338
125

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

Calculated Disposition Time (days) =

Number of pending cases at the end of a period

Number of resolved cases in a period

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

X 365
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Table 3.10.4 (EC): Clearance rate* (in %) for total of first instance other than criminal cases*,

from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

* Other than criminal cases refer to the CEPEJ categories: Civil (and commercial) litigious cases, general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases, non-litigious land
registry cases, non-litigious business registry cases, other non-litigious registry cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other cases

EC Code 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

99,6%
NA
98,9%
102,0%
87,0%
113,7%
101,1%
111,4%
94,8%
100,2%
NA
65,4%
104,2%
NA
108,4%
112,4%
100,5%
NA
108,2%
98,8%
100,6%
96,0%
95,7%
90,9%
105,6%
NA
101,7%

100,8%
NA
100,9%
102,2%
NA
96,8%
100,3%
NA
99,9%
98,2%
NA

NA
97,5%
NA
106,6%
105,7%
97,3%
NA
104,1%
98,5%
NA
110,1%
90,7%
101,9%

100,7%

NA
102,0%
103,2%

88,5%
97,3%
100,0%
98,2%
102,3%
94,9%

NA

NA
102,7%

72,8%
109,3%
100,4%

98,8%

NA
102,2%

99,1%
101,9%

NA
111,1%
101,9%
103,8%
101,1%
103,1%

100,2%
NA
99,0%
101,6%
90,2%
102,3%
100,0%
139,7%
98,8%
97,7%
NA

NA
101,4%
76,6%
111,7%
101,0%
100,5%
NA
110,5%
100,6%
NA
106,1%
105,1%
107,4%
99,7%
103,5%

100,4%
102,2%
98,8%
101,8%
106,2%
105,2%
99,6%
97,7%
98,1%
98,5%
NA

NA
102,1%
76,1%
104,5%
101,0%
101,7%
101,6%
107,4%
100,2%
92,9%
NA
101,3%
106,2%
106,1%
104,6%
95,9%

100,6%
NA
97,4%
101,7%
113,2%
101,0%
99,7%
104,0%
96,4%
103,7%
NA

NA
99,2%
81,6%
102,9%
101,1%
102,0%
98,7%
95,8%
99,6%
100,6%
NA
99,4%
108,6%
103,9%
93,8%
93,4%

100,2%
108,4%
97,6%
104,5%
124,9%
102,3%
99,6%
100,5%
106,0%
96,3%
NA

NA
106,0%
78,6%
102,9%
100,2%
101,0%
98,9%
97,1%
100,7%
99,0%
NA
103,5%
111,4%
102,0%
91,7%
97,1%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States

Resolved cases in a period

Clearance Rate (%) =

Incoming Cases in a period

100,4%
100,8%
99,1%
92,8%
97,9%
100,8%
100,6%
100,0%
94,8%
99,4%
NA

NA
100,7%
75,4%
103,3%
100,0%
101,2%
99,8%
91,3%
99,6%
90,2%
NA
100,2%
91,1%
101,8%
93,6%
100,4%
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Table 3.10.5 (EC): Clearance rate* (in %) for first instance civil and commercial litigious cases

from 2012 to 2019 (Q91)

States / Entities EC Code 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

100,6%
NA

NA
95,0%
NA
98,8%
109,0%
112,5%
103,2%
99,2%
100,4%
57,7%
105,1%
NA
131,3%
117,7%
100,5%
172,8%
113,8%
NA
88,5%
97,7%
99,0%
81,6%
101,5%
99,6%
98,8%

101,0%
NA

NA
101,2%
78,3%
90,2%
107,1%
107,6%
106,3%
97,5%
99,4%
80,1%
97,9%
NA
118,1%
109,2%
98,9%
181,6%
109,6%
NA
103,2%
112,2%
80,6%
102,4%

101,0%

103,0%
97,9%
NA
113,4%
NA
104,7%
102,2%
104,2%
104,6%
94,4%
100,2%
113,1%
104,3%
55,6%
119,3%
98,5%
97,5%
96,8%
101,3%
99,1%
99,3%
NA
108,7%
91,7%
109,1%
98,0%
103,9%

102,0%
98,9%
NA
107,1%
NA
107,3%
101,9%
102,1%
94,2%
97, 7%
102,0%
101,7%
99,0%
63,2%
120,1%
108,6%
102,5%
105,4%
107,3%
100,4%
116,3%
104,7%
132,8%
104,9%
94,7%
103,9%

102,0%
102,5%
NA
118,1%
NA
110,0%
101,2%
97,6%
124,8%
99,0%
102,7%
99,1%
98,4%
59,2%
113,2%
107,4%
98,4%
100,0%
107,3%
100,7%
98,8%
112,3%
102,0%
132,0%
106,4%
103,1%
99,3%

98,9%
112,3%
NA
108,7%
NA
101,4%
102,4%
99,3%
110,8%
102,5%
101,3%
96,0%
96,4%
72,8%
106,4%
119,4%
102,1%
96,3%
97,0%
99,1%
93,8%
113,0%
99,2%
129,2%
108,0%
87,9%
99,7%

100,8%
112,5%
NA
112,5%
NA
101,6%
95,0%
100,6%
102,2%
95,8%
97,2%
86,3%
116,3%
63,1%
102,9%
103,4%
103,6%
101,0%
93,4%
101,2%
92,1%
109,2%
102,7%
130,6%
109,8%
86,7%
97,5%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after

2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

Clearance Rate (%) =

Resolved cases in a period

Incoming Cases in a period

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

x 100

100,4%
100,8%
NA
87,5%
NA
101,4%
91,8%
94,2%
99,9%
99,7%
98,9%
86,2%
104,4%
63,0%
104,5%
102,1%
101,3%
101,2%
91,8%
100,2%
99,3%
105,0%
100,4%
109,9%
109,4%
94,0%
97,5%
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Table 3.10.6 (EC): Clearance rate* (in %) for first instance administrative law cases, from

2012 to 2019 (Q91)

States / Entities EC Code 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

NA
92,1%
41,1%
74,0%

NAP
NAP
105,5%
101,0%
106,7%
101,7%
143,2%
108,0%
NAP
279,8%
130,5%
98,1%
69,8%
40,2%
97,5%
99,6%

NA
78,1%
47,2%

110,0%
123,7%
104,8%

NA
108,6%
64,3%
57,5%
NAP
NAP
90,9%
94,8%
104,2%
99,7%
153,4%
104,3%
NAP
190,2%
163,3%
65,4%
93,5%
40,1%
100,3%
NA
130,2%
84,6%
101,8%

100,7%

88,2%
100,8%
85,8%
103,5%
90,9%
NAP
90,4%
97,1%
96,3%
100,3%
NA
92,1%
NAP
155,6%
143,9%
89,4%
93,5%
148,7%
98,9%
96,5%
NA
161,0%
124,8%
103,0%
112,5%
102,8%

116,8%
99,0%
92,7%

119,8%
92,1%

NAP

104,5%

101,8%
98,3%

102,6%

183,4%

105,3%

NAP

141,9%

106,0%
99,7%
90,7%

410,7%

103,0%
79,8%

132,7%

124,1%

101,0%

117,3%

103,7%

90,8%
120,9%
104,2%
109,3%
112,8%

80,2%

NAP
105,6%

79,4%

99,1%

92,3%
148,1%

99,7%

NAP
153,5%

95,3%
144,4%

97, 7%
114,4%

95,3%
103,0%
111,5%

91,8%
112,0%

87,1%
111,6%

93,9%

79,5%
100,8%
94,7%
126,5%
73,6%
91,7%
NAP
99,4%
107,4%
102,1%
84,0%
166,0%
102,1%
NAP
156,2%
99,7%
113,0%
94,3%
146,9%
105,1%
107,1%
105,0%
102,2%
118,1%
67,5%
104,5%
89,8%

89,7%
118,8%
99,7%
115,9%
219,2%
88,0%
NAP
100,0%
112,3%
98,4%
97,1%
163,5%
101,7%
NAP
136,3%
105,2%
87,6%
86,0%
91,2%
95,2%
105,1%
111,0%
118,0%
96,1%
91,3%
99,6%
96,8%

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after

2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Ireland: The low CR is a result of a specyfics of the system where the cases resolved out of court are not obliged to report back to courts

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

Clearance Rate (%) =

Resolved cases in a period

Incoming Cases in a period

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

100

110,7%
111,8%
98,6%
108,8%
169,8%
107,2%
NA
94,3%
99,8%
96,5%
109,0%
NA
102,5%
NAP
131,1%
105,3%
104,6%
75,2%
120,8%
93,7%
98,6%
106,2%
100,3%
81,4%
88,9%
92,2%
101,7%
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Table 3.10.7 (EC): Number of first instance other than criminal* pending cases on 31 Dec. per
100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

* Other than criminal cases refer to the CEPEJ categories: Civil (and commercial) litigious cases, general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases,
non-litigious land registry cases, non-litigious business registry cases, other non-litigious registry cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
5,8 NA 55 5,8 5,9 5,8 5,8

cases and other cases

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after

2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

6,1
NA
1,1
9,6
54
3,6
2,1
2,8
2,5
2,5
NA
7,8
NA
NA
7,8
2,0
11
NA
2,2
1,7
3,6
15,5
3,7
6,4
14,7
NA
0,9

NA
1,0
9,2
NA
3,3
2,0
NA
2,5
2,6
NA
NA
NA
NA
7,5
1,8
14
NA
2,2
1,8
NA
3,1
7,5
13,8

0,8

NA
1,0
8,4
6,1
3,8
2,1
1,6
2,3
2,7
NA
NA
1,5
NA
7,4
1,8
1,6
NA
2,4
1,8
4,0
NA
3,3
7,3
12,2
3,1
0,8

NA
1,0
7,9
7,2
4,9
2,1
2,7
2,4
2,8
NA
NA
15
NA
6,9
1,6
15
NA
2,1
1,8
NA
3,3
6,8
9,3
3,1
0,7

NA
1,1
7,5
6,0
4,4
2,3
2,7
2,5
2,8
NA
NA
1,4
NA
6,7
1,5
1,4
NA
1,9
1,7
6,1
NA
3,2
4,9
7,2
2,8
0,8

NA
1,2
7,2
6,2
4,3
2,4
14
2,8
2,7
NA
NA
15
NA
6,4
13
1,2
NA
2,0
1,6
6,0
NA
3,3
50
59
3,0
1,0

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

NA
1,3
6,3
6,0
4,0
2,6
1,8
2,3
2,8
NA
NA
14
NA
6,1
13
11
NA
2,1
15
6,3
NA
3,0
3,7
53
3,4
1,0

NA
1,4
8,2
5,5
3,9
2,5
2,0
2,6
2,8
NA
NA
13
NA
59
13
1,0
NA
2,3
1,5
9,8
NA
3,0
5,0
4,7
3,7
1,0
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Table 3.10.8 (EC): Number of first instance civil and commercial litigious pending cases on 31
Dec. per 100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

