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I. Introduction 

In the previous report we provided an overview of the Justice System, along with the 

many issues that could come up in a quantitative analysis. In this report, we hope to introduce 

an approach that is compatible with the issues that we have raised. The main problem of using 

the usual economic tools in the case of a judicial system is the heterogeneity of the goods 

being produced and of the production units themselves, which prompts the method we will 

use here.  

We have selected three topics to discuss in this instance: we begin by finishing our work 

regarding the Big Litigators that was initiated in the previous report and then introduce two 

new vectors. We approach the question of what is the economic impact of a reform in the 

Justice System. To this effect, we have chosen a series of papers that attempt to relate 

economic growth, interest rates and unemployment to the workings of various aspects of the 

judicial system. This helps to contextualize our discussion and to show its relevance.  

We have begun building a KPI which will aid in observing the structural efficiency of the 

Portuguese Judicial System. This indicator's main advantage is that it separates congestion in a 

given unit of measurement from efficiency, allowing us to analyze it directly and conduct a 

series of comparisons within the system itself. Because we must be careful of generalizations 

and attentive to detail, we will not yet include the full analysis until we are fairly certain of its 

robustness. We have, however, the beginnings of a model which attempts to explain the 

number of proceedings that a court is able to terminate per year, based on some of its inputs. 

The goal of including this basic model is not yet to evaluate the system itself but to show in 

which direction we are moving and to spark debate from which our future analysis may profit 

from. 

  



                  Nova Economics Club                               KPI´s for the Judicial System 

December 2012       4/17 

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

Portugal 

The cases brought to court by sizeable Portuguese firms1 aiming at the recovery of the 

VAT from unpaid debts are one of the main sources of pending cases in the Portuguese Judicial 

System2. 

Even though this fact was already recognized in the last update of this report3, further 

study of the Portuguese code of civil procedure allowed us to close this matter.  In fact, the 

revision of the code from March 2009 made a significant contribution to the resolution of the 

problem in what concerns the excess pending cases.  

The legislation prior to 2009 prevented any enforcement case to be declared as 

terminated even after the enforcement officer had concluded that the debt was uncollectible. 

Instead, these cases would be declared as suspended and kept in the books until the term of 

prescription ended or until the debtor had any means to pay back the debt4.  Given that once 

these debts were considered uncollectible the litigators were able to recover the VAT from the 

respective transactions they would not take any further diligences to recover them. This 

implied that the great majority of these cases endured until prescription, thus constituting 

excess pending cases. 

The 2009 reform changed the necessary conditions for the termination of an enforcement 

case. According to the item 1c) from article 919 of the revised code5 , an enforcement case is 

closed once it is concluded that the debtor has no means to pay back the debt or any assets 

that might be seized in alternative. Furthermore, the provisions of the article were also applied 

to the cases pending at the date the new legislation entered into force. In this way, the 

modifications introduced in 2009 gave a significant contribution to the conclusion of the false 

pending cases originated in the terms described before.  

Despite this fact, one should not rush to the conclusion that the congestion problems 

related to the Big Litigators simply disappeared. The amount of cases associated with the 

recovery of the VAT on small debts that reach the courts is certainly excessive and probably 

requires an amendment to the VAT code as suggested by the DGPJ in a report released in 

20116. Moreover, the revision of the code of civil procedure aiming at the expedition of 

enforcement cases and the reform of the enforcement agent legal framework as provided in 

                                                           
1
 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 
2
 "Propostas com vista à Redução da Pendência Processual em Atraso no Domínio da Acção Executiva 

Cível", DGPJ, September 2011, p.3. 
3
 "Justice System Report", Nova Economics Club, Nova School of Business and Economics, May 2012, p. 

19. 
4
 "Código do Processo Civil" Almedina, 22

nd
 Edition, 2008, article nº 883, sub-paragraphs 6 and 7. 

5
 Ibidem, article nº 993. sub-paragraph 1-c. 

6
 "Propostas com vista à Redução da Pendência Processual em Atraso no Domínio da Acção Executiva 

Cível", DGPJ, September 2011, p.32. 
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the last revision of the MoU7 are certainly important steps towards the resolution of the 

problem.  

