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I. INTRODUCTION 

According to the Contract of consulting services for “Technical Assistance for the Preparation of the 

enforcement of the New Civil Code, Criminal Code, Civil Procedure Code and Criminal Procedure 

Code” (hereinafter referred to as the “Contract”), concluded on September 10, 2010 between the 

Ministry of Justice, through the Department for Implementation of Externally Financed Projects 

(hereinafter referred to as the “Beneficiary”) and the consortium formed of S.C.A. Ţuca Zbârcea & 

Asociaţii, S.C. KPMG România S.A., The Gallup Organization-România S.R.L. and Hewitt 

Associates Sp. z o.o. (hereinafter referred to as the “Consultant”), the Consultant undertook to 

provide to the Beneficiary a number of reports containing conclusions of the activities of identification 

and analysis of the estimated impact the new codes (Civil Code, Criminal Code, Civil Procedure Code, 

and Criminal Procedure Code) (hereinafter referred to as the “New Codes”) would have on the 

Romanian judicial system, from a legal, economic, budgetary and human resources point of view. 

In accordance with the provisions of Appendix B (Reporting Requirements) to the Contract, the 

Consultant continues to submit to the Beneficiary the second such report (hereinafter referred to as 

“Interim Report II” or “Report”) summarizing results of analyses of the implications brought by 

provisions of the New Codes with relation specifically to the areas of human resources, budget and 

financing and infrastructure of the judiciary system. 

The Interim Report II is aimed at providing the Beneficiary with presentation of the scope of analyses 

performed and result achieved to date, with particular emphasis on emphatic illustration of level of 

detail, attainable by the Consultant on the basis of the data available in the course of this phase of the 

Contract.  The content of presentation is focused on comprehensive mapping of the „as-is‟ situation in 

respective abovementioned areas, as well as mapping and assessment of relevant impacts stemming 

from the New Codes, as identified in the course of legal analyses discussed in the Interim Report I.  

As explained in the following sections of the Report, the scope of core data available to Consultant as 

of this date would not suffice to prepare a full summary of quantified impact of the New Codes.  

Severe problems with data availability had led the Beneficiary and the Consultant to agreement upon 

extension of the Project‟s duration as well as the deadlines for reporting.  The extension was meant to 

support additional attempts at collection of irreplaceable core statistic data.   

Tasks performed only in part would be continued in the consecutive phase of the Project and included 

in the Interim Report III.  Provided that the missing core data would be made available to the 

Consultant, also conclusions summarizing impact will be included in the Interim Report III. 

A. OVERVIEW OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES-RELATED SET OF ANALYSES 

(a) in-depth analysis of the provisions of NCC, NCPC, NCrC and NCrPC described in Interim 

Report I - in view of their potential human resources impact; 

(b) consultations between legal experts and human resources management specialists aimed at 

deepening the understanding of the nature and scope of impact of each such provision in the 

New Codes is expected to have on courts', prosecutor offices' and probation service's workload 

and hence, their staffing; 
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(c) identification of statistical data and information of qualitative nature, necessary in order to 

create a sound „as-is‟ basis for detailed assessment of the HR-related impact of the New Codes; 

(d) identification of statistical methods suitable for supporting numerical quantification of 

respective impacts on workload and headcount within the judiciary system; 

(e) requests for core data (a list of statistics and questions) to the Beneficiary and, simultaneously, 

gathering data from all other publicly available sources (specified in section A.3. of this 

Report); 

(f) assessment of applicability of the data made available by the Beneficiary and from other sources 

for the specific purposes of the Project; 

(g) submitting another data requests to the Beneficiary, aimed at urgent collection of data and 

information, indispensable to perform specific Project works;  forwarding additional requests to 

the Superior Council of Magistracy, developing a data questionnaire aimed to gather the missing 

data directly from courts and prosecutor offices; 

(h) compilation of all data available to date into the format enabling its processing according to the 

methodology chosen;  determining the level of accuracy of analyses, attainable with the scope of 

data collected; 

(i) performing statistical analyses on the data available in order to: 

- identify staffing drivers – features that impact headcount levels in courts, prosecutor offices and 

probation offices, 

- develop future staffing modelling tools; 

(j) another attempt at requesting urgent collection of missing data, made through the Beneficiary;  

this attempt was correlated with the formal extension of the Project;  

(k) performing a sample data processing exercise as an illustration of Consultant‟s intentions and 

capability of the tool possessed, aiming at future calculation of workload and staffing 

estimations (to be included in the Interim Report III). 

