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I. Motivation: Contextualizing the Troika’s proposals for the Judicial System 

An efficient Judicial System is fundamental for a sustainable economy growth of a country 
and for attracting foreign direct investment. This happens due to the fact that foreign firms will 
take several things into consideration before making the investment and one of this this is the 
Judicial System. Why? Firms want to be sure that if they have any problems, with their 
workers, clients that did not pay and other situations, that they are in a country where a 
proceeding is solved in a short period of time.1 

In this matter Portugal is seen as having room to improve the efficiency of its judicial 
system, avoiding some criticism, namely from international investors, on the speed of court 
decisions. Therefore, a well-designed reform in this area is essential for the economic 
recovery.  

The main problems arise from the enforcement procedures, the area that has the highest 
portion of pending and backlog proceedings and the one that contributes most for the high 
congestion of the Portuguese courts.  

This is why the Memorandum is more focused in civil justice area and, in particular, in the 
enforcement procedures. To solve this issue, the Memorandum proposes concrete measures 
to increase the efficiency and decrease the number of pending proceedings and backlogs. 
Therefore, the main objective of our work is to assess what is the state of the civil justice in 
Portugal and, up to some extent, how can we map the measures proposed in the 
Memorandum with the data that is currently available.  

                                                            
1 In what follows we will use the term proceeding interchangeably with the term case. 



                  Nova Economics Club                               KPI´s for the Judicial System 

May 2012       3/20 

II. Methodology 

A. Definition of Backlog Case and Pending Case. 

In the Memorandum of Understanding on Specific Economic Policy Conditionality (MoU), 
is inscribed an entire section of measures regarding the Court backlog, where the document 
clearly prescribes the elimination of all backlog cases in the Portuguese Judicial System,2 by the 
second quarter of 2013. 

Regarding this section, a relevant methodological issue concerns the precise definition of 
backlog case. This is still not settled in the literature. According to the European Commission 
for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ), a backlog case cannot be translated to Portuguese as 
“pendência”. In fact, the translation of “pendência” should be pending case. A pending case is 
therefore defined as “[the case] that still have to be dealt with by the court in a period of 
time”. 3 

According to DGPJ in a statistical release of May 2011,4 a pending case is defined as a case 
that has entered the System but for which a final decision has not been reached in the 
respective court, independently of the final nature of this decision or the potential existence of 
appeals. Furthermore, the Court or any involved part considers it as a pending case every case 
that is waiting for procedures, or even it can be a case waiting for some procedural 
occurrence, for a given period of time.5 For example, a suspended case is considered a pending 
case, independently of the nature of the suspension.  

At the same time, a backlog case is defined by CEPEJ as:6 “[the case that] exceed the 
allowed duration”. This definition is frequently used as a synonym of delay and can be quite 
ambiguous. Trying to solve the ambiguities that arise from the term “allowed duration”, the 
CEPEJ proposes the establishment of timeframes. Their proposal is the following “The 
establishment of timeframes makes it possible to adopt a more precise definition of backlog 
[case, as a case] not decided within an established timeframe (or standard)”. 

 In the same report,7 timeframe is defined as “a period of time during which an action 
occurs or will occur. Timeframes are targets to be used as inter-organisational means to pursue 

                                                            
2 Refer to the first section of the framework conditions regarding the Judicial System. More specifically, 
refer to the measure 7.1 of the MoU. 
3 Page 11 of “Study on Council of Europe Member States Appeal and Supreme Courts’ Lengths of 
Proceedings”, by Marco Velicogna, CEPEJ. 
4 The statistical department of the Ministry of Justice (“Direcção Geral de Planeamento de Justiça”) 
5 Precise definition in portuguese: "Os processos pendentes correspondem a processos que tendo 
entrado ainda não tiveram decisão final, na forma de acórdão, sentença ou despacho, na respectiva 
instância, independentemente do trânsito em julgado. São assim processos que aguardam a prática de 
actos ou de diligências pelo tribunal, pelas partes ou por outras entidades, podendo ainda, em certos 
tipos de processos, aguardar a ocorrência de determinados factos ou o decurso de um prazo. Um 
processo suspenso é, por exemplo, um processo pendente, qualquer que seja a causa da suspensão. " - 
Destaque Estatístico" DGPJ/Ministério da Justiça, nº3, Maio de 2011. 
6 Page 10 of “Study on Council of Europe Member States Appeal and Supreme Courts’ Lengths of 
Proceedings”, by Marco Velicogna, CEPEJ. 
7 Page 11 of “Study on Council of Europe Member States Appeal and Supreme Courts’ Lengths of 
Proceedings”, by Marco Velicogna, CEPEJ. 
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the timeliness of court proceedings. […] the timeframes should not be specified by procedural 
rules [...]”. This definition departs from the definition of time standard, taken in the report as: 
“time required to complete a task. The time allowed carrying out a production task in a 
standard costing system. It may be expressed as the standard time allowed (…). From an 
organisational perspective a time standard is more rigid and focused on singles activities than 
timeframes”.  However it is assumed in the same report a similitude between the concepts, 
since “[time standard] is extensively adopted by the Anglo-Saxon literature with a meaning 
similar to timeframe. Therefore it is possible to use time standard and timeframe as 
synonyms”.  

On that report, time limit refers to “a limit of time within which something must be done. 
In judicial proceedings, this term indicate mainly the limits established by procedural rules. 
These limits can be mandatory and with consequences in a specific proceeding (e.g. the 
prohibition of presenting evidences after a specific time) or simply intimations without 
consequence (as when a judge should write a sentence within a week after the decision but 
nothing happens if the provision is not fulfilled)”. Clearly this definition departs from the 
definition of timeframe and time standard. 

The existence of the three supra-cited temporal definitions makes the understanding of 
the time component of the backlog definition not universally clear, as several definitions 
persist. The first two definitions are dependent on organizational goals, which are closely 
linked with managerial perspectives, while time limit is linked with the procedural code. To 
proceed with the production of some relevant Key Performance Indicators (given the data that 
is promptly available from the SIEJ dataset),8 we will define the time context that will give 
consistence to the Backlog Case definition.  