States / Entities EC Code 2012

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

0,5
NA
NA
51
NA
1,6
0,4
0,7
0,2
2,2
1,0
4,3
1,2
NA
55
1,7
0,9
0,3
2,1
NA
1,3
3,5
2,7
2,9
2,7
2,8
0,3

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4 0,4

NA
NA
51
6,1
2,1
0,4
0,5
0,2
2,2
0.9
5,6
0,8
NA
53
15
0,9
0,2
2,1
NA
3,4
2,4
3,4
2,6

0,3

NA
NA
4,6
NA
2,1
0,4
0,5
0,2
2,4
1,0
2,3
0,8
NA
4,5
1,6
1,0
0,2
2,2
0,4
18
NA
3,0
3.7
2,3
1,8
0,3

1,6
NA
4.4
NA
1,8
0,4
0,4
0,2
2,4
0,9
2,2
0,8
NA
4.4
1,4
1,0
0,2
2,0
0,3
3,1
3,0
3,0
2,2
2,0
0,3

NA
NA
3,8
NA
14
0,4
0,5
0,1
2,4
0,9
2,3
0,8
NA
4,1
13
1,0
0,2
1,8
0,3
19
2,7
2,9
1,7
2,0
1,7
0,3

NA
NA
3,6
NA
15
0,3
0,5
0,1
2,4
0,9
2,3
0,9
NA
3,9
1,0
1,0
0,2
19
0,3
2,1
2,3
3,0
2,1
19
2,0
0,3

NA
NA
3,3
NA
1,3
0,4
0,5
0,1
2,5
0,9
2,6
0,7
NA
3,8
1,0
0,8
0,2
2,0
0,2
2,4
2,0
2,8
1,3
1,7
2,3
0,3

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.
Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

NA
NA
3,7
NA
13
0,5
0,5
0,1
2,5
0,9
2,9
0,6
NA
3,7
0,9
0,8
0,2
2,1
0,2
2,4
1,8
2,8
11
15
2,5
0,3
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Table 3.10.9 (EC): Number of first instance administrative law pending cases on 31 Dec. per 100

inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

EC Code 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
NAP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 0,8 0,9 0,8

Austria

Belgium NA
Bulgaria 0,1
Croatia 0,2
Cyprus 0,6
Czech Republic NAP
Denmark NAP
Estonia 0,1
Finland 0,3
France 0,2
Germany 0,8
Greece 3,5
Hungary 0,1
Ireland NAP
Italy 0,6
Latvia 0,2
Lithuania 0,1
Luxembourg NA
Malta 0,1
Netherlands 0,3
Poland 0,1
Portugal NA
Romania 0,6
Slovakia 0,3
Slovenia 0,1
Spain 0,6
Sweden 0,4

NA
0,1
0,3
0,9
NAP
NAP
0,1
0,4
0,2
0,8
3,1
0,1
NAP
0,5
0,1
0,3
NA
0,2
0,3
NA
0,4
0,4
0,1

0,4

0,3
0,1
0,3
0,9
0,1
NAP
0,1
0.4
0,2
0,8
NA
0,1
NAP
0,4
0,1
0,4
NA
0,2
0,3
0,1
NA
0,3
0,3
0,1
0,4
0,3

0,3
0,1
0,4
0,9
0,1
NAP
0,1
0,4
0,2
0,8
2,4
0,1
NAP
04
0,1
04
NA
0,1
0,3
0,7
0,2
0,3
0,1
0,4
0,3

0,2
0,1
0,3
0,9
0,1
NAP
0,1
0,4
0,2
0,9
2,2
0,1
NAP
0,4
0,1
0,1
NA
0,1
0,3
0,1
0,7
0,3
0,1
0,1
0,3
0,4

0,2
0,1
0,3
0,9
0,1
NAP
0,1
0,4
0,2
1,0
1,9
0,1
NAP
0,3
0,1
0,1
NA
0,1
0,3
0,1
0,7
0,2
0,1
0,2
0,3
0,6

0,2
0,1
0,2
0,7
0,1
NAP
0,1
0,3
0,2
1,0
15
0,1
NAP
0,3
0,1
0,2
NA
0,1
0,3
0,1
0,7
0,2
0,1
0,2
0,3
0,6

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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0,2
0,1
0,2
0,5
0,1
NA
0,1
0,3
0,3
1,0
NA
0,0
NAP
0,2
0,1
0,1
NA
0,1
0,3
0,1
0,7
0,2
0,1
0,2
0,4
0,6
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Table 3.10.10 (EC): Number of first instance other than criminal* incoming cases per 100
inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

* Other than criminal cases refer to the CEPEJ categories: Civil (and commercial) litigious cases, general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases, non-
litigious land registry cases, non-litigious business registry cases, other non-litigious registry cases, other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and

other cases

EC Code 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

41,3
NA
54

25,8
4,3

10,0

46,9

20,6
9,7
3,3
NA
6,4

11,4
NA
6,7
3,5
9,3
NA
11
7,5

26,1
6,8
8,6

11,8

45,1
NA
2,1

39,9
NA
4,9

25,6
NA

16,5

41,2
NA
9,5
35
NA
NA

11,8
NA
7,0
38

10,1
NA
1,0
7,4
NA
8,0

12,8

44,7

2,1

NA
4.4
22,2
2,8
9,1
40,4
18,1
8,1
3,4
NA
NA
8,6
5,4
6,6
3,6
10,7
NA
1,5
7,5
26,0
NA
7,3
11,3
42,3
4,6
2,0

37,8
NA
4,8

21,6
3,5

10,8

45,4

18,0
8,1
3,4
NA
NA
9,2
53
5,7

15,7

11,1
NA
1,6
7,4
NA
7,3
9,9

38,8
4,8
1,9

37,6
8,7
4,8

23,2
2.4
9,8

38,8

24,7
8,2
3,4
NA
NA
8,9
5,0
6,0

16,2

11,7
18
15
7.3

28,0
NA
75

17,0

34,4
4,2
2.3

36,7
4.4
5,6

22,9
1,8
9,5

39,5

20,3
9,0
3,2
NA
NA
8,6
47
5,7

16,4
9,5
1,8
2,3
7,2

30,3
NA
7,5

15,7

32,2
4,6
2,5

37,0
9,3
54

21,7
2,4
8,8

39,2

22,6
9,1
2,8
NA
NA
7,5
4,6
5,8

16,5
7,5
1,9
2,5
6,9

28,6
NA
7,0

10,9

30,7
4,9
2,5

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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36,2
8,6
54

24,6
2,3
9,0

49,3

22,7
9,5
2,7
NA
NA
6,8
4,7
5,7

18,7
7,2
1,9
2,6
7,0

35,6
NA
7,3

14,7

30,1
53
2,7
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Table 3.10.11 (EC): Number of first instance civil and commercial litigious incoming cases per

100 inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
1,2 11 1,0 1,0 1,0 0,9 0,9

States / Entities EC Code 2012

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and after 2014.

1,2
6,8
NA
4,3
NA
35
0,8
1,3
0,2
2,6
2,0
5,8
4.4
3,9
2,6
2,2
3,6
0,9
1,0
NA
2,8
3,5
5,2
3,0
3,0
3,8
0,7

6,7
NA
4,8
4,5
4,5
0,8
13
0,2
2,7
1,8
6,2
1,8
4,2
2,7
2,0
3,6
0,8
0,9
NA
3,1
4,2
3,0
3,1

0,7

6,7
NA
3,9
NA
4,6
0,7
13
0,2
2,6
1,8
2,2
1,8
3,1
2,6
2,3
4,0
0,9
15
1,0
3,2
NA
6,9
2,8
2,9
2,2
0,7

6,8
NA
3,8
NA
3,8
0,7
1,2
0,2
2,6
1,7
2,1
1,8
3,0
2,5
2,0
3,6
0,8
15
1,0
3,1
6,8
2,1
2,8
2,3
0,6

6,4
NA
3,3
NA
3,1
0,7
1,2
0,2
2,5
1,6
1,4
1,9
2,7
2,6
2,0
4,4
0,8
1,4
0,9
3,1
3,0
6,8
3,7
2,5
2,1
0,6

19
NA
3,1
NA
3,4
0,7
1,2
0,1
2,5
15
1,9
1,8
2,7
2,5
15
4,1
0,8
1,6
0,9
3,5
2,9
6,6
3.5
2,2
2,5
0,6

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems

in the EU Member States

6,7
NA
2,9
NA
3,3
0,7
1,2
0,1
2,2
15
2,0
14
2,7
2,6
1,4
3,6
0,8
1,8
0,8
3,4
2,9
6,4
2,3
2,0
2,7
0,6

6,1
NA
3,2
NA
3,3
0,8
14
0,2
2,1
15
1,9
14
2,7
2,4
1,6
3,3
0,8
1,8
0,8
3,3
3,1
6,7
2,1
1,8
2,7
0,7

272 | 846



Table 3.10.12 (EC): Number of first instance administrative law incoming cases per 100

inhabitants, from 2012 to 2019 (Q1, Q91)

EC Code | 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
AP NAP NAP NAP 0,6 0,8 0,8 0,6

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden

N
NA
0,4
0,3
0,2

NAP

NAP
0,2
0,5
0,3
0,9
0,6
0,1

NAP
0,1
0,2
0,3
0,3

0,08
0,7
0,2
NA
11
0,3
0,2
0,4
11

NA
0,4
0,3
0,8
NAP
NAP
0,2
0,5
0,3
0,8
0,6
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,6
0,2
0,08
0,7
NA
1,0
0,2
0,3

11

0,2
0,3
0,3
0,2
0,1
NAP
0,3
0,5
0,3
0,8
NA
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,5
0,2
0,03
0,6
0,2
NA
0,4
0,2
0,3
04
11

0,2
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,1
NAP
0,3
0,5
0,3
0,8
0,5
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,6
0,2
0,02
0,6
0,3
0,3
0,2
0,2
0,4
1,0

0,2
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,1
NAP
0,2
0,7
0,3
0,9
0,5
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,5
0,2
0,02
0,7
0,2
0,3
0,6
0,2
0,1
0,4
14

0,2
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,1
NAP
0,2
0,5
0,3
1,0
0,6
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,4
0,2
0,02
0,6
0,2
0,2
0,7
0,1
0,2
0,4
1,6

0,1
0,4
0,3
0,2
0,1
NAP
0,2
0,4
0,3
0,9
0,6
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,5
0,2
0,03
0,6
0,2
0,2
0,4
0,1
0,2
0,4
1,6

* Due to the creation in 2014 of a category "other" in non-litigious cases, "other cases" category is not fully comparable before and

after 2014.