Scope of analyses covered the following institutions within the Romanian judicial system: 

- district courts; 

- tribunals; 

- courts of appeal; 

- HCCJ; 

- prosecutor offices attached to district courts; 

- prosecutor offices attached to tribunals; 

- prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal; 

- prosecutor office attached to HCCJ (General Prosecutor Office); 

- probation offices. 



  

 

6 

 

 

The scope of data used in the analysis and its effective dating are specified in chapter A.3. of this 

Report. 

B. KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING HUMAN RESOURCES 

ANALYSES 

Having in mind the importance of quality and completeness of the deliverables of the Project for the 

Beneficiary, the Consultant has chosen to apply approaches and methodologies expected to bring the 

most valid and reliable results.  

The key priorities assumed were the following: 

- the methodology, in order to bring a solid and credible outcome, needs to be real data-driven, 

with the internal specificity of the Romanian judicial system being the basis for all analyses and 

estimations;  therefore, benchmarking with other judicial systems, each of them having their 

own unique features, should be treated as of secondary and supplementary application; 

- since the current workload per judge or prosecutor differ substantially between individual 

courts/prosecutor offices, the methodology needs to take into account the local features of each 

institution and hence, the data the methodology is fed with should be gathered for each 

individual unit; 

- the first step on the way to future staffing estimation is a thorough analysis of all features of the 

New Codes which influence the human resources and categorizing them before further 

processing is performed.  

Ground rules regarding collection of information and statistics by the Consultant had been established 

at the beginning of the Project.  

More precisely, the relevant parapraph in Chapter 3 of the Inception Report (“Approaches, 

methodologies and future activities”) reads: “The Beneficiary‟s representatives in the Working Group 

are expected to provide to the Consultant the data and information that is relevant for the purpose of 

the Project.  Should such data or information, as requested by the Consultant, be not available, the 

Beneficiary‟s representatives will promptly inform the Consultant of such circumstance specifying 

also (i) the authority that could provide the respective data or information, or (ii) the timing when the 

respective data or information is expected to become available.  The Consultant shall prepare its 

analysis on the basis of the data and information made available by the Beneficiary”. 

By the instruction from the Beneficiary, all requests for information and statistics from the Ministry of 

Justice (and other State institutions) shall be formulated in a formal way and delivered to the appointed 

representative – the Project Manager from the Ministry of Justice, for further distribution.  This 

requirement seemed very practical and well-founded, as only the data made officially available to the 

Consultant could be considered official, up to date and approved for the purpose of analyses.  With the 

exception of legal enactments (codes, laws, government ordinances etc.), published according to the 

law, all other sources, including e.g., publicly available information from web sites, shall be 

considered supplementary and secondary. 
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The Consultant was also requested to ask supplementary questions pertaining to respective fields of 

analyses through officially appointed representatives of Departments involved. 

Due to unique nature of the data in question and potential importance of calculations for definition of 

future developments within the judiciary system, the Consultant accepted such approach as justified 

requirement from the Beneficiary.  

In the course of the Project, due to scarcity of data available, the Consultant was forced to circumvent 

these requirements and search for alternative sources of information in hope of finding acceptable 

substitutes to statistics expected from the official source.  With all the limitations and reservations 

associated with using supplementary sources, selected data were included in our presentation, in order 

to proceed with constructing models and to maintain presentation of results as coherent as possible.  