From a brief joint analysis of the definitions of pending cases and backlog cases, one may 
clearly depict its non-equivalence, independently of the temporal definition used in the 
Backlog Case definition. While pending case reports broadly to any case that has entered the 
System, independently of the time that has elapsed from its entrance, backlog clearly means a 
case that has already elapsed the expected time for its conclusion, being expected time to be 
defined appropriately. This significant deviation in the definitions expectedly entails a 
significant difference in the proceedings covered by each. For example, a Case that has 
entered the System in day “D” at hour “H”, is precisely considered as pending case at day “D” 
at hour “H+1”. However, this same case will not be considered as backlog until it has elapsed 
its predefined time for completion. 

In this context, if one considers that the elimination of Backlog Cases is translated as the 
elimination of pending case that would mean the elimination of every case that is in the 
Judicial System, independently of the moment it had entered the System. In practical terms, it 
would theoretically mean that the System would have to be capable to terminate immediately 
any case, even when law establishes a positive mandatory period of time that the System has 
to observe for the performance of several procedures.  

                                                            
8 See www.siej.dgpj.mj.pt/ . The SIEJ is an online dataset with some statistics for the Judicial System 
maintained and provided by DGPJ. 

http://www.siej.dgpj.mj.pt/
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This decisive difference between Pending Case and Backlog Case concepts is not always 
clear, as the Backlog Case is not accurately defined, and often the difference is not numerically 
defined in official documents. For instance, in the “The Economic Adjustment Program for 
Portugal Third Review – winter 2011 the European Commission refers”9: “Portugal currently 
has about 1.5 million civil and commercial cases pending. The bulk of these (about 1.18 million 
are enforcement cases. As required by the Memorandum of Understanding, Portugal has 
analysed the reasons for the backlog in two studies and has suggested a number of measures 
to reduce it.”  

However, even if there are approximately 1.5 million civil and commercial cases pending 
(from which 82.4% are enforcement cases),10 the corresponding number of backlog cases will 
be lower than the numbers presented. In addition to the reasoning proposed in the current 
section, further evidence for this conclusion can be found in section C. Hence, in the 
production of Key Performance Indicators we need to be precise in the difference between 
Pending and Backlog cases. This difference will always follow the framework here established, 
and the future refinements to be adopted.  

B. The relevance of “Transitados” in the calculation of Key Performance Indicators. 

The Portuguese Judicial System has recently and recurrently undergone several reforms, 
both in the law and in the management of the Courts. This last bulk of reforms often mean the 
creation and closure of Courts or its aggregation by different measurement units.  

This fact potentially compromises a direct interpretation of the most common metrics of 
the System, namely, but not exhaustively, the number of initiated cases, the number of 
terminated cases and some key performance indicators. This is so, as when a Court closes, or 
suffers a relevant restructuring which implies the transfer of Cases to other Courts, each case 
affected is given as terminated in the Court from which it departures and is considered 
initiated in the Court where it arrives. This phenomenon is registered in the official databases 
under the name “transitados”.  

Consequently, a case that did not change in its status will, on an integrated view of the 
System, generate an additional initiated case and an additional terminated case. Therefore, 
when there are relevant reforms, the change of thousands of cases may imply that those time 
series are inconsistent for any analysis. 

The number of pending cases is not permanently affected by the movement of cases, as a 
case which is moved from a Court to another is subtracted from the pending case numbers 
when it departures the first court, but it is inscribed again in this stock when it arrives in the 
second Court. As the movement happens in a short period of time, the impact of these 
movements is not relevant.  

To correct this issue, we will in a first instance subtract to the terminated and initiated 
cases the “transitados”. In this way, we hope to have a more precise view of the cases that 
indeed were initiated and terminated, by removing those that were merely transferred. In this 

                                                            
9 Page 35. 
10 Last data available is for 2011. 
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and future work all Key Performance Indicators that use the data for initiated or terminated 
proceedings will consistently refer to this correction approach.  

C. The Impact of the “Big Litigators” on the number of Pending Cases in Portugal 

As mentioned in section A, the bulk of pending cases in Portugal are enforcement cases. 
Among them, a considerable amount are what one could consider “false” pending cases as 
recognized by DGPJ in a document released in September 2011.11 

One of the main sources of these false pending cases is related to unpaid debts. These are 
brought to court by sizeable Portuguese companies,12 with the main objective of being 
reimbursed on the VAT from sales debts not paid.  

This situation arises due to the legal requirements imposed by the VAT code for a debt to 
be considered uncollectible.13 According to the dispositions of article 78, 8 b) of the same 
code, any debt that amounts to a value between €750 and €8,000 may only be registered as 
uncollectible once a court concludes that the debtor does not possess any assets to be used as 
collateral.  

This framework has a significant impact on the number of pending cases in the 
Portuguese Judicial System, not only because of the amount of time it takes for a debt to be 
considered uncollectible but also because once that declaration is issued, the cases are not 
considered to be terminated. In fact, they are given the statute of suspended cases until the 
term of prescription ends. At this stage, by the reasoning mentioned above, these litigators 
have no incentives to make an effort in terminating them. 

This issue is also one of the factors behind the fact that “more than half of the 
enforcement cases in the courts of 1st instance are concentrated in less than 10 of the existing 
234 comarcas”.14 Not by chance, these 10 comarcas are located in the regions where the 
population density is higher and where the majority of these large companies are sedated. 

Even if the distinction between a pending and a backlog case is clarified, this problem 
should be taken seriously. The issue here is that this specific type of cases will lever up the 
number of pending cases in Portugal since a very significant share will only be declared as 
finished once the case has prescribed. 

This problem was addressed by DGPJ in the document released in 2011 mentioned 
above.15 In that document the DGPJ suggests an amendment to the VAT code proposing an 

                                                            
11 Propostas com vista à Redução da Pendência Processual em Atraso no Domínio da Acção Executiva 
Cível, Setembro 2011 – page 3. 
12 More specific information about the firms that can be considered “big litigators” can be found for the 
year 2011 in http://www.citius.mj.pt/portal/consultas/Custas/Portaria200-2011.aspx. This list was 
elaborated by the number of proceedings intended by each company, which is a necessary condition for 
that company to be a big litigator, but not a sufficient one. To assess whether a company is a big litigator 
or not, the analysis should be done in a “case-by-case” approach. 
13 Código do IVA. 
14 Propostas com vista à Redução da Pendência Processual em Atraso no Domínio da Acção Executiva 
Cível, Setembro 2011 – page 8. 
15 Ibidem  - page 32. 

http://www.citius.mj.pt/portal/consultas/Custas/Portaria200-2011.aspx
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increase to the lower bound for which an unpaid debt must go through a court to be declared 
uncollectible. 