  

                                                           
7
 Measures 7.3 and 7.6 of the 4th update of the MoU 
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III. Contextualizing the Reform: the Economic Relevance of the Judicial System 

There are four main variables which are the focus of the literature: Foreign Direct 

Investment (FDI); Unemployment Rate; Interest Rates; and Economic Growth.  

Concerning FDI, the literature finds it difficult to isolate the direct effect that the 

efficiency of Judicial System has on FDI, since it is affected by a large range of variables as 

macroeconomic stability, easiness to create a company, among others. 

How unemployment rate is affected is studied on a slightly different way: instead of 

observing how efficiency of Justice System as whole affects the unemployment rate more 

focus is given to labour regulation and its enforcement. A very relevant study in this area by 

Botero (2004) finds that a more flexible labour market leads to lower unemployment rates. 

For the reasons mentioned above, that the effect of Judicial efficiency on FDI is difficult to 

isolate and that the literature relates the unemployment rate more to labour regulation than 

to Judicial efficiency we will focus our analysis on the effects on the Interest Rate and on 

Economic Growth. 

It is found that Justice System efficiency, either evaluated by the quality of the legal 

institutions or by corruption in a country, has a positive impact on economic growth and allows 

a country not only to grow at faster rates but also to have a more sustainable growth. 

Barro and Sala-i-Martin (2004) constructed a growth model where they found that the 

variable Rule of Law (provided by the international consulting company Political Risk Service 

and evaluates the quality of the Judicial System in a country) is statistically significant and an 

increase in the Rule of Law by one standard deviation would increase economic growth by 

0,5%. 

Stephen Knack and Philip Keefer (1995) also used the same variable Rule of Law as proxy 

to “security of property and contract rights”. They found that the quality of the legal 

institutions has a positive impact on economic growth and on investment. Even when the 

impact of investment on economic growth is controlled for there is strong relation between 

Rule of Law and economic growth, which means the Judicial System impacts directly the 

efficiency of the economy. 

Paulo Mauro (1995) and Roberto Rigobon and Dani Rodrik (2004) also found strong 

evidence that the quality of the Judicial System has strong impact on economic growth and on 

income. Paulo Mauro used a corruption index as proxy for the quality of the legal system and 

found that corruption has a negative impact on investment and economic growth. 

On Portugal there were also relevant studies. One of these was done by José Tavares 

(2004) where he related the quality of financial system, corporate governance and legal 

institutions. He found that among the legal variables respect for contractual agreement, rule of 

law and corruption have a high impact on economic growth. He also found that within the 3 

areas where the study focus the Judicial area was the one with more potential to have a 

positive impact on growth. 
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Célia da Costa Cabral (2002) undertook a different type of study. She questioned 209 

Portuguese firms in order to understand what they thought about the efficiency of the 

Portuguese Judicial System and how its efficiency would affect their pricing, investment 

decisions and productivity. 88% of the companies interviewed considered the Justice System 

“Bad” or “Very bad”. It was also apparent that the feature of the Judicial System that has a 

greater impact on their decisions is the length that it takes to solve a case, which causes the 

firms to be less willing to invest on projects with significant risks of ending up in court, 

especially “small” companies with less than 100 workers. 

Moreover some firms admit to taking excessive precautions due to uncertainty about 

court decisions regarding contract enforcement. These firms admit that they “always” or 

“almost always” negotiate with known trade partners and they often refuse to negotiate with 

new trade partners, even if they offer better conditions. 

Therefore, the conclusion of this study is that the perception of inefficiency of the 

Portuguese Judicial System decreases the productivity of firms and causes them to invest less, 

all else constant. 

In what concerns interest rates, the literature finds that the Judicial System efficiency has 

an impact on the price of loans to private companies and on interest rate spreads. Tullio 

Jappelli, Marco Pagano and Magda Bianca (2002) found that a more efficient Judicial System 

leads to an higher volume of credit provided by the commercial banks. Although the effect on 

the average interest rate is ambiguous and depends on the type of competition within the 

financial sector. They also did an empirical study relating the efficiency in Justice (in this case 

as the number of backlogs) in each Italian province to the volume of credit and the average 

interest rate. They found that in provinces where the number of backlogs is higher the volume 

of credit is lower and the average interest rate is also lower. They state that the average 

interest rate is lower due to the default risk of the borrowers being lower. 