In the course of analyses, the Consultant amassed many information and statistics on various aspects 

of functioning of the judiciary system.  However, usefulness of a particular data is defined by its 

completeness and accuracy, as well as possibility to compare/incorporate/merge it with other available 

data.  In case of doubt or discrepancy found, the Consultant would routinely turn to author (owner) of 

particular piece of information, for clarifications.  However, such request can be directed to actual 

author of official information, since supplementary sources such as official web sites are not 

permanently supported by knowledgeable professionals.  

Consultant's experiences in working with statistics available from public (electronic) sources, such as 

web sites, led to the following observations, made in the course of this Project:  

- as a rule, data available from public sources is not available in formats required for specific type 

of analyses of this Project; 

- it seldom represent the necessary level of detail, reflecting all levels of the structure and each 

individual court/prosecutor office, or type of case; 

- such data is not always up to date and often does not represent the actual level of information 

possessed by the respective institutions; 

- it can be used for general orientation, comparison or general modeling, in absence of data 

submitted in the way agreed.  In cases of discrepancies between two or more sources, only the 

data made available by the Beneficiary as agreed could be discussed and clarified, as the web 

sites are not supported by appointed knowledgeable professionals. 

Consultant is fully convinced that only analyses prepared on the basis of actual and accurate data on 

the Romanian judiciary system could fulfill the Beneficiary‟s expectations regarding  

- precise indication of impact from introduction of provisions of the New Codes; 

- precise simulation of requirements in terms of professional and auxiliary personnel; 

- detailed presentation of the above result for every institution involved, across all levels of the 

judiciary system. 

Such a level of accuracy could be attained with very detailed and thoroughly verified input data. 
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It should be emphasized, that from the formal standpoint Parties agreed to extend the duration of the 

original Contract for the main reason stemming from lack of appropriate data, and in hope of gathering 

necessary information in the extended time. 

In the course of realizing the planned Project works, the Consultant faced a severe shortcoming, the 

nature of which triggered the re-definition of the originally planned scope of the Interim Report II.  

The data made available to the Consultant not only by the Beneficiary, but gathered from all 

thoroughly verified official sources in Romania, turned out insufficient to perform full-size analyses 

and to ensure validity of results that could be obtained on its basis.  

Scarcity of core information (e.g. lack of information on number of specific jobs in a large number of 

tribunals) as well as largely insufficient format and level of aggregation of data available (e.g., lack of 

information on number of cases related to frauds with severe consequences which is indispensable to 

assess part of staffing changes in tribunals and district courts), forced the Consultant to focus first of 

all on performing the analysis of the current situation.  

This focus allowed for preparing solid grounds for the actual analysis, when sufficient data is 

available, and for delivery of reliable calculations along with adequate human resource management 

conclusions and recommendations, in the forthcoming Project phases and reports.   

The actual scope of works performed, specified in the beginning of this section is resulting directly 

from the abovementioned shortcoming.  Specific problems stemming from the quality of data issue 

have been discussed in the following chapters. 

C. GENERAL ASPECTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE NCC, NCPC, NCRC 

AND NCRPC ON THE INFRASTRUCTURE OF THE ROMANIAN JUDICIARY SYSTEM 

Based on the results of the analysis performed with regard to the impact of the New Codes on the 

human resources in the Romanian judiciary system and on the information received from the 

Beneficiary, the Consultant assessed in the Report herein the methodology for the assessment of the 

financial and budgetary impact of the New Codes on the corresponding physical and IT infrastructure 

related to the judiciary system in terms of drafting and detailing the concrete steps to be taken in order 

to actually quantify the impact thereof.  Since the data needed for a quantification of the impact of the 

changes incurred with the implementation of the New Codes on the human resources, the financial and 

budgetary impact associated with them were not available in a complete form up to the date of 

preparation of this Report, the detailed estimation of the impact on the human resources will be subject 

to Interim Report III.  Thus, the financial and budgetary impact triggered by the future changes with 

respect to human resources will be also integrated in Interim Report III. 