In this regard, the OPJP (“Observatório Permanente da Justiça Portuguesa”), a scientific 
unit from CES,16 also issued some recommendations in a report released on 2007 on the 
reform and evaluation of the executive action.17  Among their proposals, we should outline the 
creation of a transitory mechanism that incentivises the big litigators to finish the suspended 
cases including,18 for example, cost exemptions and tax benefits, or even the promotion of out 
of court resolutions for these cases.19 

To conclude, the reader of this document should take into account the issues outlined 
above as a caveat for the analysis of the indicators to be presented. As clearly stated before, 
there is a broad consensus among the authorities that there is a considerable influence of the 
problem addressed in this section on the performance of the Portuguese judicial system.  

III. The question of international comparisons with the Portuguese Judicial System 
As described in previous sections made in this report, civil enforcement cases in Portugal 

represent a significant percentage of the total cases in the courts. For example, in 2011, the 
percentage of civil enforcement cases relative to the total stock of pending cases in judicial 
courts of 1st instance amounted to 72,4%. Also, in the same year, the weight of civil 
enforcement cases relative to the total stock of pending civil justice cases in 1st instance courts 
was 82.4%. 

Given the established importance of civil enforcement cases within the Portuguese 
judicial system, an exploration into the framework under which similar or equivalent cases are 
handled in other European countries is necessary if international comparisons are to be 
attempted. This analysis will take into account a macro approach to the efficiency of the 
Portuguese justice system and its comparison to others as well as a more micro, user-oriented 
analysis of debt collection and contract enforcement efficiency. 

Macro Cross-Country Comparison 
The main body that carries out judicial system comparisons in Europe is the CEPEJ 

(European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice) and several of their studies and findings 
have been and will be quoted throughout this report. Thus, it is useful to give a general 
overview of their methodology before proceeding to the questions ahead. 

The "European Judicial Systems" Edition of 2010 (data for 2008) presents a very useful 
methodology section, in terms of judicial system comparison, from which we will point out 
certain salient aspects. The study's conduction is as follows: 

• Data Collection: "(...) the collection of figures is based on reports by member 
states and entities, which were invited to appoint national correspondents, entrusted 
with the coordination of the replies to the Scheme for their respective states or 

                                                            
16 Centro de Estudos Sociais, University of Coimbra. 
17 A Acção Executiva em Avaliação, Uma Proposta de Reforma, April 2007. 
18 Ibidem, page 447. 
19 Ibidem, page 453. 
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entities". The national correspondents "(...) were considered to be the main 
interlocutors of the Secretariat and the experts when collecting new figures, and the 
first to be held liable for the quality of figures used in the survey. All individual replies 
were recorded in a database by the scientific expert."20 This scientific expert was in 
contact with the national correspondents throughout the preparation of the report to 
validate and clarify their figures; 

• Construction of the Report: in the section regarding general methodological 
issues it reads: "This report does not claim to have exploited exhaustively all the 
relevant information that has been put forward by member states, given the large 
amount of data submitted. As for the previous editions of this report, the CEPEJ tried 
to address the analytical topics bearing in mind, above all, the priorities and the 
fundamental principles of the Council of Europe."21 The CEPEJ, thus, makes numerous 
remarks, throughout the report, concerning the limitations of the analysis and 
numerous caveats and the fact that prudence that must be taken when interpreting 
the figures provided; 

• Quality of the Data: the report also points out that the quality of the data 
depends on the type of questions asked, definitions used by the countries and several 
other variables that have not been harmonized in order to provide a uniform response 
from all respondent countries. Furthermore, it should be noted that the data provided 
by the states was accompanied by the comments of the national correspondent and a 
brief description of the relevant features of the judicial system under observation, 
which was not included in the final report for "(...) reasons of consistency and 
conciseness (...)". The CEPEJ acknowledges this: "The reader should bear this [the 
possible lack of uniformity of response] in mind and always interpret the statistical 
figures given in the light of their attached narrative comments and the more detailed 
explanations given in the individual national replies."22 

Because of the numerous issues regarding the difference between systems and the 
harmonization of the data (a debt enforcement proceeding in Portugal is not the same as a 
debt enforcement proceeding in the Netherlands, for example), the CEPEJ makes the following 
statement on the report: 

"The report aims to give an overview of the situation of the European judicial systems, not 
to rank the best judicial systems in Europe, which would be scientifically inaccurate and would 
not be a useful tool for the public policies of justice. Indeed, comparing does not mean 
ranking. However, this report gives the reader tools for an in-depth study which would then 
have to be carried out by choosing relevant clusters of countries: according to the 
characteristics of the judicial systems (for instance civil law and common law countries; 
countries in transition or with old judicial traditions), geographical criteria (size, population) or 
economic criteria (for instance within or outside the Euro zone)."23 

                                                            
20 "European Judicial Systems", CEPEJ, 2010, p.6. 
21 "European Judicial Systems", CEPEJ, 2010, p.7. 
22 "European Judicial Systems", CEPEJ, 2010, p.8. 
23 "European Judicial Systems", CEPEJ, 2010, p.9. 
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In fact, the analysis of this report evinces CEPEJ's aim at relativizing and contextualizing 
the figures which it has developed, with the introduction of sections on the demographics, 
economy and other factors of the various countries which may have impact on the variables 
under observation. To illustrate the difficulty of comparison consider the definition of small 
claim. Several European countries do not have such a concept and within those that have it the 
range is extremely diversified, being considered a small claim as one lower than 72.80€ in 
Lithuania and as one lower than 50.000€ in San Marino.24  

We must also consider the disparity in the treatment of enforcement cases: while in 
Portugal the judge controls the proceeding of debt enforcement and collection from beginning 
to end, in Scotland, for example, both the enforcement of decrees and the collection of the 
debt remain outside the prevue of the judge or the court and, as such, the time interval where 
the process of collection of a debt is outside the hands of public authorities is not accounted 
for in official databases. This type of treatment is not isolated and occurs in other European 
countries, as we shall discuss further ahead. 