Luc Laeven and Giovanni Majnoni (2003) established a relation between the Judicial 

System efficiency and the interest rate spreads. They discover that the relation is statistically 

significant and that Judicial System has a strong impact on spreads. If middle country 

developed its legal institutions to the average level of the G10 countries the interest rate 

spreads on this country would decrease between 2 and 2.5 percentage points. 

With this analysis, it is possible to understand why an efficient Judicial System is so 

important to economic development, and that the reform on the Portuguese Legal System can 

have a significant impact in investment, commercial interest rates and economic growth. 
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IV. Decomposition of the Clearance Rate 

A. KPI Objective 

In the previous report, the Clearance Rate's objective was to "measure the ability of a 

given measurement unit (...) to handle the number of proceedings initiated"8. In this sense, it 

relates an indicator of the demand for justice in each year (given by initiated proceedings) to a 

measurement unit's observed production (given by terminated proceedings), thereby 

providing a basic understanding of productivity which can be applied to each level of the 

judicial system. 

However, in order to adequately evaluate the efficiency of each court or judicial district as 

well as that of the system itself, it becomes necessary to separate the congestion effect from 

the efficiency effect within the indicator. As an illustration, consider a court that has a very low 

clearance rate, which is either an indication of a very low volume of terminated proceedings or 

a high quantity of initiated proceedings. This implies that there are two possible 

interpretations for the same value, which dismisses any rough interpretation of the indicator. 

Moreover, and more to the point, changes in its value can either be due to a decrease in 

demand or to an increase of effectiveness or efficiency (which is also convenient to 

distinguish). The proposed decomposition will, thus, allow for a better observation of the 

effects of the judicial reforms, in particular the new judicial roadmap. 

The decomposition KPI also presents other advantages. Because it essentially depends on 

the estimation of the potential output of a given court (as will be seen), it is possible to identify 

the most efficient ones and observe them more closely so as to understand the causes of their 

performance. This method can also work as a tool when planning changes to resource 

allocation, by providing a more accurate assessment of its likely impact. 

It is important to mention that this method relies on a criterion of efficiency and it 

therefore cannot give absolute answers or control for every possible explanation for a 

particular value or behaviour. It is presented as merely an acceptable solution for those 

matters which are considered to be more problematic when analysing the judicial system (e.g. 

a court which has a very low demand, is below potential output but has a clearance rate of 

100%). 

B. Method 

The decomposition of the KPI is as follows: 

   
   
 
   
   
  

   
 

   
 

 Tit: terminated proceedings by unit i on year t; 

 Iit: initiated proceedings in unit i on year t; 

                                                           
8
 "Justice System Report", Nova Economics Club, Nova School of Business and Economics, May 2012, p. 

19 
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 Tit*: number of cases that could potentially have been solved by unit i on year t 

given its endowment (human and material) under normal conditions. 

The first term resulting of the decomposition is the measure of efficiency. Whether a unit 

i, being a specific level of the judicial system or a specific court, terminates more or less 

proceedings, in a given year, that what they potentially could solve in that same year, the term 

will have a higher or lower value respectively, indicating a higher or lower value of efficiency. 

The second term resulting of the decomposition is the measure of congestion. For a given 

unit i, whether the number of proceedings that it terminates under normal conditions is higher 

or lower than the number of initiated proceedings, the congestion will be higher or lower 

respectively. 

C. Estimation of Tit* 

The goal of this analysis is to find the “mean” performance of the different courts, or 

levels of the judicial system, defined in terms of terminated proceedings, given their 

endowment and other relevant characteristics. 

The basic model is as follows: 

                                               

where the dependent variable is the number of proceedings terminated in year t by unit i. 

The dependent variables control for what we considered to be the main sources of variance in 

the number of terminated proceedings per court, i.e., they explain the number of terminated 

proceedings. 

The variable "4ymeanit", which stands for the mean of initiated proceedings in the 

preceding four years, is used in this model to control for a unit's direct demand. As an 

illustration, it accounts for those courts that have a persistently low quantity of terminated 

cases due to lower demand, as well as for those that have a demand higher than they can 

meet and are, thus, operating at full capacity (with the appropriate caveats). This will also 

account for possible isolated cases such as peaks or slumps in demand that may happen in a 

particular year. 