1. Activities performed within the impact analysis of the New Codes on the physical 

and IT infrastructure 

Pursuant to the legal analysis performed within in the Interim Report I, the Consultant identified the 

main amendments brought to the New Codes, which are estimated to have an impact in the next time 

period on the physical and IT infrastructure of the Romanian judiciary system.  As a consequence, the 

Consultant requested to the Beneficiary the data necessary to assess the impact of the New Codes on 

the said physical and IT infrastructure. 
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2. Scope of the analysis with regard to the impact of the New Codes on the physical 

and IT infrastructure 

The impact analysis of the New Codes on the physical and IT infrastructure was structured by taking 

into account: (i) the entities in the judiciary system targeted by the changes brought by the New 

Codes; (ii) the categories of relevant data identified; (iii) the relevant period of time for the impact 

analysis. 

(i). Targeted entities in the judiciary system 

In this stage, the Consultant identified the following categories of entities in the judiciary system for 

which it is estimated that the provisions in the New Codes will have an impact on their corresponding 

physical and IT infrastructure during the next time period following the implementation thereof: 

- Courts at all jurisdiction degrees, on civil and criminal matters, i.e.:  district courts, tribunals, 

courts of appeal;  hCCJ; 

- The prosecutor offices attached to:  district courts, tribunals, courts of appeal, HCCJ; 

- The probation service; 

- The penitentiary system. 

(ii). Categories of relevant data 

In order to assess the impact of the New Codes on the physical and IT infrastructure, the Consultant 

elaborated a set of requests for data necessary to analyze the current status of the infrastructure, which 

are meant to be the basis of the forecasted physical and IT infrastructure, as a result implementating 

the relevant changes brought by the New Codes. 

This set of data deemed relevant for the impact analysis of the New Codes on the physical and IT 

infrastructure mainly comprised the following categories of information at the level of the entities 

targeted through the New Codes changes: 

(a) Data regarding the current status of the physical infrastructure in the judiciary system: 

- number and areas in the courts of law, on different categories of uses (e.g. courtrooms, council 

chambers, judge offices, clerk offices, archive areas, areas used for probation services), 

including according to the profile of sections (civil, criminal, juvenile and family); 

- number and areas of prosecutor offices within prosecutor departments; 

- number and areas of arrest areas in penitentiaries; 

- cost standards (i.e. cost per built square meter) practiced at present for making available the 

needed infrastructure; 

- number of staff currently using these areas in the courts, on each category (judges, auxiliary 

staff, clerks), within the probation offices (probation counselors), and in prosecutor offices 

(prosecutors). 

(b) Data regarding the current status of the IT infrastructure in the judiciary system: 
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- technical specifications of the IT infrastructure at the level of courtsl, prosecutor offices and 

probation departments; 

- the average cost for the basic package of IT infrastructure, including the licenses for the needed 

operating systems; 

- types of utility software used and the current average cost thereof; 

- types of software applications specific to the activity on the judiciary system and the current 

average cost thereof; 

- average costs related to technical assistance/ maintenance for existing databases, including for 

the management system of cases registered in courts or followed within prosecutor departments; 

- average costs for Internet access services. 

(iii). Timeframe relevant for the impact analysis 

For the analysis of the current status of the physical and IT infrastructure, the Consultant requested 

statistical data related to the period 2007-2010, and also information related to year 2011.  Based on 

the analysis of the current status of the physical and IT infrastructure, the Consultant performed an 

assessment of the immediate impact of the New Codes in this field.  Such assessment envisages with 

priority a one year period immediately following the enforcement of the New Codes. 
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D. PREREQUISITES OF THE ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF THE NEW CODES ON THE 

JUDICIARY SYSTEM’S INFRASTRUCTURE 

1. Short presentation of the methodology of identification and assessment of the 

budgetary implications on the infrastructure related to the Romanian judiciary 

system 

The methodology regarding the identification and assessment of the budgetary implications is based 

on 5 steps, according to the scheme below: 

 

Step 1 – Data Collection 

This step involved the collection of data necessary to perform the analysis of the current status, taking 

into account the following main elements: 

(a) Categories of courts: 

- district courts; 

- tribunals: 

- courts of appeal; 

- HCCJ. 