User-Cost Cross-Country Comparison 
Another approach to international comparisons is that of the World Bank, specifically the 

one in its annual "Doing Business" report. This report does not aim at measuring judicial 
system performance but merely at comparing regulatory environment cross-countries. It is, 
therefore, of increased usefulness to investors and from the point of view of the user. In the 
words of the report itself "Doing Business provides quantitative measures of regulations for 
starting a business, dealing with construction permits, getting electricity, registering property, 
getting credit, protecting investors, paying taxes, trading across borders, enforcing contracts 
and resolving insolvency—as they apply to domestic small and medium-size enterprises."25 

One element that is analysed is the enforcement of contracts that, through the method 
we will discuss, is viewed through a different lens. While the CEPEJ report takes a macro view 
of the different judicial systems, the World Bank takes a more business-oriented perspective of 
the problem. In order to clarify the difference in approaches, here is an overview of the 
methodology of said report: 

• Data Collection: the starting point of the this process is the construction of a 
questionnaire which "(...) uses a simple business case to ensure comparability across 
economies and over time - with assumptions about the legal form of the business, its 
size, its location and the nature of its operations." The next step is to administer said 
questionnaire to local experts "(...) routinely administering or advising on the legal and 
regulatory requirements (...)". These experts are also frequently in contact with the 
"Doing Business" team, according to the report. It is also worth noting that "Doing 
Business is not a statistical survey (...)",26 but merely a collection of the opinions of 
selected professionals; 

• Limitations: five main limitations are noted in the report:  

                                                            
24 "European Judicial Systems", CEPEJ, 2010, p.90 
25 "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.16. 
26 "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.50. 
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- Collected data refer to business in the economy's largest business city and may 
not representative of regulation in other parts of the economy (this is partially 
solved with sub-national business indicators); 

- "(...) The data often focus on a specific business form—generally a limited 
liability company (or its legal equivalent) of a specified size—and may not be 
representative of the regulation on other businesses, for example, sole 
proprietorships."; 

- Specificity of the transactions described in the business case may not be 
representative of the full set of issues which a business can encounter; 

- "Measures of time involve an element of judgment by the expert 
correspondents";27 

- Assumption of full information regarding regulatory requirements from the 
part of the firm, thereby not wasting time in completing procedures. 

Thus, as can be seen, the approaches taken and the objects under scrutiny are quite 
different, although some of the inherent problems are transversal. We will focus this analysis 
on the indicators regarding contract enforcement as an example of measuring efficiency by 
taking into account the user-cost of justice, in this instance concerning a representative 
business unit.  

Enforcing Contracts 

The indicators here provided aim at measuring the efficiency of a court system in 
resolving a commercial dispute. According to the report "(...) data are built by following the 
step-by-step evolution of a commercial sale dispute before local courts."28 The methodology of 
the ranking "(...) on the ease of enforcement contracts is the simple average of the percentile 
rankings on its component indicators (...)". The assumptions of the indicator will be subsumed 
to keep the analysis concise but are available in the same reference for consultation. 

The ranking is based on three indicators of efficiency: time, cost and procedures. These 
are given equal weights to calculate the final value of the composite indicator. 

• Time:  days to resolve a commercial sale dispute through the courts; 

• Cost: attorney, court and enforcement costs as % of claim value; 

• Procedures: steps to file claim, obtain judgment and enforce it. 

In order to illustrate the results we now present some relevant values for comparison: 

                                                            
27 "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.50. 
28 "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.64. 
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 France: ranks 6th in the same indicator, presenting 313 days, 29 procedures and a 
17.4% cost until dispute is resolved (position in the overall rank: 29th); 29 

 Portugal: ranks 22nd in this indicator, presenting a time of 547 days to resolve a 
commercial dispute, 31 procedures to achieve it and a cost of 13% of the claim 
(position in the overall rank: 30th); 30 

 Spain: ranks 54th in the same indicator, presenting 515 days, 39 procedures and a 
17.2% cost until dispute is resolved (position in the overall rank: 44th); 31 

  Italy: ranks 158th in the same indicator, presenting 1.210 days, 41 procedures and a 
29,9% cost until dispute is resolved (position in the overall rank: 80th); 32 

Conclusion 
Although international comparison is possible, it is highly volatile when one takes into 

account all the possible variables, frameworks, data collecting processes and levels of 
observation. One of the most evident difficulties was the assessment of what is equivalent and 
what is not between different countries in terms of cases, procedures, costs and measures 
(even between those that have judicial systems that share the same origin).  

The comparison of legal systems and their efficiency is thus a complex task, much related 
to the specific objectives in mind, although the caveats to each type of analysis hopefully have 
been made clearer through this brief analysis.  

The next steps which should be carried out regarding this particular point of the report 
are a deepening of the macro analysis, so as to permit a greater understanding of the 
Portuguese situation (including the report of user satisfaction surveys from CEPEJ), and 
extending the user-cost analysis to the indicator on insolvency of the "Doing Business" report 
as well as to other methods and studies on user-cost analysis. 

IV. Key Performance Indicators 

The indicators presented below all have the objective of measuring the efficiency of the 
Portuguese Judicial System,33 one of the main areas where the Memorandum focus regarding 
the judicial sector. It is important to highlight the fact that the indicators are correlated with 
each other, and so the conclusions drawn and the tendencies of the indicators will be related. 

1. Data Description 

Before establishing the key performance indicators that will be introduced to measure the 
efficiency of the Portuguese judicial system it is important to describe first the data that is 
effectively available and that is going to be used. 

                                                            
29  "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.134. 
30 "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.128. 
31  "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.134. 
32  "Doing Business 2012: Doing Business in a More Transparent World", World Bank, 2012, p.111. 
33 To more details check the technical description in the appendix. 
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All the KPIs presented in this report are based on three specific variables: initiated and 
pending proceedings and terminated proceedings. These characterize are key in characterizing 
the demand and supply, respectively. However, the limitation in our analysis is that we are 
only considering the quantity part of both demand and supply. For a fully comprehensive 
analysis we need also to introduce prices, which in the Portuguese scenario are called “custas 
judiciais”.34 All data is taken out from the justice statistics (SIEJ) hosted by the Directorate-
General for Justice Policy (DGPJ).  

Figure 1 presents the data for the initiated, pending and terminated proceedings in the 
end of each year after being corrected for the “transitados”, from 1994 to 2011. At a first 
glance there is no specific trend for the initiated or terminated proceedings. However, the 
analysis for the pending proceedings is considerably different. In 1994 there were 338.5 
thousand of pending cases and this number is continuously increasing until 2011, when there 
are 1,495.5 pending cases. The only exception to this increasing trend seems to have occurred 
in 2006 and 2007, when the amount of cases that were terminated was higher than the cases 
that were initiated in those years.  