Greece: In 2017 new IT management systems were introduced for civil as well as administrative cases and some variations can be noticed.

Italy: Only since 2014 the 29 regional administrative courts data are taken into account in the number of cases on first instance.

Slovakia: Because of changes in the structure of the caseload data the number of cases is not comparable between different cycles.
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0,1
0,5
0,3
0,2
0,1
NA
0,2
0,5
0,3
0,8
NA
0,2
NAP
0,1
0,1
0,5
0,2
0,03
0,6
0,2
0,3
0,4
0,1
0,1
0,4
1,7
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Indicator 3: The performance of
courts at all stages of the
proceedings

Comments provided by the national correspondents
organised by country

Question 091. First instance courts: number of other than criminal law cases.

Question 092. If courts deal with “civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases”, please indicate the case categories included:
Question 093. Please indicate the case categories included in the category "other cases":

Question 097. Second instance courts (appeal): Number of “other than criminal law” cases.

Question 099. Highest instance courts (Supreme Court): Number of “other than criminal law” cases:

Question 101. Number of litigious divorce cases, employment dismissal cases, insolvency, robbery cases, intentional
homicide cases, cases relating to asylum seekers and cases relating to the right of entry and stay for aliens received and
processed by first instance courts.

Austria

Q091 (General Comment): There is no overall distinction between litigious and non-litigious proceedings in the statistics.
Accordingly, the numbers are sums of certain kinds of proceedings mentioned in the corresponding comments. As litigious are
counted all proceedings in the categories related to civil matters, labour and social security cases at first instance courts,
which are marked as being litigious in the court register (i.e. from the second court hearing on).

Q091 (2019): There is a lack of horizontal consistency concerning the catgeory "general civil and commercial non-litigious
cases". Figures provided by the statistical system were double checked in this respect and are correct.

Q091 (2016): Due to the low absolute numbers of pending cases on 1 Jan./31 Dec. high deviations in percentage are normal.

Q091 (2015): In the category litigious are counted all proceedings (in civil matters, labour and social security cases at first
instance courts) which are marked as being litigious in the court register (f.e. from the second court hearing on).

Civil and commercial non-litigious cases include commence of bankruptcy proceedings, Bankruptcy proceedings, composition
proceedings, non-litigious proceedings about rent, non profit cooperative association for housing, home ownership,
proceedings about Lease of farm land, wardship cases in connection with administration of assets, custody and maintenance,
uncontested payment orders, enforcement cases.

Category "other" includes Probate Proceedings, cases concerning the Administration of justice, Cancellation proceedings and
proceedings in connection with [official] declaration of death

authentication of signatures, proceedings to render legal assistance in civil matters for other courts (also international ones),
General civil proceedings, that are not allocated to other categories of cases, Some Non litigious family matters.

Q091 (2012): In 2012, a legislative reform entailed more obligations for companies to register.

Q092 (General Comment): The category of civil and commercial non-litigious cases for all of cycles includes: commencement
of bankruptcy proceedings; bankruptcy proceedings; composition proceedings; non-litigious proceedings about rent, nonprofit
cooperative association for housing, home ownership; proceedings about lease of farm land; wardship cases in connection
with administration of assets, custody and maintenance; uncontested payment orders.

Q092 (2014): For the year 2014, this category has been extended to the enforcement cases.

Q093 (General Comment): The category of other cases encompasses: probate proceedings; cases concerning the
administration of justice; cancellation proceedings and proceedings in connection with [official] declaration of death;
authentication of signatures; proceedings intended to render legal assistance in civil matters for other courts (also international
ones); general civil proceedings, that are not allocated to other categories of cases; some non-litigious family matters.
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Q097 (2016): In the area of appeal cases concerning other than criminal law cases only the categories of general civil law,
labour law and social law are gathered. The administrative cases are NAP in second instance since they are presented in first
and final instance.

Q099 (2019): The reason for the increased number of incoming administrative cases and accordingly the increase in the
number of pending administrative cases is related to the high number of cases in the field of asylum and aliens law
characterizing the period 2016 - 2019.

Q099 (2018): The reasons for this increase of the incomingg administrative cases is related to the high number of cases in the
field of asylum and aliens law.

Q099 (2016): The big variation is due to the fact that this cycle the administrative cases were included.

The administrative courts were established January 1st 2014. After their establishment the data of the administrative courts is
introduced this cycle for the first time.

Q101 (General Comment): For intentional homicide cases include only the cases against known offenders. The intentional
homicide cases includes facts of murder, manslaughter, killing on demand, involvement in suicide and killing a child at birth
(sec 75 to 79 criminal code).

For robbery cases include only the cases against known offenders and facts of robbery theft and heavy robbery (sec 131, 142
and 143 Austrian Criminal Code).

Q101 (2019): The decreae in the number of incoming cases related to the right of entry and stay of aliens stems from the
decline in migration flows. Accordingly, the number of pending cases at the end of 2019 decreased.

Belgium

Q091 (General Comment): Civil and commercial cases include cases of justices of the peace, courts of first instance; civil,
family and youth sections; labour courts and company courts (so-called commercial courts).

Civil and family court: no data for pending cases. In particular, cases where there is a permanent referral are now counted as
one case. Juvenile courts: no data for resolved or pending cases due to lack of uniform practices and limited registration of the
closing of cases. Administrative affairs: Council of State, Council for foreigners litigation, de Raad voor
Vergunningsbetwistingen, het Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

Q091 (2019): Regarding the category "4. other cases" which refers to "protection cases", the statistical service does not have
figures for 2019, following discussions on the counting rules between the courts. However, we kept the total for “other than
criminal” cases since protection cases represent more or less 10,000 cases, or 1% of the total. Their actual number will not
change the total figure significantly.

"Administrative cases pending at the end of the year": the lack of horizontal consistency is due to the fact that the number of
judgments does not necessarily correspond to the number of closed cases. For example, a judgement that closes two cases is
recorded as one stop

Q091 (2018): Civil and commercial cases include cases of justices of the peace, courts of first instance, civil, family and youth
sections, labour courts and company courts (known as "commercial courts")

Civil and family courts: no data for pending cases. New rules for counting and recording cases mean that the statistics are not
comparable to previous years. In particular, cases where there is a permanent referral are now counted as a case.
Concerning juvenile courts: no data for completed or pending cases due to the lack of uniform practice and low registration of
completed cases.

Concerning registry cases: these are immediate acts, which is why the number of incoming cases is equal to the number of
resolved cases. Administrative affairs: Council of State, Aliens Litigation Council, Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het
Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

Q091 (2016): Administrative cases: Council of State, Aliens Litigation Council, Raad voor Vergunningsbetwistingen, het
Milieuhandhavingscollege en de Raad voor Verkiezingsbetwistingen.

The sharp decrease in administrative cases is due to immigration cases. There are 5 administrative courts, two of which are at
federal (national) level: the State Council and the Aliens Litigation Council. It is within the latter that there has been a decrease
in the number of cases. Immigration and asylum cases are handled by the Conseil du Contentieux des Etrangers. The Aliens
Litigation Council is an independent administrative court, which deals with cases "in the first instance"”, i.e. full substantive
litigation or "in cassation", i.e. a decision "in annulment" or "suspension”. The Council may be seized with appeals against
decisions of the "Commissariat général aux Réfugiés et aux Apatrides", against decisions of the "Office des Etrangers" and
against all other individual decisions taken pursuant to the Act of 15 December 1980 on access to the territory, residence,
establishment and removal of aliens (Aliens Act).

Please also note that figures for juvenile courts as well as figures for civil cases treated by the police courts are not included in
this cycle. These figure present very small number from the total number of cases.

Q091 (2015): The pending cases of commercial courts, first instance (civil, youth, family) and justice of the peace are not
included.
Included in pending cases are: labor courts, police courts, courts of appeal.
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Q091 (2014): With regard to non-litigious business registry cases, the central register of notices of seizure, delegation,
transfer, collective debt settlement and loan is managed by the National Chamber of Bailiffs. Administrative cases are handled
by the State Council (except for cassationrulings), the Alien Litigation Council and the Flemish regional administrative colleges,
"Raad voor verkiezingsbetwistingen, Raad voor milieuhandhaving by Raad voor vergunningenbetwistingen".

Q091 (2012): The category 1 "civil (and commercial) litigious cases" refers to cases tried by first instance courts, commercial
courts and justices of peace, and civil cases dealt with by the police courts. Civil cases concerning youth are not included, as
well as cases tried in second instance by courts of first instance. For 2010, there are no available data on the labour courts
because the project to build a data warehouse 'Statistics labour courts' is not yet finalised. Cases from categories 1 and 2
cannot be distinguished and are all grouped in category 1.

Q092 (General Comment): Company Court (2.2.2): non-contentious cases relating to the business register: the number of
new cases equals the number of cases handled, because only the filing date is known. For this reason, it was decided to
indicate the same number in both columns. This way of proceeding relates only to acts registered by the legal persons
department of the company courts (former commercial courts) and concerns the following acts: act of constitution and
modification of ASBLs (and non-ASBLs), (modification of) statutes, directors, persons delegated to the daily management,
auditors, dissolutions, liquidations, liquidators, copies of the members' register, annual accounts, general meeting, various
texts and updating statutes. For acts filed electronically, the instruments of constitution and the instruments of modification
have been counted.

Q093 (General Comment): Legally minors cannot commit crimes. They do not fall under criminal law, but protective rules. The
"protection cases" also concern the situations of "minor in danger" (MD) in which the judges take decisions in relation to
minors without there being an offense (eg placing a child whose parents have mental problems). For this reason, the statistical
service prefers to keep these files in cases other than criminal under the heading "other cases".

Q097 (General Comment): Number of cases before courts of appeal, labor courts and cases of appeal against decisions of
the justices of the peace and police courts, at the level of first instance.

Court of Appeal (civil matters): Cases pending on 01/01/2019 = 32,350; cases pending on 12/31/2019 = 30,662; Cases
pending for more than 2 years from the date on which the case is brought before the courts of 2nd instance = 12434. Bron:
datawarehouse. Labour court: Cases pending on 01/01/2019 = 6210; cases pending on 12/31/2019 = 6,076; Cases pending
for more than 2 years from the date on which the case is brought before the courts of 2nd instance = 1694. Bron:
datawarehouse. No data of cases pending appeal against decisions of the justices of the peace and courts of police, at first
instance level.

Q097 (2018): Number of cases before courts of appeal, labour courts and cases of appeal against decisions of justices of the
peace and police courts, at the first instance level.