(b) Matters: 

- civil; 

- criminal. 

Step 1 -

Data collecting

Step 2 -

Data handling, 
processing and 

structuring

Step 4 -

Assumptions 

Step 3 -

Analysis

Step 5 -

Conclusions

Description:

This step involves the 

collection of data necessary 

to perform the analysis of 

the current situation taking 

into account the main 

elements. The main 

activities of this stage are:

- elaboration of the 

questionnaires;

- sending of the 

questionnaires;

- centralization of the data 

received;

-transmission of the 

comments for data 

validation; 

- receipt of final data;

- performance of 

interviews.

Description:

After validation, the data 

received shall be:

- handled, 

- processed and 

- structured 

so that they form a 

substantiation basis for the 

analysis of the existing 

situation (AS IS).

Description:

The follow ing inputs shall 

be used to elaborate the 

analysis: 

- the results of steps 1, 2; 

- the relevant documents; 

-the conclusions of the 

interim report 1;

- the conclusions of the 

analysis of the impact of 

the new Codes on the 

human resources. 

The follow ing analysis tools 

shall be used, inter alia: 

office research, cause-

effect analysis, interviews 

w ith the decision makers 

involved. 

Description:

During this stage, based on 

the results of the first 3 

stages, the working 

assumptions shall be 

established and then the 

conclusions shall be 

formulated.   

Description:

During the last stage, the 

section of interim report 

number 2 shall be 

elaborated, based on the 

results of the first four 

steps. Such section shall 

explain the budgetary 

implications of the 

enforcement of the new 

Codes. 

These 5 steps are iterative and have to be continuosly run in the new Codes evaluation process. 



  

 

12 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

According to the work methodology, the Consultant elaborated the data requests from the Beneficiary, 

so that they are relevant for the analysis. 

The main activities carried during this stage :consisted in drafting the requests for data, their 

transmission to the Beneficiary in form of tables, the centralization of data received, drafting and 

sending out clarifications and remarks for data validation, receiving the answers to the requests for 

clarifications, organization and carrying working meetings with the representatives of the Beneficiary 

in charge for infrastructure, revenues, judicial assistance and probation (on 6, 13 and 14 April 2011) 

according to the tables below: 

District 
courts

Tribunals

High Court
of 

Cassation
and

Justice

Courts of 
appeal

Civil

C
ri

m
in

a
l
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No. Type of date
Initial request for 

data

Date of the answers received from 

the Ministry of Justice

Date of the request for 

clarifications

Date of the answers received to 

the request for clarifications

1. Penitenciaries - infrastructure 23.03.2011 06.04.2011 08.04.2011

2. Prosecutor's offices - infrastructure 23.03.2011 04.04.2011 08.04.2011

3. Infrastructure - courts - courtrooms
23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

07.04.2011

13.04.2011
06.05.2011

4. Infrastructure - courts - council chambers

23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

08.04.2011

11.04.2011

13.04.2011

21.04.2011

06.05.2011

5. Infrastructure - courts - archive
23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

6. Infrastrucure - courts - judges' offices
23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

08.04.2011

18.04.2011

7. Infrastrucure - courts - clerks' offices
23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

11.04.2011

13.04.2011
06.05.2011

8.

Infrastrucure - courts - specialized divisions 

and panels in juvenile and family matters
23.03.2011

04.04.2011

11.04.2011 (additional data)

15.04.2011 (additional data)

08.04.2011

18.04.2011

9. IT infrastructure 23.03.2011 01.04.2011

10. Probation system
23.03.2011

06.04.2011 (partial data), 

07.04.2011 (additional data), 

12.04.2011 (additional data)

08.04.2011

 13.04.2011
21.04.2011

11. Judiciary assistance
23.03.2011

04.04.2011                  14.04.2011 

(additional data)
08.04.2011 17.05.2011

12. Revenues

23.03.2011

04.04.2011 (partial data)                      