The continuous increase in the number of pending proceedings that have to be dealt 
by the courts can have multiple interpretations. On the one hand, it may be because the 
demand for justice in each year is consistently higher than the supply for justice, which may or 
may not be the consequence of any change in the efficiency of the judicial system. On the 
other hand, it may reflect changes in the efficiency of the judicial system. The main objective 
of the key performance indicators proposed below is to try to understand under what extent 
the increase in the pending proceedings is reflected specifically in a decrease in the efficiency 
of the Portuguese judicial system. 

 

                                                            
34 Refer to https://igfij.mj.pt/custas/Paginas/default.aspx.  
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Figure 1 

Among civil justice we can disentangle the data in five broad areas: declarative actions, 
civil enforcement actions, special actions, pre-trial procedures. The remaining one tries to 
aggregate all the other actions or procedures that might occur and is conveniently called 
“other”, which stands for other types of proceedings that do not belong to any of the 
characteristics given above. 

Figure 2 

In Figure 2 we have disentangled the stock of pending proceedings given in Figure 1 by the 
areas considered above for the years of 1994-2011. With respect to this time period we can 
say that the share of the declarative actions in the total stock of pending proceedings has 
increased from 1994 (38.3%) to 1997 (43.7%) and it has consistently decreased from 1997 
onwards, achieving its minimum in 2011 (7.6%).  

Contrasting this situation, the share of the civil enforcement actions has slightly increased 
between 1994 (41.8%) and 1999 (43.4%) and from 1999 onwards it has increased considerably, 
achieving its maximum in 2011 (82.4%). This confirms the fact that the driving force behind the 
pending proceedings in the Portuguese judicial system is the civil enforcement actions. This 
reinforces the importance of both the methodological section concerning the “big litigators” 
and the international comparisons section presented in this report. 

 In Figure 3 we narrow our time interval to the period 2007-2011. This reinforces the 
fact that, at least from 2007 onwards, the great majority of all the pending proceedings in the 
civil justice first instance courts are included within the civil enforcement actions area.  
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Figure 3 

 
 

2. Indicator of Efficiency and Productivity (IEP) 

With the intention of measuring the efficiency of the judicial system in Portugal and its 
evolution through time we constructed the Indicator of Efficiency and Productivity.  

This indicator can be computed by dividing the total caseload of a given measurement unit 
(a court, a judicial district or even the entire country) over the proceedings this measurement 
unit terminates in a given time period. This total caseload is measured by summing all the 
proceedings that were initiated in a given time period with the proceedings that were pending 
in the beginning of that specific time period. Through this it is possible to assess whether a 
measurement unit has the ability of terminating in a given time period all the proceedings it 
has to deal with.  

In terms of interpreting this KPI not that if the ratio is equal to one the measurement unit 
can effectively terminate all the proceedings it has to handle. If instead the ratio is higher than 
one the measurement unit is not capable of solving all the proceedings it has in hands, and will 
leave some proceedings to the next period as pending proceedings. The interpretation of this 
KPI is the following. A ratio of X means that the number of proceedings that were initiated in 
the year plus the number of pending proceedings from the year before is X times greater (since 
X has to be higher or equal than one) than the number of cases that were terminated. 

To keep the interpretation as simple as possible, we will consider in what follows not the 
IEP but the inverse of the IEP as our Key Performance Indicator. The advantages of doing this 
are the following. Instead of having a ratio that by definition is always higher than one, we can 
interpret the inverse IEP as a percentage, as it will always be between zero and one. If it is 
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zero, this means that the measurement unit has not terminated any proceeding in the given 
time period. If it is one the same interpretation as the IEP applies. Additionally, this implies 
that a higher ratio implies a better performance, and that a lower ratio implies a worse 
performance. Therefore, the graph analysis will be much more intuitive and simple to do using 
the inverse IEP than using the IEP by itself. Finally, one can interpret the inverse IEP as the 
share of all proceedings that were terminated by the given measurement unit from all the 
proceedings the measurement unit needed to handle in that specific time period.  

Notwithstanding this, using both the IEP and its inverse, we will be able of assessing if the 
judicial system is getting more or less efficient and whether the reforms that were 
implemented are having the effect of making the system more effective.  

Looking to Figure 4 can see that since 1994 until 2011 the inverse IEP has been decreasing 
over time for the entire country, meaning that courts are terminating in 2011 a lower share of 
the caseload they have to deal with than in 1994, implying by association that they are turning 
out less efficient as time goes by. From 2010 to 2011 we can see an increase in the inverse IEP 
from 21.3% to 23.4%.  

3. Clearance Ratio 

The clearance ratio is computed as the number of terminated proceedings over the 
number of initiated proceedings in the same period. It is important to bear in mind that this 
ratio is limited by the pending proceedings. If there were no pending proceedings a clearance 
ratio of one would be a perfect result, which would mean that all the caseload of the system in 
a given period would be solved in this same period.  

If the measurement unit has to deal also with some pending proceedings the conclusions 
drawn cannot be the same, since if the ratio is equal to one the number of pending 
proceedings at the end of this given period is exactly the same as in the period before, and so 
the judicial system was not able on handling all the caseload. In both events, if the ratio is 
lower than one it means that the number of proceedings at the end of this period will be 
higher than in the period before, since the system was not able of terminating at least the 
initiated proceedings in the period. 

Looking to Figure 4 we can see that this last situation is what has been happening in 
Portugal in the last years with the judicial system not being able on handling solely the 
initiated proceedings in the year. By the argument above, this is coherent to the fact that the 
number of pending proceedings is consistently growing (refer to Figure 1), with exception in 
the years of 2006 and 2007 where the ratio was higher than one. From 2010 to 2011 the 
clearance ratio increased from 84.7% in 2010 to 91.0% in 2011. 
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Figure 4 

4. Congestion Rate 

In order to better understand if the judicial system has the ability of solving all the pending 
proceedings that have to be handled in the beginning of a specific time period we computed 
the congestion rate. The congestion rate can be computed by dividing the stock of pending 
proceedings that need to be handled in the beginning of the time period over the number of 
proceedings that are effectively terminated in that period. If the ratio is higher than one it 
means that the system is not being able of handling just the pending proceedings from the 
previous period (regardless of the number of initiated proceedings within the period). If the 
ratio is lower than one it means that the judicial system was able of solving not only all the 
pending proceedings that remained from the previous period but also some proceedings that 
were initiated in that period.  