Court of Appeal (civil matters): pending cases at 1/01/2018 = 33,018; pending cases at 31/12/2018 = 32,321; pending cases
for more than 2 years from the date in which the case is brought before the courts of second instance = 13,507. Labour Court:
pending cases at 1/01/2018 = 6236; pending cases at 31/12/2018 = 6201; pending cases for more than 2 years from the date
in which the case is brought before the courts of second instance = 1535. Bron: datawarehouse (extraction 1/09/2019)

no data on pending appeals against decisions of the justices of the peace and police courts at the first instance level.

In administrative matters, there is no second instance. The Council of State is the only supreme court.

Q097 (2016): Number of cases before courts of appeal, labour courts and cases of appeals against decisions of justices of the
peace and police courts, at first instance.

Q099 (General Comment): Civil, social and tax cases at the Supreme court.

Administrative cases are the cases at the highest level of the Council of State.

Q099 (2019): Civil, social and fiscal affairs at the supreme Court. A dministrative cases are the cases 'in cassation' at the
Council of State.

Q099 (2018): Civil, social and tax cases at the Court of Cassation

Administrative affairs = cases "in cassation" at the Council of State

Q099 (2016): Civil, social and fiscal cases at the Court of Cassation

Administrative cases ="cassation" cases in the State Council

The decrease in administrative cases is due to a reduction in referrals to the Council of State for this type of case.

Q099 (2014): 2014: The civil and commercial cases include cases of roles C (private and public law), F (tax law) and S
(employment law) of the Court of cassation.

Administrative cases fall within the decisions of the Council of State in cassation.
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Q101 (General Comment): New bankruptcy files: concerns all files registered concerning a “nature of the case” bankruptcy,
files to which a bankruptcy number has been assigned or files registered on a specific bankruptcy register.

» Only cases recorded in the IT application of the company courts called TCKH are reflected in these figures. Cases have also
been handled by company courts which are only registered in the RegSol IT application (since mid-2017) in the context of
bankruptcy proceedings, for example between the receiver and the bankruptcy judge. Cases only registered in RegSol are not
included in these figures, so there is an underestimation. It therefore appears that the number of bankruptcy cases has
decreased in recent years, while this is not the case. For your information, you will find below the number of new bankruptcies
(note: does not correspond to the number of declared bankruptcies) of the last three years, which is increasing:

2016: 12560

2017: 13301

2018: 13917

2019: 14567

« Liquidation / dissolution cases, WCO and business inquiries (without bankruptcy proceedings) are not included.

Q101 (2019): In matters relating to asylum seekers, the line between an asylum case and a migration case is not always easy
to draw. Thus, 'asylum' cases are very cyclical. The figures were communicated by the Foreigners Litigation Council.

Q101 (2018): As a result of the new rules for counting and recording cases, the number of contentious divorce cases is lower
than the one in the previous years.

Bankruptcy cases do not include cases that have been managed by the Regsol system and procedure since mid-2017. The
number of pending and resolved cases cannot be calculated due to the unreliability of the available data.

Cases concerning asylum seekers include asylum cases before the Aliens Litigation Council (e. g. applications for recognition
of refugee status or granting of the subsidiary protection status). Cases relating to the right of entry and residence include
migration cases before the Aliens Litigation Council (appeals for annulment of individual decisions taken pursuant to the Act on
Access to the Territory, Residence, Establishment and Removal of Foreign Nationals).

Q101 (2016): "Justice of the peace: no data for pending cases (start + end)

civil courts of first instance and family courts: no data for pending cases (start + end)

Youth courts: no data for Eupen, Leuven, Brussels (Dutch-speaking), Tournai, Mons; no data for resolved cases, pending
cases and lenght of criminal courts of first instance: no data for Turnhout, Tongeren, Hasselt, Leuven, Charleroi, Eupen; no
data for durations and breakdown by type of offence; police courts : no data for civil cases: no data for new cases, pending
cases and commercial court length: concerns (only) the following roles: general role (including contested claims), role of
motions and role of summary proceedings. It should be noted that the number of resolved cases is only an estimation - this
figure has been calculated on the basis of the last judgment and this judgment closes the case. Consequently, not all the
following cases are taken into account in this calculation: cases that have been the subject of another judgement after the
judgement ending the case, and cases in which no judgement has been pronounced; no data for pending cases. Insolvency
(commercial courts) :

Due to unreliable data, figures for pending and resolved insolvency cases (commercial courts) cannot be provided. With
regard to insolvency (commercial courts), it should be noted that: - incoming cases: cases registered with a insolvency nature,
cases with a insolvency number or cases registered on a dedicated insolvency list. Cases relating to liquidations/dissolutions,
business continuity law and commercial investigations (not leading to insolvency) are not recorded. Filter: nature group of the
insolvency case or insolvency number or entry on the roll F, G, H, K, L, V.

Bankruptcies include business insolvency proceedings (Commercial Court) and personal insolvency proceedings (collective
debt settlement with the labour court).

With regard to the "litigious divorce cases" category, the variations in the number of incoming cases and the number of
resolved cases are due to the fact that, unlike the previous cycles (2014, 2015), the 2016 data do not include divorces with
mutual consent. The category "insolvency cases" in 2016 encompasses insolvency proceedings of companies (Commercial
Court) and personal insolvency proceedings (collective debt settlement before the Labour Court) that were not included in
previous cycles."

Q101 (2015): The insolvency cases provided only include cases regarding individuals and not the ones concerning
companies.

Bulgaria
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Q091 (General Comment): The division by types of cases in the statistical forms published by the Supreme Judicial Council of
Bulgaria is quite different from the CEPEJ categorisation and for that reason breakdown cannot be made. Only administrative
cases are possible to differentiate due to existence of administrative courts. Furthermore, in Bulgaria registry cases are not
resolved by courts. They are under the competence of the Registry agency where is the property register, the Commercial
register and register of nopn-profit organizations, the BULSTAD register and the Register of the Property Relations between
spouses.

Since there is no centralised Case Management System, the information on number of cases in different instances was
summed up on the bases of the data collected from different courts and some mistakes are possible due to non-existence of
control mechanism to check all the incoming courts data and spot eventual anomalies.

Q091 (2018): The observed increase in the number of incoming administrative law cases and accordingly in the number of
pending administrative law cases at the end of 2018, is a consequence of an increase characterizing the period 2016-2017. As
explained in the comment accompanying 2017 data, there is no specific reason for the increase in the number of incoming
administrative law cases between 2016 and 2017. During this period there was an increase in the number of cases before the
administrative courts (mainly claims under the Administrative Procedure Code, Management of Resources from the European
Structural and Investment Funds Act, Tax and Social Insurance Procedure Code, Competition Protection Act, etc.).

Q091 (2014): The number of all civil cases (litigious and non-litigious) considered as an overall category could be obtained by
extracting from the total the number of administrative cases (67 513 pending cases on 1 January 2014; 294 657 incoming
cases; 300 799 resolved cases; 61 371 pending cases on 31 December 2014.

Q091 (2012): The number of pending administrative law cases on 31 December 2012 has increased because of the increase
of the number of incoming cases in 2010 and 2012. Administrative courts resolved about 72% on average of the cases during
the year.

Q093 (General Comment): Till 2014, the sum of all civil and commercial cases (litigious and not litigious) heard by first
instance courts was represented within item “other”. However, in order to ensure better consistency of the comparative
analyses of the CEPEJ, starting from 2014 exercise, even the category “other” is answered by “NA”.

Q097 (General Comment): The division by types of cases in the statistical forms published by Supreme Judicial Council of
Bulgaria is quite different from the CEPEJ categorisation and for that reason breakdown cannot be made. Only administrative
cases are possible to differentiate due to existence of administrative courts. Furthermore in Bulgaria registry cases are not
resolved by the courts. They are under the competence of the Registry agency where is the property register, the Commercial
register and register of non-profit organizations, the BULSTAD register and the Register of the Property Relations between
spouses.

Since there is no centralised Case Management System, the information on number of cases in different instances was
summed up on the bases of the data collected from different courts and some mistakes are possible due to non-existence of
control mechanism to check all the incoming courts data and spot eventual anomalies.

Till 2014, the sum of all civil and commercial cases (litigious and not litigious) heard by second instance courts was
represented within item “other”. However, in order to ensure better consistency of the comparative analyses of the CEPEJ,
starting from 2014, even the category “other” is answered by “NA”. The total is correct and represents the sum of the
“administrative law cases” which number is identifiable, on the one hand, and all the civil cases considered as an overall
category, on the other hand.

Q097 (2019): See General comments

Q097 (2016): There is no particular explanation for the downward trend observed between 2014 and 2016 in respect of the
number of pending cases on 1 January for the categories "total" and "administrative law cases". All the data provided is
correct.

Q097 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 exercise, it has been explained that the number of pending administrative law cases on
31 December 2012 has increased because of the increase of the number of incoming cases in 2010 and 2012.

Q099 (2019): There are some non-litigious cases that are not included in the data but their number is insignificant.

Q099 (2018): There are also some other non-litigious cases that are not included in the data. However their number is
insignificant.

The number of pending administrative cases older than 2 years decreased meaningfully because of reorganization of work in
the Supreme Administrative Court (SAC). By issuing an internal order The Chairman/President of the SAC increased the
workload of each judge to achieve these results.

Q099 (2016): The increase in the number of pending administrative law cases (in the beginning and at the end of the year) is
explained by the fact that data has been provided by different sources for 2014 and 2016.

Q101 (General Comment): Since there is no centralised Case Management System, the information on number of cases was
summed up on the bases of the data collected from different courts and some mistakes are possible due to non-existence of
control mechanism to check all the incoming courts data and spot eventual anomalies. Accordingly, some discrepancies can
appear between data communicated for different cycles.
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Q101 (2019): "Employment dismissal cases": the Supreme Judicial Council does not collect separate statistics only for the
type of cases “employment dismissal cases”, but also adds in the statistics the claims for revocation of the imposed penalty
"remark" and "dismissal warnings". "Cases relating to asylum seekers": in connection with the observed significant decrease in
the number of cases received in 2018 and 2019 (217 in 2018 and 98 in 2019, respectively), we note that this is probably due to
the significantly reduced number of foreign nationals, who sought asylum in the Republic of Bulgaria in 2019(2536 in 2018 and
309 in 2019, respectively).

Q101 (2018): The number of dismissal cases includes: "Claims for protection against unlawful dismissal and claims for
annulment of the penalty imposed" note "and" warning of dismissal ".

There is no specific explanation as to why insolvency proceedings decreased during the reference 2018. There is also no
specific explanation as to why the number of employment dismissal cases decreased.

Q101 (2016): There is no particular explanation in respect of the observed variations. All the data provided is correct.

Q101 (2013): The increase in the number of pending insolvency cases on 1 January 2013 is due to the overall increase in the
number of incoming cases justified by macroeconomic reasons, namely the global financial crisis.