With the current data on court personnel, we are able to determine (as we will see in 

point V of this report), with relative accuracy, the marginal effects of an increase in the 

number of judges and other staff. With data on human capital we could also control for a 

judge's specialization (a judge with greater experience in debt collection, for example, would 

have, all else constant, a greater marginal impact on a court that deals primarily with that sort 

of proceeding). This would enable us to reach a more robust and accurate prediction of the 

potential output of new courts. In the event we acquire the necessary data the variable 

"endowmentit" will have to be decomposed. 

The trend variable will account for changes in technology, i.e., changes in the code of civil 

procedure that speed up the proceedings (expansions in technology) as well as other changes 
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that affect the entire system. Also, we plan to include dummy variables to account for reforms 

carried out in particular years. 

What is most relevant to the KPI that will be developed is the prediction that the model 

will make about the number of terminated proceedings, Tit*, which will provide our measure 

of potential output. 

D. Limitations of the model 

We now list the limitations of the model. We will number this list in order to refer to it 

when we evaluate the quality of the our analysis further ahead. 

1. Demand for Justice: the indicator for demand is the number of initiated proceedings 

in a given year. The main problem associated with the use of this proxy is that some 

proceedings are initiated with procedural errors, terminated and then reopened 

correctly. The proceeding is, therefore, the same, but it is double counted. This 

problem is partially solved in the model by taking demand (per unit) to be the mean 

of the last four years, in order to control for possible isolated outliers. This does not, 

however, control for the existence of proportion of doubled cases that may be 

recurrent in the system; 

2. Endogenous Efficiency: in this model the benchmark for efficiency is greatly affected 

by the performance of the most efficient courts (those which solve the largest 

number of cases per year). However, this does not mean that these courts are at a 

point on the production possibilities frontier, i.e., they might not be working at full 

capacity or using their resources to their maximum potential. This implies that 

changes in efficiency may only be relative to those courts which have a greater 

performance; 

3. Resource Control: we currently lack the ability to control for both physical capital and 

human capital (although we have data regarding the number of workers). This 

reduces the quality of the model when it comes to predicting the production of a new 

court and its explanatory power. Human capital in particular may have a great 

explanatory effect, especially when considering the possible impact of the education 

of the judges on efficiency through specialization gains as is postulated in the MoU; 

4. Efficiency or Effectiveness?: one of the problems that we are likely to encounter is 

that we cannot yet separate changes in efficiency from those of effectiveness. A unit 

may improve the use of its resources or it will simply profit from an overall expansion 

in production technology. This will presumably be a minor problem since part of the 

effect of an increase in technology will be controlled for by the trend variable. 

As can be seen from the above list, there are many aspects for which our model may be 

criticized. Our intention is to come up with a way of estimating potential output which relies 

on a set of criteria that minimizes the error of our estimation and the problems mentioned 

above.  
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V. An Explanation of Terminated Proceedings 

This section of the report includes our work in progress in what regards the estimation of 

the model presented in the previous section. The basic model here presented is an experiment 

without the full range of data and not yet accounting for all the described explanatory 

variables. Thus, our intent here is merely to present a few preliminary results. We begin by 

describing our data. 

A. Sample 

 

Our sample consists of 272 courts of 56 “Círculos Judiciais” (subdivision of the 

organizational unit) of 4 “Distritos Judiciais” of Portugal, which employed, in 2011, 91% of total 

employees from “Secretarias Judiciais”. All the “Magistrados Judiciais” (judicial magistrates) 

from these courts were included. From the “Funcionários da Justiça”, we included the 

“Secretários de Justiça”, “Escrivãos de Direito ou Adjuntos” and the “Escrivãos 

Auxiliares/Técnicos de Justiça”, the are auxiliary staff in the courts. This sample includes 

observations from 1999 to 2011, thus spanning 13 years. The total number of observations 

used in the regression numbers 3302. 

It is also important to note that there is a break in the series in the years of 2010 and 

2011, according to a technical note from DGPJ, since penal execution proceeding were 

removed from the total amount of proceedings, terminated and initiated. 