Looking to Figure 5 at the graph we can see that the system is not being able of solving just 
the pending cases that remained from the previous period, since the congestion rate is strictly 
higher than one in all the years considered in the analysis. In fact, from 1994 to 2011, we can 
say that on average the Portuguese judicial system is becoming more congested as time goes 
by, since the congestion rate was around 1.28 in 1994 and 3.18 in 2011. From 2010 to 2011 the 
congestion rate has slightly decreased. 
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Figure 5 

V. Final Remarks and Plan of Action 

This report is a first approach to an unbiased evaluation of the Portuguese Justice System. 
In particular, our main goal is to assess whether the implementation of the measures in the 
MoU have improved significantly the efficiency of the Portuguese Justice System. To fulfil this 
goal we must be extremely careful in defining the key performance indicators that, using the 
available data, can exactly map changes in efficiency over time. 

This is not as simple as it seems. Each Justice System is unique and has its unique 
specificities. Therefore, we need first to consider all the methodological issues that can arise 
both in the analysis for a time series context and for international comparisons. In this sense, 
this report is a compilation of several issues that must be taken into account before defining 
any comprehensive set of key performance indicators that can characterize the efficiency of 
the Portuguese Justice System.  

This is the journey we want to make in future work. Therefore, the methodology 
presented and the considerations about international comparisons can just be seen as the plan 
for our journey and the set of key performance indicators that were presented cannot be 
thought as its end, but just as the beginning.  

Under these considerations, this work was also extremely important as a clarification 
exercise to the authors, to the extent that through working on this report they have also 
become more familiar with the subject of study. This will be essential for any further work that 
might be undertaken. 
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VII. Annex I: Technical Synthesis – Key Performance Indicators 

1. Indicator of Efficiency and Productivity 

 

2. Clearance Ratio 

 

 

Name Indicator of Efficiency and Productivity 
 

Frequency Annual 

Objective 
Measure a given measurement unit´s (court, judicial district, country) relative caseload in 
comparison to the number of proceedings the same measurement unit has the ability to 
effectively terminate over the course of a year. 

Unit Ratio of the number of terminated proceedings in measurement unit i and year t. In addition, it 
has to be greater or equal than one, as the terminated proceedings cannot be more than all the 
proceedings the measurement unit has to deal with in that time period. 

Formula 𝐼𝐸𝑃𝑖𝑡 =
𝐼𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡 + 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡−1

𝑇𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡
 

Variables Terminated proceedings by a measurement unit during time period t;  
Initiated proceedings in measurement unit i during time period t;  
Pending proceedings in measurement unit i at the end of time period t-1 (beginning of period t). 

Sources DGPJ - SIEJ (Sistema de Informação das Estatísticas da Justiça) 

Interpretation 
The higher the IEP ratio the lower the ability of a certain measurement unit to terminate the total 
amount of proceedings the same measurement unit has to deal with over the course of a year. 

Name 
Clearance Ratio 

Frequency Annual 

Objective 
Measure the ability of a given measurement unit (court, judicial district, country) to handle the 
number of proceedings initiated along one year for a given number of pending proceedings. 

Unit It has to be greater or equal to zero as the upper bound depends on the number of pending 
proceedings at the beginning of the period. This KPI is usually presented in percentage terms. 

Formula 𝐶𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑖𝑡 =
𝑇𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡
𝐼𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡

 

Variables Terminated proceedings by a measurement unit during time period t; 
Initiated proceedings in measurement unit i during time period t. 

Sources DGPJ - SIEJ (Sistema de Informação das Estatísticas da Justiça) 

Interpretation 
The lower the clearance ratio the lower the ability of a certain measurement unit to handle the 
proceedings initiated along a given year. The optimal value for this indicator is 1, which implies 
that all initiated proceedings can be handled in the same period. 
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3. Congestion Rate 

 

Name 
Congestion Rate 

Frequency Annual 

Objective 
Measure the ability of a given measurement unit to handle the proceedings pending at the 
beginning of period t. Alternatively, measures the congestion of a measurement unit i if the 
same measurement unit had no initiated proceedings in that specific year. 

Unit Ratio of the number of terminated proceedings in measurement unit i and year t.  The 
congestion rate has to be greater or equal than zero. 

Formula 𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑖𝑡 =
𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡−1
𝑇𝑒𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑐𝑒𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠𝑖𝑡

 

Variables Pending proceedings in measurement unit i at the end of time period t-1; 
Terminated proceedings by a measurement unit during time period t. 

Sources DGPJ - SIEJ (Sistema de Informação das Estatísticas da Justiça) 

Interpretation 

A ratio is higher than one means that the system is not being able of handling just the pending 
proceedings from the previous period (regardless of the number of initiated proceedings within 
the period). A ratio lower than one it means that the judicial system was able of solving not 
only all the pending proceedings that remained from the previous period but also some 
proceedings that were initiated in that period.  The higher the rate the higher will be the 
congestion of the given measurement unit. 



VIII. Annex II: Assessment of MoU’s content (including 1st, 2nd and 3rd changes) 

Implementation Changes Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

7.1 - Audit of backlog cases and get better target measures 30.06.2011 Completed Not mentioned - Not mentioned - Not mentioned

7.1 -  Eliminate court backlogs Q2-2013 Ongoing No change Ongoing No change (7.1) Ongoing No change

7.2 - Assess new measures based on the audit, including:
        I.            establishing separate Chambers or teams solely directed 
towards solving the backlog

      II.            restructuring court keeping so that cases can be taken off the 
books

    III.            merging similar small debt enforcement cases

    IV.            strengthening and enforcing existing regulations allowing 
dormant cases to be removed from court register
      V.            imposing additional costs and penalties against non-
cooperative debtors in enforcement cases

    VI.            introducing staggered court fee structure for extended 
litigation prompted by litigating parties without manifest cause

  VII.            assigning special court managers to manage the court 
agenda/hearings allowing judges to focus on cases

7.2 - New wording:  In addition, provide data on small 
claim cases pending as of 31

December 2011 and a concept note on measures to 
resolve such cases by end-March 2012.