Croatia

Q091 (2019): In 2019 new amendments to the Personal Bankruptcy Law came into force. That caused significant income of
other than criminal cases to the municipal courts. There was an increase in the number of land registry incoming cases too.
The increased number of incoming land registry cases is caused by intensified economic activities and activities on the real
property market. With the same number of employees working on these cases, pending cases increased at the end of the
year. Additionally, a large number of citizens started civil lawsuits against banks regarding loans in Swiss currency. These
factors combined led to the increase of pending cases at the end of the year as well. The decrease in the number of civil and
commercial non litigious cases is due to enforcement cases: courts solved a significant amount of these cases during 2018,
while the number of incoming cases decreased as well. For that reason, at the end of 2018 /beginning of 2019 there are fewer
cases than at the end of 2017/ beginning of 2018.

As regards "administrative cases", administrative courts resolved more cases during 2018. That decreased the pending stock
of the cases at the end of 2018/beginning of 2019.

Q091 (2018): Decrease of the number of incoming cases (34%) in category 2.1. in comparison to previous cycle is due to the
significant decrease of enforcement cases which are calculated in this category. Majority of enforcement cases are aimed at
debtor’'s monetary assets based on trustworthy documents — i.e. documents that make the existence of debt highly plausible
(such as regular utility bills, telecom operators’ invoices, credit card invoices, unpaid installments of bank loans, etc.). Those
cases were removed from jurisdiction of courts to public notaries already in 2012., and since then there is year after year
decrease of enforcement cases in municipal courts - enforcement based on other types of enforcement titles (other than
trustworthy document), as well as enforcement against real property.

Q091 (2016): More land registry cases has been received in 2016 than in 2014 so the total number of registry cases has
increased as well.

During the two-year period (through 2014 and 2015), administrative courts accumulated unresolved cases - they solved
significantly less than they received, which led to 15024 pending cases at the beginning of 2016. By the end of 2015, a total of
5 judges were transferred to administrative courts from other legal branches, which resulted in better results in 2016 (more
resolved cases).

Q091 (2015): In 2015 the reorganization of the judicial system in the Republic of Croatia, which is partly related to the
reorganization of the second instance proceedings, has been carried out. Consequently, in the county courts there has been a
harmonization of case registers and case codes (litigious, non-litigious and other) in a way that in 2015 courts carried out the
alignment and correction of the indication of certain types of second-instance civil cases. For this reason, in 2015 the
correction of the category of cases according to the new methodology of monitoring has been carried out.

The total of all categories is aligned with the continuity of previous cycle (horizontal consistency), whereas the individual
categories in the column “Pending cases on Jan. 1 2015” are presented under the new revised indication of the types of cases.
For example, some cases that have been categorized in previous cycles under category 'Other’, the courts have categorized
according to the certain types of dispute which was possible after new case registers were open (e.g. Enforcement — Security
by lien on the basis of an agreement of the parties).

Q091 (2014): In 2014, a new methodology of monitoring unresolved land registry cases was introduced, in a way that regular
land registry cases (i.e. registration, note, caution) are not being monitored anymore and are not presented in the total. Other
land registry cases (i.e. objections, appeals, specific corrections,etc.) are still being monitored. The overall number of
enforcement cases is subsumed in the category “general civil and commercial non-litigious cases”. The Municipal Civil Court
undertook the harmonization of data due to data migration. After the new standardization of the audit, the Supreme Court has
started to be less up-to-date since the number of received cases is far beyond the number of cases which may be resolved
(priority is given to urgent and old cases).
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Q091 (2013): The implementation of the ICMS system resulted in unification of data into one reporting system. The category
“general civil and commercial non-litigious cases” includes inheritance cases but excludes company registry cases. The
increase of the incoming “civil and commercial litigious cases” was mostly due to the continuity of the negative economic
situation, while the efforts of judges, as well as broadening the scope of powers of court advisors resulted in the increase of
resolved cases. The implementation of the enforcement on pecuniary means carried out by the Financial Agency (FINA) led to
decreases in respect of “non-litigious enforcement cases”. Since 2013, court advisors deliver a decision in land registry cases,
while the judge supervises its content. The competence of other persons for issuing land registry was also established,
electronic delivery of submissions and e-notice board were introduced.

Q091 (2012): Till December 2011, “administrative law cases” were adjudicated at the Administrative Court. Provided that the
latter was overburdened, a two-instance administrative adjudication was introduced in January 2012. 4 regional administrative
courts were established as first instance courts, while the former Administrative Court became second-instance High
Administrative Court. Since 2012, there is a mandatory oral court hearing of the parties before the first-instance courts.

Q092 (2014): For 2013 and 2014, the provided examples concern only question 92: exercise of the parental care; meeting and
spending time with parent; obtaining the capacity to exercise rights of minor that became parent; decision with whom the child
will be living; issuing of the permit for entering into marriage before age of majority; deprivation/returning of capacity to exercise
rights; deprivation/returning /prolongation of parental care; deprivation of parents’ right to live with the child and raise the child;
content of court will; security of evidence; setting-up/derogation of necessary passage; setting-up of court deposit, opening of a
safe; verification of a contract on life-long support; amortization of documents; trust of a child with behavioural disorder; the
recognition of foreign court decisions; declaring a missing person dead; co-ownership dissolution; meetings and spending time
with grandmother, grandfather, sister, brother, half-sister, step-brother; land borders; regulation of relations between co-
owners; restraining a child; providing legal aid; conclusion of court settlement; inheritance statement; proof of death; regulation
of co-ownership relationships; boundaries and necessary passage; determination of extramarital union; other- family non-
litigious proceedings; storage of the testament; providing international legal assistance; verification; other —the rest of non-
litigious proceedings; international child abduction; other - proclamation of the deceased and proof of death; the appointment
of members of the companies body; the appointment of auditors, temporary/interim administrator; the safeguard of evidence;
the establishment of a court deposit; opening of the safe deposit box; registry cases; previous measures; forcible
establishment of lien; temporary measure; temporary and previous measures, recognition of arbitration decisions; recognition
of a foreign court decision; cases entering in the scope of Article 4 point 2 of the Companies Act; court insurance by the
transfer of ownership and rights.

Q092 (2013): For 2013 and 2014, the provided examples concern only question 92: exercise of the parental care; meeting and
spending time with parent; obtaining the capacity to exercise rights of minor that became parent; decision with whom the child
will be living; issuing of the permit for entering into marriage before age of majority; deprivation/returning of capacity to exercise
rights; deprivation/returning /prolongation of parental care; deprivation of parents’ right to live with the child and raise the child;
content of court will; security of evidence; setting-up/derogation of necessary passage; setting-up of court deposit, opening of a
safe; verification of a contract on life-long support; amortization of documents; trust of a child with behavioural disorder; the
recognition of foreign court decisions; declaring a missing person dead; co-ownership dissolution; meetings and spending time
with grandmother, grandfather, sister, brother, half-sister, step-brother; land borders; regulation of relations between co-
owners; restraining a child; providing legal aid; conclusion of court settlement; inheritance statement; proof of death; regulation
of co-ownership relationships; boundaries and necessary passage; determination of extramarital union; other- family non-
litigious proceedings; storage of the testament; providing international legal assistance; verification; other —the rest of non-
litigious proceedings; international child abduction; other - proclamation of the deceased and proof of death; the appointment
of members of the companies body; the appointment of auditors, temporary/interim administrator; the safeguard of evidence;
the establishment of a court deposit; opening of the safe deposit box; registry cases; previous measures; forcible
establishment of lien; temporary measure; temporary and previous measures, recognition of arbitration decisions; recognition
of a foreign court decision; cases entering in the scope of Article 4 point 2 of the Companies Act; court insurance by the
transfer of ownership and rights.

Q092 (2012): For the 2012 exercise, the provided indications constitute replies to both questions 92 and 93. _x000D_

The non-litigious cases were divided in the following categories: _x000D_

1. Non-litigious cases referred to issues on personal status (status law): restriction, deprivation and returning of capacity to
exercise rights; prolongation of parental care; deprivation and restriction of parental care; permit for entering into marriage;
confession of fatherhood; detention in the institutions for mental diseases; promulgation of vanished persons dead and proving
of death;_x000D_

2. Non-litigious cases referred to property issues: inheritance proceedings; regulation of co-ownership relations; division of
property and voluntary transmission of common property; boundary regime/regulation; amortization of decrees; conduction of
different registers; _x000D_

3. In the scope of non-litigious cases there have been developed special, different units: bankruptcy proceedings; liquidations
and forced settlements; land registry proceedings; enforcement proceedings.

Q093 (2014): In 2013 and 2014 the reply NAP in respect of the category “other” is due to the fact that a bankruptcy registry
has not been established in the Republic of Croatia.

Q093 (2013): In 2013 and 2014 the reply NAP in respect of the category “other” is due to the fact that a bankruptcy registry
has not been established in the Republic of Croatia.
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Q093 (2012): For the 2012 exercise, the provided indications constitute replies to both questions 92 and 93. Non-litigious
cases were divided in the following categories: _x000D_

1. Non-litigious cases referred to issues on personal status (status law): restriction, deprivation and returning of capacity to
exercise rights; prolongation of parental care; deprivation and restriction of parental care; permit for entering into marriage;
confession of fatherhood; detention in the institutions for mental diseases; promulgation of vanished persons dead and proving
of death;_x000D_

2. Non-litigious cases referred to property issues: inheritance proceedings; regulation of co-ownership relations; division of
property and voluntary transmission of common property; boundary regime/regulation; amortization of decrees; conduction of
different registers; _x000D_

3. In the scope of non-litigious cases there have been developed special, different units: bankruptcy proceedings; liquidations
and forced settlements; land registry proceedings; enforcement proceedings.

Q097 (2019): Due to legal changes, the High Administrative Court of RoC started to receive more cases from 2016. With the
same amount of judges, they did not manage to cope well with this income of case, therefore pending cases increased.

Q097 (2018): In category 1. Civil (and commercial) litigious cases there has been a decrease in the number of pending cases
at the beginning of the period, received cases, resolved cases and also pending cases at the end of the year. This seems to
be the trend for several years now. Although these courts are resolving less cases than in previous period, due to the reduced
income, pending cases are still significantly decreased. Reduced number of received civil litigious and commercial cases on
second instance do not have reason in for example law changes. Simply because less cases are resolved at first instance,
less appeals are lodged to the second instance.

The increased number of pending administrative law cases at the beginning and at the end of the year as well as received
cases is due to the extended jurisdiction of the High administrative court following law changes. The latter led to an increased
inflow of cases and difficulty for the High administrative court to cope successfully with the income of second instance cases,
especially since the number of judges remain the same as before law changes. This comment was provided also for last cycle.
The rest of the categories which have increase or decrease in pending cases is just an effect of the incoming or resolved
cases.