06.04.2011 (additional data) 

14.04.2011 (additional data) 

18.04.2011 (additional data)

07.04.2011
06.05.2011

10.05.2011

13. HR expenditures - prosecutor's offices 23.03.2011 04.04.2011 08.04.2011

14. HR expenditures - courts 23.03.2011 13.04.2011 04.05.2011 17.05.2001

15. Bugets for 2007-2009 05.01.2011 13.01.2011 04.05.2011 10.05.2011

Status of the requested and received data

 
 

Step 2 – Data Handling, Processing and Structuring 

The following activities were carried within this step:  the handling, the processing and the 

centralization of data obtained further to the request for information.  These requests for data were 

further sent by the Beneficiary down to the level of each court, which required a further centralization 

of such data by the Consultant according to each category of courts (by district courts, tribunals, courts 

of appeal, HCCJ) and to each type of infrastructure (courtrooms, judge offices, clerk offices, council 

chambers, archive, IT, etc.) according to the tables included as annexes to this Report. 

Data received were neither sufficient nor presented in a processable manner, which required a 

validation of data obtained up to that date.  As a result, the summary tables were sent to the 

Beneficiary, accompanied by comments/remarks/clear instructions to verify erroneous data/to 

complete missing information/to validate correct data.  The Beneficary transmitted part of these tables 

either integrally or partly completed. 

After the Consultant received the answers to the requests for clarifications, the process was repeated, 

and the new data were handled and processed and the summary tables were filled in. 

After validation, the data received were handled, processed and structured so that they form into a 

substantiation basis for the analysis of the existing status (“AS IS”). 
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The analysis of the current status allowed the identification of a baseline, which is to be taken into 

account in the assessment of the impact of the New Codes‟ amendment on the budget.  The assessment 

of the current means of operation of the judiciary system is out of the scope of this analysis. 

Step 3 – The Analysis 

The following inputs were used to elaborate the analysis: 

- the results of steps 1 and 2;  

- relevant documents;  

- conclusions of the Interim Report I; 

At the same time, the following analysis tools were used, inter alia:  desk research, cause-effect 

analysis, interviews with the decision makers involved.   

The amendments brought by the New Codes with respect to the current status were identified based on 

the conclusions of the Interim Report I.  Further to the assessment of their significance in the analysis 

of the expected impact of the New Codes, Ffrom the changes identified during the prior stage of the 

Project, those that were estimated as possibly having a major impact on the judiciary system from a 

financial and/or budgetary perspective were selected. 

In the Consultant‟s opinion, the following major components of the system will suffer changes as a 

result of the enforcement of the New Codes:  

- infrastructure; 

- IT; 

- human resources; 

- process development. 

The analysis performed takes into account the impact of the New Codes on each category identified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The analysis was designed to lead to reveal trends within each of the components identified.  The 

conclusions of the analysis, which will be integral part of Interim Report III, will be based on the 

correlation of the results obtained, as for instance: 
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• Diminishing the number of 

emplyees

• Increasing the number of 

employees

• Transfer of staff

• Maintaining the existing status

• The introduction / elimination 

of certain stages within the 

process

• The introduction of new 

judicial institutions 

• Transfer of competencies 

between courts of justice

• Increasing the existing 

working area

• Diminishing the existing 

working area 

• Maintaining the existing 

working area

• Purchaising IT equipments

• Maintaining the number of IT 

equipments

• Diminishing the number of IT 

equipments 

1. Human resouces 2. Processes

3. Infrastructure 4. IT  
 

Step 4 – Assumptions 

In any realistic approach intended for anaysing the impact, during this stage, based on the results of 

the first 3 stages, the working assumptions are established set and the conclusions are drafted based on 

the results of the first 3 stages. 

The computation models for quantifying the financial impact of the New Codes were thus developed, 

so as to be used to the extent to which the data needed to fill in the models will be available. 