Finalise an action plan on resolving the above cases 
with concrete measures and specific

deadlines by end-May 2012."

7.3 - Change adopted in the first 
review is developed: "To improve the 

legal and institutional framework
for the enforcement agents, prepare 
an action plan by end-February 2012 

to (i) identify
measures over the next twelve 

months to achieve the objectives of 
strengthening the

authority and financing structure of 
the oversight body and enhancing the 

 

Measures Completed

7.3 - New wording: "Finalise the above-mentioned 
Action Plan with concrete measures based on 

extensive stakeholder consultation and cross-country 
experience by mid-May 2012."

7.3 - New wording: In addition, make 
the oversight body’s full access to the

enforcement case files including 
financial data operational by 15 

March 2012."

Delayed

7.3 - New wording:"In addition,
make the oversight body’s full access to the 

enforcement case files including financial data
operational by 30 June 2012." 

Delayed

7.2 - New wording: "Based on 
the audit of backlog cases 
which have been completed in 
June 2011, develop targeted 
measures to expedite the 
resolution of the backlog [Q3-
2011]"

7.3 - Added further point to 
this section: "adopt a decree by 

30.12.2011 to ensure full 
access of the oversight body to 

enforcement case files."

Measures completed

Intensify implementation of 
measures under Judicial Reform 
Map

Q2-2011

7.2 - New wording: "Implement 
targeted measures to achieve steady 

reduction of the backlogged
enforcement cases. 

7.2 - New wording: In particular, to 
establish an inter-agency task force by 

end-November
2011 to set quarterly targets for 
closing enforcement cases and 
prepare quarterly reports on

implementation status, with the first 
report to be completed by 15 

February 2012."

Measures Completed

Ongoing

Third Review (March 2012)

No change

7.2 - New wording: " In particular, set quarterly 
targets for closing enforcement cases and prepare 

quarterly
reports on implementation status, by an inter-agency 

task force, with the second report to be
completed by 15 May 2012.

Objective Action Policy Measure

Court Backlogs 
Make the judicial system 
more efficient and 
effective

Deadline Observations

First Review (September 2011) Second Review (December 2011)

Measures completed 
(Measures were drafted)



Implementation Changes Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

7.3 - Create 39 new court units, with added management support for 
each, entirely financed through expenditure savings and efficiency 
gains

Q4-2012 Ongoing No change Ongoing Not mentioned Ongoing Not mentioned

7.4 - New wording: "(…) develop a 
roadmap by [January 2012] on

judicial reform map identifying key 
quarterly milestones to reduce the 

number of court
districts and close down underutilised 

courts."

Completed Not mentioned

7.4 - New wording: "Prepare a revised 
roadmap by [June 2012] on

judicial reform taking into account 
consultations with stakeholders and 

cross country
experience."

Ongoing No change

7.4 - New wording: " Submit a Bill to 
implement the judicial reform 
roadmap to Parliament by end-
September 2012."

Ongoing No change Structural benchmark in the Memorandum of 
Economic and Financial Policies

7.4 - Adopt new court management methods for two county courts, 
including Lisbon

Q4-2011 Not Confirmed, but 
supposely completed

Not mentioned - Not mentioned - Not mentioned

7.5 - New wording: "Conduct 
assessment of court 
management with a view to 
speeding up court proceedings 
and improving cost efficiency" 
by the same date

Delayed 7.5 - Changed date of the assessment 
completion to January 2012

Completed (As part of the 
Judicial Roadmap)

Not mentioned

7.5 - Develop personnel management plan permitting judicial 
specialization and mobility of court officials Q4-2011 Ongoing

7.6 - New wording: "Define a 
new personnel management 
plan to support judicial 
specialization and mobility of 
court officials" by the same 
date

Delayed
7.6 - Changed date of the assessment 
completion to January 2012

Measures Completed (As 
part of the Judicial 

Rodmap)
Not mentioned

7.6 - Law on Arbitration 30.09.2011 No change (7.7) Completed Not mentioned - Not mentioned

7.6 - Arbitration for debt enforcement cases to be available, and fully 
operational

29.02.2012 No change (7.7) Measures Completed (with 
the adoption of a law)

Not mentioned Structural benchmark in the Memorandum of 
Economic and Financial Policies

7.7 - Optimize the regime for Justices for Peace to handle small claim 
cases Q1-2012

7.8 - New wording: "Submit the Bill to 
improve the Justices for Peace regime 
to Parliament by March
2012."

Delayed
7.5 - New wording: "Submit the Bill to improve the 
Justices for Peace regime to Parliament by September 
2012."

7.8 - Measures to give priority to alternative dispute resolution 
enforcement cases in the courts Q4-2011 No change (7.7) Measures Completed Not mentioned

Note: It was supposed to be completed by end of 
December but in the second review it is not 
mentioned its completion

Third Review (March 2012)

ObservationsObjective Action Policy Measure

Ongoing

Ongoing 7.4 - Finalize the roadmap Delayed

First Review (September 2011) Second Review (December 2011)

Alternative Dispute 
Resolution for Out-of-
Court Settlement
Continue strengthing ADR 
to facilitate out-of-court 
settlement

Present new Law on Arbitration, 
extend scope of Justices for 
Peace

7.3 - Prepare a
roadmap on this reform identifying key quarterly milestones.

Q3-2011

Deadline

Management of Courts
Increasing  management 
efficiency of the court 
system Expedite implementation of 

Judicial Reform Map

Ongoing



Implementation Changes Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

7.9 - Extend experimental civil procedure regime to 4 courts Q3-2011 -

7.10 - Report if experimental civil procedure will be applied to all courts Q4-2012 -

7.11 - Courts on Competition and Intellectual Property Rights to be 
fully operational Q1-2012 Ongoing No change (7.9) Ongoing No change (7.9) Ongoing No change (7.6) It is not delayed because at the time of the revision 

the quarter hadn't finished

7.12 - Assess need for different Chambers within Commercial Courts 
with specialized judges for insolvency cases

Q4-2011 Ongoing No change (7.10) Delayed

7.10 - New wording and deadline: 
"Assess the need for separate 
Chambers within the Commercial 
Courts with
specialised judges to enhance efficient 
and effective expedition of insolvency 
cases. [January 2012]"

Measures Completed (as 
part of the Judicial 

Roadmap)
Not mentioned

7.13 - Code of Civil Procedure revision and proposal regarding:

        I.            consolidating legislation for all enforcement cases before the 
court

      II.            giving judges the power to expedite cases

    III.            reducing administrative burden on judges

    IV.             enforcing statutory deadlines for court processes and, in 
particular, injunction procedures and debt enforcement and insolvency 
cases

7.14 - Implement Tax Arbitration Law (enabling out-of-court resolution 
of tax cases) Q3-2011 Ongoing

7.12 - Tax Arbitration Law 
adopted. Added "(…)adopt 
further specific measures for 
an orderly and efficient 
resolution of outstanding tax 
cases (…)"

Not Confirmed, but 
supposely completed Not mentioned - Not mentioned

The idea is to guarantee the implementation of the 
law, and not the formulation of a new one.