Q097 (2016): Second instance land registry cases, due to introducing separate case registers for certain type of cases on
second instance courts,are now traceable as such in case management system. They have been taken out from Other non-
litigious cases, where they were presented in previous cycles. The number of administrative cases, both in incoming and
pending cases at the end of period is increasing. This is due to the law changes, which have extend jurisdiction of this court
and consequently increase income of cases and unresolved cases at the end of period.

Q097 (2014): It is noteworthy that in 2012 and 2013, the ICMS could not recognize and divide cases into litigious or non-
litigious. In 2014, the ICMS was improved as Croatia introduced updated and a very detailed code table, in order to extract
more detailed case types from the system. Therefore, now the distinction between all cases in litigious and non-litigious cases
as well as other types of cases can be made very accurately. This change of methodology of categorisation affected the
difference between pending cases on 31 December 2013 and pending cases on 1 January 2014 which will disappear in the
next cycle.

Q097 (2013): In the frame of the 2013 exercise it has been explained that the discrepancies that can be observed in respect of
the category “total of other than criminal cases” between the number of pending cases indicated for December 2012 and the
number of pending cases communicated for January 2013, result from an administrative correction of a specific small number
of cases by the second instance courts after the closure of the statistic period, which the reporting system then generates as a
difference concerning previously rendered data. _x000D_

As to the category “civil and commercial litigious cases”, owing to a different methodology of presentation of data, the number
of pending cases in the end of 2012 does not coincide with the number of pending cases in the beginning of 2013. The number
of pending cases on 31 December 2012 included second instance-civil and commercial courts’ cases, bankruptcy cases,
general non-litigious cases, enforcement cases, land registry cases and company registry cases. Since 2013, it is possible to
provide data on the second-instance civil and commercial litigation cases and bankruptcy cases separately from the general
non-litigious cases, enforcement cases, land registry cases and company registry cases. _x000D_

The variations observed with regard to the category “total of other than non-criminal law cases” for the period 2010-2013 can
be explained by the negative economic situation in Croatia, which resulted in the increase of incoming commercial and civil
cases before first instance courts and consequently led to the increase of the second instance cases.

Q097 (2012): As to the variations observed in respect of the “administrative law cases”, they are justified by the reform related
to the administrative justice. Basically, till December 2011, they were adjudicated at the Administrative Court of the Republic of
Croatia. Provided that the latter was overburdened, the two-instance administrative adjudication was introduced in January
2012. Four regional administrative courts were established as first instance courts (Zagreb, Osijek, Rijeka and Split), and
former Administrative Court became second-instance High Administrative Court (appellate court).

Q099 (2016): Due to a large influx of revision proceedings and a slower solving of cases in 2014 and 2015, at the beginning of
2016 the number of pending cases continues to increase. However in 2016 the Supreme Court of the Republic od Croatia
significantly resolved more cases than in previous cycle and the number of pending cases had decreased compared with 2015
althought not when compared with 2014.
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Q099 (2015): In the table 99. cases dealt by the Supreme Court of the Republic of Croatia, as the highest most instance court,
have been presented. We are unable to show separately the required categories. The Supreme Court is in the process of
preparing the implementation of the ICMS, which will in future enable the expression of cases by types.

Q099 (2014): After the new standardization of the audit, the Supreme Court has started to be less up-to-date since the number
of received cases is far beyond the number of cases which the existing judges and advisors at the Supreme Court may solve.
In resolving the cases at the Supreme Court, advantage is given to urgent cases (determined by laws) and to old cases.

Q101 (2019): Courts competent for "employement dismissal cases" solved more cases during 2018., which led to the
decrease of pending cases at the end of 2018./beginning of 2019.

As regards insolvecies, in previous years, due to some legislative changes we had higher income of insolvency cases. The
income of shortened bankruptcy procedures which was product of those changes stopped, so this is income is rather "normal”
for Croatia (more or less similar to the income in years before aforementioned changes).

Q101 (2018): The reason for decreasing the number of pending insolvency cases lies in the new Bankruptcy Act, which
entered into force in September 2015. Since then, and throughout the first half of 2016, many shortened bankruptcy
proceedings have been initiated ex officio and finished in relatively short period (that was "unnaturally" large income of simple
insolvency cases). Cycles defined in aforementioned Law of initiating these procedures by FINA finished, so 2018. actually
reflects regular state of insolvency proceedings regarding income of insolvency cases.

Q101 (2016): Regarding insolvency cases, 2015 was the year when, by introducing new Insolvency act, significant number of
companies were subject of shortened insolvency proceeding conducted by commercial courts. Cycles defined in
aforementioned Law of initiating these procedures by FINA finished, so 2016 actually reflects regular state of insolvency
proceedings regarding income of insolvency cases. Relating the reduced number of incoming divorce cases, the number of
divorces with minor children dropped in 2016. Namely, according to the new Family Law which came into force on 1 November
2015, couples with children, before initiating the court proceeding, have to undergo mandatory family mediation at social
welfare centres. This fact postpones court proceedings and therefore there are fewer cases in court in 2016.

Q101 (2015): Regarding the Litigious divorce cases, the Republic of Croatia point out that in 2015 there have been
amendments to the Family Act, due to which a certain number of family cases were no more resolved in a litigious, but in non-
litigious proceedings. For this reason, the number of cases in this category for 2015 is presented decreased (e.g. if these
cases remained within the same category, the result would be as follows: Pending at the beginning of 2015 — 4 595, Incoming
— 9 253, Resolved — 8 756 and Pending at 31.12.2015 — 5 092 cases).

There is an increase of incoming insolvency cases due to the fact that on 1 September 2015 the new Insolvency Act came into
force. The Act stipulates that the court will conduct an shortened insolvency proceedings regarding the legal person if the
following conditions are met:

- If it has no employees

- If the FINA Register has unexecuted orders for forced payment for a continuous period of 120 days

- If preconditions for a second proceeding for deletion from the court registry are not fulfilled.

The Financial agency (FINA) is obliged, for legal persons who, on the day of the entry of the Insolvency Act into force, have
had unexecuted orders for forced payment in the FINA Register for a continuous period of 120 days submit request to the
court to initiate the shortened insolvency proceeding.

In view of the above provisions and the fact that at the time of the entry into force of the Insolvency Act there was more than
20.000 legal persons for which the preconditions were met to initiate the shortened insolvency proceedings, the number of
incoming insolvency cases in 2015 increased significantly compared to previous years.

Q101 (2014): The increase in the number of pending bankruptcy cases on 1st January 2014 is due to the fact that many
companies have gone bankrupt in 2013, thus there were a large inflow in 2013 in relation to other periods. The same reason
accounts for the decrease in the number of incoming bankruptcy cases in 2014, when compared with the outlier in 2013.

Q101 (2013): The category “employment dismissal cases” includes dismissal of employment contract cases, determination of
employment relationship cases and termination of employment cases.

Cyprus

Q091 (General Comment): The number of litigious and non-litigious cases cannot be separated and constitute one overall
category of civil cases.

Q091 (2019): In the previous campaigns the number of cases filled and resolved was increased as a result of a big number of
cases filed together (in one bundle) and tried together.
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Q091 (2018): The increase in the number of resolved cases is a consequence of the cases tried together. For number of
administrative cases, it should be taken into account that cases were consolidated and that 2724 consolidated cases were
withdrawn.

Q091 (2015): Variations: The increase in the number of pending cases between 2010 and 2015 is a result of the bail in Cyprus
a lot of administrative cases had been filed against that decision.

The reason for the decrease in the number of resolved cases is that the bail in cases had been consolidated and was tried
jointly after 31st of December 2014.

Q091 (2014): The increase in the number of pending cases is a result of the bail in Cyprus; a lot of administrative cases had
been filed against that decision. _x000D_The reason for the decrease in the number of resolved cases is that the bail in cases
had been consolidated and was tried jointly after 31st of December 2014.

Q093 (General Comment): In Cyprus the number of cases presented in Q91 includes military court cases, rent tribunal cases,
labour court cases and admiralty cases.

Q097 (General Comment): Cyprus has a two tier system therefore the supreme court is the second, highest and final instance
court.

Q097 (2019): The Administrative law cases include the cases from the administrative court which was established in 2018.

Q097 (2016): The Supreme Court is the appeal court. Accordingly, data is provided under question 99.

Q099 (General Comment): Q99 is NAP because Cyprus has a two tier system therefore the supreme court is the second,
highest and final instance court.

Q099 (2018): Cyprus only has a two tier system. The Court of Appeal is also the Supreme Court, therefore the relevant data
could be found in the section on second instance cases.

Q099 (2016): The supreme court is the appeal court

Q101 (General Comment): The increase in the number of employment dismissal cases since 2010 is the result of the crisis.

Q101 (2019): The number of cases relating to asylum seekers reflects the period between June 2019 ( date of establishment
of the Administrative court for international protection) till December 2019.

The incoming and resolved employment dismissal cases include a bundle of 204 cases concerning overtime arrears against
the Cyprus telecommunication authority.

Czech Republic

Q091 (General Comment): For years 2010, 2012 and 2013, business register cases, administrative cases and insolvency
registry cases which are decided by the regional courts (second instance courts) acting as first instance courts, were included
in the table concerning the case-load of second instance courts (question 97). On the contrary, since 2014, administrative
cases, business registry cases and insolvency cases (and also some litigious cases) which are still decided by the second
instance courts acting as first instance courts, are subsumed within the table of question 91 (which was already the case for
the 2008 exercise). Methodology has been changed in year 2015 — more case types have been included, which led to the big
increment in the number of cases. There are no further changes expected.

Q091 (2019): The registry cases are very quickly resolved and the numbers can vary between years significantly. Last year,
courts managed to resolve more cases than was the number of incoming cases, which led to decrease in pending cases at 1
January of the reference year. For Other non-litigious cases the same reasons apply for the number of cases at the beginning
of the year. Furthermore, during 2019 courts managed to resolve significantly more cases than last year, no special reasons
were reported other than a fact that number of cases is relatively small and the cases are not hard. This also resulted in further
redaction of the number of cases at the end of the reference year. For incoming Other cases, there was a legislative change in
insolvency law that is probably a reason for the significant grow in the number of incoming cases.

Q091 (2018): Methodology has been changed in 2.1 and 2. (civil and commercial non-litigious cases) in year 2015 — more
case types have been included, which led to the big increment in the number of cases.

Q091 (2016): Methodology has been changed in 2.1 and 2. (civil and commercial non-litigious cases) in year 2015 — more
case types have been included, which led to the big increment in the number of cases. Generally the number of incoming
cases is decreasing, more use of ADR.

Q091 (2015): Methodology has been changed in 2.1 in year 2015 — more case types have been included, which led to the big
increment in the number of cases.

