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3.1. Efficiency of justice systems

3.1.2. General data on efficiency

- Estimated length of proceedings –

2020 in civil and commercial litigious cases, and administrative cases at all court instances, while Figure 24 shows the average
length of proceedings in money laundering cases at first instance courts.
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other non-litigious cases, administrative law cases and other non-criminal cases. Methodology changes in SK. Pending cases include all instances in CZ and, until 2016, in SK. LV:
the sharp decrease is due to court system reform, error checks and data clean-ups of the information system.

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

3.1.2. General data on efficiency

- Estimated length of proceedings –

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

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

Figure 10 Estimated time needed to resolve administrative cases at all court instances in 2020 (*) (1st and, where
applicable, 2nd and 3rd instance/in days) (source: CEPEJ study)
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3.1.3. Efficiency in specific areas of EU law

– Consumer protection –

– Money laundering –

2,500 23 Consumer protection: average length of administrative decisions by consumer protection authorities
Figure
in 2014, 2018 – 2020 (*) (1st instance/in days) (source: European Commission with the Consumer Protection Cooperation
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(*) DE, LU, AT: scenario is not applicable as consumer authorities are not empowered to decide on infringements of relevant consumer rules. An estimate of average length was
provided by DK, EL, FR, RO and FI for certain years.

– Money laundering –
In addition to contributing to the fight against crime, the effectiveness of the fight against money laundering is crucial for the
soundness, integrity and stability of the financial sector, confidence in the financial system and fair competition in the single market (50). Money laundering can discourage foreign investment, distort international capital flows and negatively affect a country’s
macroeconomic performance, resulting in welfare losses, thereby draining resources from more productive economic activities
(51). The Anti-money Laundering Directive requires Member States to maintain statistics on the effectiveness of their systems to
combat money laundering or terrorist financing (52). In cooperation with Member States, an updated questionnaire was used to
collect data on the judicial stages in national anti-money laundering regimes. Figure 24 shows the average length of first instance
court cases dealing with money laundering criminal offences.
Figure 24 Money laundering: average length of court cases in 2014, 2018 – 2020(*) (1st instance/in days) (source:

3.2. Quality of justice systems

3.2.1. Accessibility

– Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons with disabilities –
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Figure 30 Specific arrangements for access to justice of persons with disabilities, 2021 (source: European
Commission (67))
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67 2021 data collected in cooperation with the group of contact persons on national justice systems.
(*) Children: persons under 18 years of age. Data for MT on training for judges are for 2020.
68 In the first scenario, during the court proceedings related to the expropriation, the authorities order a mining company to cease mining with immediate effect; they rely on
earlier complaints made by house owners in the neighbouring village, already settled by the mining company. The company would incur a daily profit loss of EUR 8 000 if it
complied with the administrative decision. The company challenges the administrative decision in court, which eventually overturns the decision as ill-founded. In the second
scenario, a company established in Member State ‘B’ files with the competent authority in Member State ‘A’ a request for permission to build an 800 square meters retail store
in the capital city of Member State ‘A’. The company does not receive any reply from the authority in question within the statutory time limit/within what seems a reasonable
time to reply (period of administrative silence). Finally, the figure examines whether the company can seek financial compensation for the losses it incurred because of the
delay (the period of administrative silence) in granting the building permit (assuming that the building permit is finally granted) from the competent authority.
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(*) Maximum possible: 5 points. For each criterion, one point was given if secure electronic communication is available for prosecution services. 0.5 was awarded when the possibility does not exist in all cases. Availability of electronic communication tools within prosecution service includes communication with lawyers employed by the prosecution service.
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Figure 46 Digital solutions to initiate and follow proceedings in civil/commercial and administrative cases,
2021(*) (source: European Commission (81))
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(*) Maximum possible: 9 points. For each criterion, one point was given if the possibility exists in all civil/commercial and administrative cases, respectively. 0.5 point was awarded
when the possibility does not exist in all cases. For those Member States that do not distinguish civil/commercial and administrative cases, the same number of points has been
given for both areas.

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

INDEPENDENCE OF JUSTICE SYSTEMS
Perception of judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection
3.3. Independence

3.3.1. Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection
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the general public perceives the independence of courts and judges (*) (source: Eurobarometer (95) light colours: 2016, 2020 and 2021, dark colours: 2022)
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good or fairly good (total good); if some Member
States have the same percentage of total good, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is fairly bad or very
bad (total bad); if some Member States have the same percentage of total good and total bad, then they are ordered by the percentage of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very good; if some Member States have the same percentage of total good, total bad and of very good, then they are ordered by the percentage
of respondents who stated that the independence of courts and judges is very bad.
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Figure 51 Main reasons among the general public for the perceived lack of independence (share of all respondents higher value means more influence) (source: Eurobarometer (96))
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3.3.1. Perceived judicial independence and effectiveness of investment protection

Figure 54 shows a new indicator on how companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts as
regards, in their view, unjustified decisions or inaction by the State.
Figure 54 How companies perceive the effectiveness of investment protection by the law and courts (source:
Eurobarometer (99))
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(*) Member States are ordered first by the combined percentage of respondents who stated that they are very or fairly confident in investment protection by the law and courts
(total confident).
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Figure 55 Main reasons among companies for their perceived lack of effectiveness of investment protection
(source: Eurobarometer (100))
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