 

Table 1 Employee Distribution over the Justice System's organizational units 

Distrito Judicial 
Judicial Staff Judicial Magistrates 

Total 

employees 

Value % Value % Value % 

Alentejo 47 1% 14 1% 82 1% 

Lisboa e Vale do Tejo 188 3% 49 4% 381 4% 

Centro 242 4% 49 4% 411 4% 

Porto 2015 36% 422 33% 3460 35% 

Lisboa 1656 29% 413 32% 2998 30% 

Évora 664 12% 157 12% 1214 12% 

Coimbra 839 15% 179 14% 1424 14% 

Total 5651 100% 1283 100% 9970 100% 

Source: DGPJ, 2012 and authors' calculations. Data from 2011. 
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B. The Model 

                                                     

In order to better understand this model, we turn to an explanation of the variables used. 

The variable “    ”, the variable we are attempting to explain, represents the number of 

proceedings a particular court i has terminated in year t. This variable is, thus, the observed 

production of a court. The variable “Magistrates” stands for how many judicial magistrates 

court i has in year t at its service. The variable “Staff” aggregates clerks and judicial assistants 

in court i has in year t. These are our two main inputs and represent the core of our attempt to 

explain court yearly production. The variable “Initiated” is the amount of proceedings entered 

in court i in year t. Its aim is to control for the demand directed to the court and the influence 

its level has on the number of terminated proceedings.  

The estimation was conducted using a fixed effects estimator, which implies that the 

model controls for effects that are persistent through time and that are characteristic to each 

court. In simple terms, it accounts for geographic position, for example, which is easily 

observed but not included as an explanatory variable. Thus, the virtue of this model is that it 

more accurately isolates the effects of changes in inputs on terminated proceedings.  

Two different models were computed. Model (1), in which we incorporated a yearly trend 

and model (2), where we included a dummy for each year, the base year being 1999. There is a 

marginal difference between them, as can be seen from Table 2, where the main results are 

presented. 

The variable “Magistrates” is the one with greater marginal impact on the dependent 

variable. For the model with the linear trend an increase of one judicial magistrate is 

associated with an average increase of the variable “    ” of 185.7 proceedings, everything else 

being constant. In the model with yearly dummies the marginal effect is 178.2. These 

coefficients can be interpreted since they are statistically significant, i.e., there is sufficient 

evidence in the data supporting the conclusion that the average marginal effect is the one 

presented. 

The variable “Staff” is also statistically significant and again the results are very similar in 

both models. For the model with linear trend an increase of one in the variable "Staff" is 

associated with an average increase in the variable “    ” of 185.7, everything else being 

constant. The coefficient for the model estimated with yearly dummies is 178.2. 

The variable “Initiated” is not statistically significant in both models, which means that 

there does not exist sufficient evidence in the data that would support a conclusion that the 

magnitude of demand is relevant to explain the number of terminated proceedings.  

The main results that are obtained from this model are the marginal effects of the judicial 

magistrates and the clerical staff. The information here obtained can be important for the 

opening of new courts and human resource allocations, even if we have not yet controlled for 

other possibly relevant factors.   
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Table 2: Regression Results 

Terminated Proceedings 
Fixed Effects 

(1) 

Fixed Effects 

(2) 

Judicial Magistrates 
 185.7* 

(2.57) 

 178.2* 

(2.51) 

   

Judicial Staff 
     82.69*** 

(3.40) 

     83.79*** 

(3.44) 

   

Initiated Proceedings 
0.148 

(1.34) 

0.146 

(1.33) 

Linear Trend Yes No 

Yearly Dummies No Yes 

t-statistics in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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VI. Final Remarks 

The next steps to be covered in future reports include several improvements to the model 

here presented in order to approach as closely as possible the final specification we have in 

mind, as discussed on point IV.C. This will allow us to develop the decomposition of the 

clearance rate, which we expect to be a useful tool in our analysis of structural efficiency of the 

system.  

We will also attempt to reproduce, with new data, the results of the papers on the impact 

of the efficiency of the Judicial System on the economy, namely Tavares (2004), as well as 

broadening our scope to encompass other areas of the Judicial System.   
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VIII. Update on the MoU's content (up to the 5th review 

Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

7.1 -  Eliminate court backlogs Q2-2013 Ongoing No change 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

7.3 - New wording: "Present the initial draft bill 

for enforcement agent framework (i) 

strengthening the authority and financing 

structure of the oversight body and enhancing the 

accountability of enforcement agents, and (ii) to 

include a fee structure that incentivises speedy 

enforcement by mid-August 2012 which will be 

further refined by extensive consultation 

including with the IMF/EU technical assistance by 

mid- October 2012.