Civil and commercial non-litigious cases include: 2.1 - uncontested payment orders, cases of the upbringing and maintenance
of a minor, declaration of admissibility of taking or keeping of a person in a medical (health care) institution, declaration of the
death of a person, inheritance proceedings, judicial deposit cases

Category "other includes: insolvency cases and incidence disputes
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Q091 (2014): For 2014, business register cases, administrative cases, insolvency registry cases and also some litigious cases
which are decided by the regional courts (second instance courts ) acting as first instance courts are subsumed within the
table of question 91.

For 2014 the category “other” encompasses insolvency cases.

In 2014, the high increase of insolvency cases is due to numerous cases of personal bankruptcies as well as to an
unfavourable economic situation.

Q091 (2013): For 2013, business register cases, administrative cases and insolvency registry cases which are decided by the
regional courts (second instance courts ) acting as first instance courts, were included in the table concerning the case-load of
second instance courts. In 2014, these cases (and also some litigious cases) are subsumed within the table of question 91.

For 2012, the category of enforcement cases concerns exclusively enforcement carried out by the court itself, while for 2013,
this category encompasses also enforcement ensured by private executors (in this procedure, the court authorizes the private
executor to proceed to the enforcement and decides about remedial measures against executor’s decision). For 2012, the
category “other” includes electronic payment orders and probate proceedings, while for 2013 it encompasses only electronic
payment proceedings. Moreover, in respect of the electronic payment orders, there was a switchover to another register and
174.067 cases were transferred to a new register. The discribes evolutions affect the total. _x000D_

Q091 (2012): For 2012, business register cases, administrative cases and insolvency registry cases which are decided by the
regional courts (second instance courts ) acting as first instance courts, were included in the table concerning the case-load of
second instance courts. In 2014, these cases (and also some litigious cases) are subsumed within the table of question 91.

Variations between 2010 and 2012 concerning the number of pending cases on 1st January, the number of incoming cases
and the number of pending cases on 31 December stem from the high number of incoming electronic payment orders in 2011.
Besides, more enforcement cases are handled by private executors.

Q092 (2014): For all of the four exercises (2010, 2012, 2013 and 2014) the category of civil and commercial non-litigious
cases encompasses cases of upbringing and maintenance of a minor. In 2014, it subsumes also declarations of admissibility
of taking or keeping a person in a medical (health care) institution and declarations of death of persons.

Q093 (General Comment): For 2010 and 2012 the category “other” subsumes electronic payment orders and probate
proceedings, while for 2013, it encompasses only electronic payment orders. By contrast, for 2014, its content covers
insolvency cases.

Q097 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that the methodology of presentation of data has been changed since the 2014
exercise. In fact, for 2010, 2012 and 2013, business register cases, administrative cases and insolvency registry cases which
are decided by the regional courts (second instance courts) acting as first instance courts, were included in the table
concerning the case-load of second instance courts (question 97). On the contrary, since 2014, administrative cases, business
registry cases and insolvency cases (and also some litigious cases) which are still decided by the second instance courts
acting as first instance courts, are subsumed within the table of question 91 (which was already the case for the 2008
exercise). However, this change is not reflected in question 46 concerning the number of second instance judges because it is
very difficult to distinguish among them judges working on administrative cases, business registry cases and insolvency cases
(and also some litigious cases).

Q097 (2019): In "Other cases" category, insolvency cases are reported.

In general, number of incoming cases is decreasing and it follows that the numbers of pending cases and resolved are
decreasing as well (the situation is getting better). This may result in some big yearly changes and discrepancies.

Q097 (2018): In "Other cases" category, insolvency cases are reported.

In general, number of incoming cases is decreasing and it follows that the numbers of pending cases and resolved are
decreasing as well (the situation is getting better). This may result in some big yearly changes and discrepancies.

Q097 (2016): Increase in the number of "other cases" in 2015 and 2016 is due to the change of methodology applied to these
data.

Q097 (2015): Increases in the number of "other cases" are due to the change of methodology applied to the 2015 data.

Q097 (2014): In 2014, the high increase of insolvency cases is due to numerous cases of personal bankruptcies as well as to
an unfavourable economic situation.

Q097 (2013): For the 2013 exercise, the totals do not include the number of non-litigious business registry cases which is not
available.

Q097 (2012): For the 2012 exercise, the totals do not include the number of non-litigious business registry cases which is not
available.
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Q099 (2019): Court was overburdened last year (there was much higher number of incoming cases than it managed to
resolve), so there is a big increase in the number of pending Administrative cases.
Q099 (2018): The category “other” includes appeals in last (third) instance of insolvency cases and incidence disputes.

Q099 (2016): In 2016 the administrative cases were added and for that reason all numbers show variation. Previously the
number of administrative cases on this instance was NA.

Q099 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 evaluation cycle, it was specified that the civil and other cases are within the
competence of the Supreme Court, while the administrative cases are within the competence of the Supreme Administrative
Court.

Q101 (General Comment): For all evaluation cycles for the Czech Republic it was not possible to identify the number of
pending cases solely on 1st instance since, each case is considered pending until the moment a final decision is enacted and
no further proceeding is possible.

Q101 (2019): There was a legislative change in insolvency law. We believe that this change resulted in significant grow in the
number of incoming cases. The number of resolved cases also increased. The reason might be that number of incoming cases
peaked in 2013 and the length of many insolvency cases is 5 years due to legislative reasons.

Q101 (2013): The increasing trend concerning the category of insolvency cases is due to the economic situation. More
particularly, the number of personal bankruptcies is increasing.

Denmark

Q091 (General Comment): As concerns "non-litigious business registry cases", it is important that because of new
regulations/laws, it is possible to start a new company with no prior capital. This causes many more companies and many
more closures in some categories and also affect number of pending cases, like for non-litigious business registry cases.
Besides from that it is important to note that pending cases always may vary a lot as it is a residual figure when pending prior
to the period, received and resolved cases are counted. The number of “administrative law cases” which are litigious is
encompassed in the number of “civil and commercial litigious cases”.

With regard to "non litigious land registry cases", it should be pointed out that due to the high amount of incoming and resolved
cases, the residual figure of pending cases prior and after the period may vary.

Q091 (2019): Variation in land registration (loans etc) as market and interest rates always vary from year to year.

For non-litigious business registry cases: Received markedly fewer enforced cases re enforced closure in 2019 than in 2018;
Solved many extra insolvency cases in the beginning of year 2019 received in late autumn / winter 2018; pending cases on 31
December - It is important to understand the figure, that we succeeded to include pending cases from the Maritime and
Commercial court.

Q091 (2018): As concerns "non-litigious business registry cases", it is important that because of new regulations/laws, it is
possible to start a new company with no prior capital. This causes many more companies and many more closures in some
categories and also affect number of pending cases, like for non-litigious business registry cases. Besides from that it is
important to note that pending cases always may vary a lot as it is a residual figure when pending prior to the period, received
and resolved cases are counted. Furthermore, the reason for the discrepancy is that we do not have pending figures from the
Maritime and Commercial High Court. The number of “administrative law cases” which are litigious is encompassed in the
number of “civil and commercial litigious cases”.

With regard to "non litigious land registry cases", it should be pointed out that due to the high amount of incoming and resolved
cases, the residual figure of pending cases prior and after the period may vary.

Q091 (2016): As concerns "non-litigious business registry cases", it is important that because of new regulations/laws, it is
possible to start a new company with no prior capital. This causes many more companies and many more closures in some
categories and also affect number of pending cases, like for non-litigious business registry cases. Besides from that it is
important to note that pending cases always may vary a lot as it is a residual figure when pending prior to the period, received
and resolved cases are counted. The number of “administrative law cases” which are litigious is encompassed in the number
of “civil and commercial litigious cases”.

With regard to "non litigious land registry cases", it should be pointed out that due to the high amount of incoming and resolved
cases, the residual figure of pending cases prior and after the period may vary.

Q091 (2014): Due to an improved business situation, courts at all levels receive fewer cases, i.e. civil cases, enforcement
cases, forced sales, insolvency cases; pending cases are also reduced thereby. Non-litigious business registry cases follow
the overall tendency.

Q091 (2013): The successive decrease observed in the number of civil and commercial litigious cases stems from the
possibility to reopen cases and the missing data on pending cases before the Maritime and Commercial Court._x000D_ As for
the land registry cases, following the digitalizing in 2009 of land registry, the number of pending cases decreased markedly.

Q092 (General Comment): Paternity, adoption, guardianship and others in the same category; cases under inquisitorial
procedures.
Q093 (General Comment): Estate of deceased persons, notary, insolvency cases not included under 2.2.2. above.
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Q097 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that all appellate cases are considered as “litigious cases” which explains the reply
NAP for all the other categories, as well as the fact that the total coincides with the number of civil and commercial litigious
cases. The number of “administrative law cases” which are litigious is encompassed in the number of “civil and commercial
litigious cases”.

Another important remark concerns cases that are not first instance cases before the two High Courts and which are included
in question 97. Cases that begin as first instance at one of the two High Courts are not included in the figures in table 97.

Q097 (2016): Pending cases may vary a lot depending on the ratio of resolved cases compared to incoming cases. We can
observe a decrease of about 30 % of pending cases ultimo the 2016. This is due to this "residual” nature of pending cases.
The decrease in the pending cases between 2014 and 2016 is because in both calendar years 2015 and 2016 the number of
resolved cases exceed the number of incoming cases.

Q097 (2014): In the ambit of the 2014 exercise, it has been emphasized that due to an improved business situation, courts on
all levels receive fewer cases, i.e. civil cases, enforcement cases, forced sales, insolvency cases. Generally speaking, pending
cases are also reduced thereby.

Q099 (General Comment): The number of incoming cases corresponds only to the number of admissible cases (excluding
cases declared inadmissible which number is not available)

Q099 (2019): resolved and incoming cases have not markedly changed. So it is pending cases that varies. But pending cases
are residual numbers and will typically vary from year to year.

Q099 (2018): In the Danish context, non-litigious cases do not make sense. Pending cases may vary as it is residual in nature
and is depending on the number of incoming and resolved cases and the ratio between those two.

it is also important, when we talk discrepancy, that there is a year between previous and present year (2016 - 2018). 2017 is
missing, so data - in particular pending cases - may vary.

Q099 (2016): In the Danish context, non-litigious cases do not make sense. Pending cases may vary as it is residual in nature
and is depending on the number of incoming and resolved cases and the ratio between those two.

Q099 (2015): The number of incoming cases ("other than criminal cases") dropped between 2010 and 2015. Since the
instance reform in 2007, the Supreme Court is now almost only a third instance court (instead of being partly a second
instance court and partly a third instance court). Indeed, first instance pending cases at the two High Courts in 2007 have
gradually already been appealed or finalised.