7.14 - Assessing measures to expedite tax cases:

        I.            special procedure for high value cases Delayed
7.12 - Has been assigned a new 
specific date: Q2-2012 Ongoing Not mentioned

It was agreed that the creation
of the task force of tax court judges will replace the 
special procedures for high value cases

      II.            prioritization criteria Ongoing Not Confirmed, but 
supposely completed

Not mentioned

    III.            extending statutory interests for entire court proceeding Ongoing
Measures Completed (with 
the adoption of the 2012's 

Budget)
Not mentioned

    IV.            imposing special statutory interest payment on late 
compliance with tax court decision Ongoing

Measures Completed (with 
the adoption of the 2012's 

Budget)
Not mentioned

ObservationsPolicy Measure Deadline

First Review (September 2011) Second Review (December 2011) Third Review (March 2012)

Measures Completed

7.7 - Prepare by June 2012 draft amendments to the 
Code of Civil Procedure, based on the end-2011 
proposal which identified the key areas for  
improvement, including (i) to consolidate legislation 
for all aspects of enforcement cases before the court, 
(ii) to give the judge the power
to expedite cases, (iii) to restrict the administrative 
burdens for judges, (iv) to enforce statutory deadlines 
for court processes and in particular injunction 
procedures and debt enforcement and insolvency 
cases and (v) to establish a single judge procedure for 
small claims, and taking into
account stakeholder consultation and comparative 
law analysis. Submit the above amendments to the 
Parliament by September 2012.

Dropped

Ongoing

7.12 - New wording: "adopt 
further specific measures for 

an orderly and
efficient resolution of 

outstanding tax cases (also 
covered under revenue 

administration). In
particular, assess the scope for 

measures to expedite the 
resolution of tax cases [add the 

measures before]"

Q4-2011

31.12.2011

7.11 - Added: "(…) analise the 
experience with the new 
experimental regime that has 
been applied to seven courts, 
and building on such 
experience, to address the key 
areas for refinement (…)" 
which remain the ones that 
follow, by the same date

Ongoing

Reform Civil Courts

Objective Action

Further streamline and 
speed up civil case 
processing in the courts

Civil Cases in the Courts

Note: Dropped due
 to financial Issues

No change (7.12)

Not mentioned

7.11 - Added a further point: "(…) (v) 
to establish a single judge procedure 
for small claims (…)". New deadlines: 
"(…)Prepare by June 2012 draft 
amendments, and submit them to the 
Parliament
by September 2012."

Structural benchmark in the Memorandum of 
Economic and Financial Policies

Predicted Delay, but due to new specificities of the 
reform 

Ongoing

- Not mentionedNot mentioned



Implementation Changes Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

7.15 - Standardize court fees for certain categories of cases and 
procedures

Q3-2011 No change (7.13)
Ongoing (see 
observation)

Not mentioned Measures Completed Not mentioned
Law was approved after the Second Review, as 
planned

7.16 - Annual work plan on resource allocation based on court by court 
performance data to be published in the Internet

N.A.
7.14 - Work plan to carried out 
until beginning of 2012 and 
published by end-January 2012

Ongoing

7.13 - New wording: "Prepare a report 
on the allocation of resources based 
on court by court quantitative
data. [January 2012]."

Measures Completed (as 
part of the Judicial 
Roadmap)

Not mentioned

7.17 - Workload/staffing assessment for the six pilot courts under the 
Judicial Reform Map, as well as for specialized courts

Q1-2012 No change (7.15)

Not Confirmed, but 
supposely completed, 
(under Judicial Reform 

Map)

Not mentioned - Not mentioned Note: It doesn't appear on the 2nd Review as a 
measure to be implemented

7.18 - Quarterly reports on recovery rates, duration and costs of 
corporate insolvency and tax cases to be available Q3-2011 Delayed

7.16 - Report of the third 
quarter of 2011 to be 
published by end-October 2011

First Report has been 
completed

7.14 - New wording and deadlines: 
"Publish quarterly reports on recovery 
rates, duration and costs of corporate
insolvency cases starting from Q3-
2011, within four months after the 
end of the relevant
quarter. Provide quarterly reports on 
recovery rates, duration and costs of 
tax cases starting
from the third quarter of 2011 within 
two months after the end of the 
relevant quarter."

Ongoing Not change (7.8)

Sources:

Objective Action Policy Measure Deadline
First Review (September 2011) Second Review (December 2011) Third Review (March 2012)

Observations

8. "Portugal: Third Review Under the Extended Arrangement", International Monetary Fund, April 4, 2012

9. "The Economic Adjustment Programme
for Portugal
Third Review - Winter 2011/2012", European Commission, 2011 

6. "Portugal: First Review Under the Extended Arrangement", International Monetary Fund, September 1, 2011

7. "Portugal: Second Review Under the Extended Arrangement", International Monetary Fund, Deceber 7, 2011

Ongoing

4. "The Economic Adjustment Programme
for Portugal
Second Review - Summer 2011", European Commission, 2011 

1. "Portugal-Memorandum Of Understanding On Specific Economic Poilicy Conditionality", Attachment I, May 17, 
2011

2. "Portugal-Memorandum Of Understanding On Specific Economic Poilicy Conditionality", First Update, September 1, 
2011

3. "Portugal-Memorandum Of Understanding On Specific Economic Poilicy Conditionality", Attachment I, Second 
Update, December 9, 2011

5. "The Economic Adjustment Programme
for Portugal
Second Review - Autumn 2011", European Commission, 2011 

Budget and Allocation of 
Resources
Put in place a more 
sustainable and 
transparent budget for the 
judiciary

Reform fees, monitoring and 
proceedings
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