Delayed

7.3 - New wording: "Present a revised draft bill for 

enforcement agent's framework (i) strengthening 

the authority and financing structure of the 

oversight body and enhancing the accountability 

of enforcement agents, and (ii) to include a fee 

structure that incentivises speedy enforcement to 

be further refined by extensive consultation 

including with the IMF/EU technical assistance by 

mid-November 2012 which will be approved by 

the government by end-February 2013

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 Not mentioned Ongoing Not mentioned

Ongoing

7.4 New wording: "Submit an initial draft bill on 

judicial reform by mid-August 2012 which will be 

further refined by extensive consultation 

including with the IMF/EU technical assistance by 

end-September 2012"

Ongoing

7.4 New wording: Having submitted an initial draft 

bill on judicial reform mid-August 2012 it will be 

further refined by extensive consultation by end-

September 2012.

Delayed

7.4 - New wording: "Submit a Bill to implement 

the judicial reform roadmap to Parliament by end-

November 2012"

Ongoing

7.4 - "Submit a Bill to implement the judicial 

reform roadmap to Parliament by end-November 

2012"

Structural benchmark in the Memorandum of 

Economic and Financial Policies

7.6 - Law on Arbitration 30.09.2011 - Not mentioned - Not mentioned

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

fully operational
29.02.2012

Measures Completed 

(with the adoption of a 

law)

Not mentioned 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 Delayed

7.5 - New wording: "Submit the Bill to improve the 

Justices for Peace regime to Parliament by 

November 2012."

Ongoing
7.5 - "Submit the Bill to improve the Justices for 

Peace regime to Parliament by November 2012."

7.8 - Measures to give priority to alternative dispute resolution 

enforcement cases in the courts
Q4-2011 Measures Completed Not mentioned Not mentioned

Note: It was supposed to be completed by end of 

December but in the second review it is not 

mentioned its completion

ObservationsAction Policy Measure

Expedite implementation of 

Judicial Reform Map

Present new Law on 

Arbitration, extend scope of 

Justices for Peace

Deadline

ObservationsAction Policy Measure

Fourth Review (June 2012)

Fifth Review (October 2012)

Ongoing No change

Fifth Review (October 2012)

Court Backlogs 

7.3 - Prepare a

roadmap on this reform identifying key quarterly milestones.

Management of Courts

Alternative Dispute 

Resolution for Out-of-

Court Settlement

Fourth Review (June 2012)

Ongoing No change

Deadline

Q2-2011

Objective 

Objective 
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Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

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

Implementation Changes Implementation Changes

Budget and Allocation of 

Resources Budget and 

Allocation of Resources

7.18 - Quarterly reports on recovery rates, duration and costs of 

corporate insolvency and tax cases to be available
Q3-2011 Ongoing

No change (7.7) - Mas o segundo ponto já não 

aparece nem na 4a nem na 3a revisão do Mou.
Ongoing

Observations

Objective Action Policy Measure Deadline Observations

Policy Measure DeadlineObjective Action

Civil Cases in the Courts

Structural benchmark in the Memorandum of 

Economic and Financial Policies

Predicted Delay, but due to new specificities of 

the reform 

31.12.2011

Fourth Review (June 2012)

Delayed

Fourth Review (June 2012)

7.6 - Prepare an initial draft of the new Code of 

Civil Procedure by 6 July 2012 which will be 

further refined by extensive consultation 

including with the IMF/EU technical assistance by 

end-September 2012. By end-November 2012 

submit to Parliament the Code of Civil Procedure 

which addresses 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..

Ongoing

7.6 - New wording: "Having prepared an initial 

draft of the new Code of Civil Procedure by 6 July 

2012, it will be further refined by extensive 

consultation by end-September 2012. By end-

November 201211 submit to Parliament the Code 

of Civil Procedure which addresses 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."

Fifth Review (October 2012)

Fifth Review (October 2012)

 

 