Q099 (2014): In the frame of the 2014 exercise, the attention was drawn on the fact that the number of incoming and resolved
cases before the Supreme Court was still falling, since the reform of 1st January 2007. Before 2007, many cases started in
one of the two High Courts and could be appealed directly to the Supreme Court as second instance. Since 2007, almost all
cases start at the lowest level and consequently, much fewer cases are appealed to the Supreme Court. This effect of still
fewer cases appealed to the Supreme Court following the reform could still be seen from 2012 to 2014.

Q101 (General Comment): To be sure to have consistent information, pending cases prior to the period in question is
calculated based on received, finalized and pending cases ultimo the period in question. In addition, We got pending
bankruptcy cases from the Maritime and Commercial Court from the court's annual report enabling us to answer question 101.
It should be noticed that all cases from the District Courts regarding marriage and paternity/maternity are considered litigious
divorce cases.

Q101 (2019): It should be noticed that all cases from the District Courts regarding marriage and paternity/maternity are
considered litigious divorce cases. From April 1, 2019 a new law addressing divorces and togetherness with children and legal
housing for children was implemented. It may have had an effect in the number of cases as administrative decisions to some
degree become court decisions.

There is a change of numbers of pending insolvency cases as we succeeded to include the Maritime and Commercial Court's
pending insolvency cases in the overall figure. We can see over numbers of years, that there is an increasing number of
bankruptcy cases. This can be seen too from 2018 to 2019 where there is an increase in the number of bankruptcy cases.

Q101 (2018): It should be noticed that all cases from the District Courts regarding marriage and paternity/maternity are
considered litigious divorce cases.

There is a change of numbers of pending insolvency cases as we succeeded to include the Maritime and Commercial Court's
pending insolvency cases in the overall figure.

Q101 (2016): Please note concerning insolvency: The number of cases concerning compulsory dissolution of companies has
increased markedly due to new regulation where it is possible to start a company without starting capital. Accordingly, more
companies are started, but more companies are also then closed. As concerns the number of pending insolvency cases, the
data refers only to district courts given that data related to the Maritime and Commercial court is not available.

Q101 (2015): A decrease in the number of litigious divorce cases can be observed from 2010, it is most likely due to a change
in the administrative proceedings, i.e. fewer cases end up in the courts.

Estonia

CEPEJ study on the functioning of judicial systems
in the EU Member States 286 / 846



Q091 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that the discrepancies that can be observed between the number of pending
cases indicated for December of one year and the number of pending cases communicated for January of the next year, are
due to the fact that the statistic system is alive and courts are entitled to modify and up-date data at any time.

Moreover, differences in the horizontal consistency may be explained by the fact that during the proceedings some cases are
joined and some are disjoined.

Q091 (2019): Some horizontal inconsistencies and inconsistencies with previous year are due to the fact that data are always
taken from the live database.

Q091 (2018): The variations in total and in the non litigious cases are due to the number of entrepreneurs that has grown
every year, so the number of incoming case is also increasing. Furthermore, the number of real estate transactions has
increased and the market is active.The number pending cases end of 2017 is different because the numbers are taken later
and the data has been corrected.

Q091 (2016): The decrease in the number of incoming administrative court cases is due to the decrease in the number of
inmate complaints. The variations in total and in the non litigious cases are due to increase of incoming business and land
registry cases.

Q091 (2014): The increase in the number of incoming administrative law cases is due to a rise of complaints of prisoners.
_x000D__ As to the decrease in the total of pending other than criminal law cases on 1 January 2014, the performance
indicators of courts have justified supplementary budget resources. Agreements between the Ministry of Justice and courts are
expected concerning the efforts that need to be undertaken in court to clear the backlog and accelerate proceedings. For
2014, non-litigious enforcement cases are included in the category “general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases”.

Q091 (2013): As to non-litigious business registry cases and the observed decreases, in 2012 it was impossible to separate
supervisory proceedings from general proceedings and therefore 2012 data included supervisory proceedings as well. The
number of pending “civil and commercial litigious cases” decreased on account of the enhanced efficiency of the first instance
courts, while the decrease in the number of incoming cases is due to the reestablishment of the normal case-flow after the
economic crises.

Q091 (2012): The land register (together with the marital property register) and the commercial register (together with the non-
profit associations and foundations register, commercial pledge register and ship register) are part of the county courts. “Land
registry cases” and “business registry cases” refer to the registration procedure, including supervisory proceedings over
undertakings. Disputes arising from the registration procedure are subsumed in “general civil (and commercial) non-litigious
cases”. The dynamics of the “civil and commercial non litigious cases” is considerably influenced by the payment order
proceedings that form the largest part of this category and are dealt with by only one courthouse. The 2012 data includes
enforcement, land and business registry cases.

Q097 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that the discrepancies that can be observed between the number of pending
cases indicated for December of one year and the number of pending cases communicated for January of the next year, are
due to the fact that the statistic system is alive and courts are entitled to modify and up-date data at any time.

Moreover, differences in the horizontal consistency may be explained by the fact that during the proceedings some cases are
joined and some are disjoined.

Q097 (2019): Some horizontal inconsistencies and inconsistencies with previous year are due to the fact that data are always
taken from the live database.

Q097 (2015): In respect of the civil and commercial non-litigious cases, the increase from 2013 in the number of pending
cases resulted from the implementation of an efficiency-raising project in 2013 in Harju County Court. Accordingly, the
efficiency of the latter increased significantly in civil cases. Owing to the fact that this court is the largest 1st instance court
dealing with 1/3 of all of the cases in Estonia, it had an impact on the case-flow of the second instance courts (only 2 appeal
courts competent in civil, criminal and administrative matters).

As to the administrative cases, it is noteworthy that as there are only 2 appeal courts in Estonia competent in civil, criminal and
administrative matters, every change in the number of 2nd instance judges influences the statistics of the Courts of appeal.
Between 2010 and 2012 there were a few vacant administrative judges’ positions in one of the appeal courts which had an
impact on the number of pending cases

Q097 (2014): On the occasion of the 2014 exercise, it has been emphasized that there has been an ongoing reform
concerning the court budgets and judicial performance indicators. Agreements have to be adopted on the occasion of the
budget negotiations between the Ministry of Justice and the courts concerning the efforts that need to be undertaken in court
to clear the backlog and accelerate proceedings.

As to the increase of the total of pending other than criminal cases (beginning and end of the year), the reason is that 1st
instance courts started the project of clearing backlogs and accelerating proceeding earlier. As a result, the number of
incoming cases in 2nd instance courts increased in 2013 and resulted also in an increase of the number of pending cases by
the end of the year 2013.

For 2014, non-litigious enforcement cases are included in the category “general civil (and commercial) non-litigious cases”.
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Q097 (2013): In the frame of the 2012 and 2013 exercises, several clarifications were provided.

Firstly, in respect of the civil and commercial litigious cases, the observed variations were deemed to be normal, as a part of
the ordinary dynamics of the case-flow.

Secondly, in respect of the civil and commercial non-litigious cases, the increase in the number of pending cases resulted from
the implementation of an efficiency-raising project in 2013 in Harju County Court. Accordingly, the efficiency of the latter
increased significantly in civil cases. Owing to the fact that this court is the largest 1st instance court dealing with 1/3 of all of
the cases in Estonia, it had an impact on the case-flow of the second instance courts (only 2 appeal courts competent in civil,
criminal and administrative matters). Owing to that, in 2014 one civil judge’s position was given to the Tallinn Appeal Court in
order to raise their efficiency.

As to the enforcement procedures, they are in the competence of public bailiffs who are completely independent from the
judicial system but act as public authorities. The reply NA is justified by the impossibility to distinguish in the bailiffs’
information system the enforcement proceedings where the enforcement instrument is court decision from all the other
enforcement proceedings where the enforcement instrument is for example a fine made by police, an administrative act made
by the tax authority etc.

In respect of the land registry and business registry cases, it should be recalled that they are within the competence of the 1st
instance courts. If the decision of the registry is appealed, it goes to the first instance court as a regular civil case.

As to the administrative cases, it is noteworthy that as there are only 2 appeal courts in Estonia competent in civil, criminal and
administrative matters, every change in the number of 2nd instance judges influences the statistics of the Courts of appeal.
Between 2010 and 2012 there were a few vacant administrative judges’ positions in one of the appeal courts which had an
impact on the number of pending cases.

Q097 (2012): In the frame of the 2012 and 2013 exercises, several clarifications were provided. _x000D_

Firstly, in respect of the civil and commercial litigious cases, the observed variations were deemed to be normal, as a part of
the ordinary dynamics of the case-flow. _x000D_

Secondly, in respect of the civil and commercial non-litigious cases, the increase in the number of pending cases resulted from
the implementation of an efficiency-raising project in 2013 in Harju County Court. Accordingly, the efficiency of the latter
increased significantly in civil cases. Owing to the fact that this court is the largest 1st instance court dealing with 1/3 of all of
the cases in Estonia, it had an impact on the case-flow of the second instance courts (only 2 appeal courts competent in civil,
criminal and administrative matters). Owing to that, in 2014 one civil judge’s position was given to the Tallinn Appeal Court in
order to raise their efficiency. _x000D_

As to the enforcement procedures, they are in the competence of public bailiffs who are completely independent from the
judicial system but act as public authorities. The reply NA is justified by the impossibility to distinguish in the bailiffs’
information system the enforcement proceedings where the enforcement instrument is court decision from all the other
enforcement proceedings where the enforcement instrument is for example a fine made by police, an administrative act made
by the tax authority etc. _x000D_

In respect of the land registry and business registry cases, it should be recalled that they are within the competence of the 1st
instance courts. If the decision of the registry is appealed, it goes to the first instance court as a regular civil case. _x000D_
As to the administrative cases, it is noteworthy that as there are only 2 appeal courts in Estonia competent in civil, criminal and
administrative matters, every change in the number of 2nd instance judges influences the statistics of the Courts of appeal.
Between 2010 and 2012 there were a few vacant administrative judges’ positions in one of the appeal courts which had an
impact on the number of pending cases.

Q099 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that the discrepancies that can be observed between the number of pending
cases indicated for December of one year and the number of pending cases communicated for January of the next year, are
due to the fact that the statistic system is alive and courts are entitled to modify and up-date data at any time.

Moreover, differences in the horizontal consistency may be explained by the fact that during the proceedings some cases are
joined and some are disjoined.

Q099 (2016): The number of pending cases has increased because the number of cases where the Supreme Court has
decided to open proceedings in the Supreme Court has increased.

Q101 (General Comment): It is noteworthy that the discrepancies that can be observed between the number of pending
cases indicated for December of one year and the number of pending cases communicated for January of the next year, are
due to the fact that the statistic system is alive and courts are entitled to modify and up-date data at any time.

It is possible to observe differences in the horizontal consistency since during the proceedings some cases are joined and
some 