Faza 5 – Conclusions  

During the last stage, the section of conclusions of the analysis, grounded on following the results of 

the four prior stages are prepared.  Stage 5 will is designed to synthesize the budgetary implications of 

the enforcement of the New Codes. 

Given the limited availability and the partial accuracy of the data received, the section of conclusions 

will be included in the Interim Report III.  Moreover, the possible amendments to the methodology 

will occasionally include, and only in terms of maintaining a correct reporting, extrapolations of the 

status of certain components from the segments/areas for which adequate data were obtained, to 

certain segments/areas in the same component for which the data obtained are not available or reliable. 

The segments/areas for which, by the date of drafting this Report, unusable data were obtained, 

whether in terms of quantity or quality, which could not be further validated or processed, will be 

identified by the Consultant and explicitly eliminated from the analysis included in this Report. 
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2. Limitations during the analysis, with impact on the methodology and content of this 

Report 

The assessment of the budgetary implications as regards the infrastructure trigerred by the entry into 

force of the New Codes is based primarily on the analysis of the current status of the physical and IT 

infrastructure in the judiciary system.  The analysis of the current status is conditioned by and is 

elaborated within the limits of the data received from the Beneficiary in response to the requests 

prepared and sent out by the Consultant. 

The analysis subject to this Report does not presuppose the performance of an audit.  Therefore, the 

accuracy of the information obtained from the Beneficiary was not verified by the Consultant.  

Nevertheless, if incorrect information or discrepancies were found, they were brought to the 

Beneficiary‟s knowledge. 

By the date of elaboration of this Report, the Consultant prepared and sent to the Beneficiary a 

complex set of questions with regard to the relevant aspects for the analysis of the impact of the New 

Codes‟s implementation on the infrastructure.  The data obtained up to date are incomplete and 

presented of a non-centralized manner. 

The data provided for each court-level in the judiciary system (district courts, tribunals, courts of 

appeal, HCCJ), for each relevant impact item thatw as identified, was centralized, processed abd 

structured, then integrated in the summary sheet regarding that status at the level of all courts.  The 

summary tables were sent, asking for clarification, to the Beneficiary.  They were accompanied with 

clear comments/remarks/instructions seeking to verify the erroneous data / to complete missing data / 

to validate correct data.  The Beneficiary sent back part of these tables entirely or only partly filled in, 

the rest of the tables remaining to be provided to the Consultant later on.  As a result, the analysis of 

these outstanding data will be integrated in Interim Report III. 

Prior to setting the criteria for assessing the physical infrastructure needs in the judiciary system, the 

specific needs of the various types of institutions will be considered (especially the human resources 

need at system level), according to the specific use to which spaces are intended.  We note that the 

final recommendations may include the needs for supplementary space, compared to the current 

situation, and which were not initially taken into account in the technical specifications approved or in 

the design programs of the Beneficiary.   

It is important to underline that the criteria included in this Interim Report II are not a justification for 

the Beneficiary‟s further decisions to build, rebuild or extend areas.  The criteria apply for a series of 

key areas, the modification of which should be justified according to the specific use of each type of 

needed area, as a result of identifying additional needs for human resources or of changes in courts‟ 

jurisdiction arising from the enforcement of the New Codes, in order to satisfy the functional and 

safety requirements of the various types of judicial institutions.  

The differences between the area available in an existing construction, and the criteria mentioned in 

this document are not a justification for modifying and/or extending that construction.  In such cases, 

the Beneficiary should examine alternatives to the extension of a construction pior to making a 

decision as regards supplementing of the current area.  
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Choosing the method by which an area should be designed/arranged in the near future or on the long 

term, for example through the erection of a new building, the renovation of an existing building, the 

lease of additional area or by any other means, will be at the sole discretion and the exclusive 

responsibility of the Beneficiary. 

The analysis included in this Report is exclusively based on the information obtained from the 

Beneficiary.  Depending on the availability of data, the need for additional key areas will be estimated 

for each type of court:  courtrooms, council chambers, judge offices, clerk offices, or archive areas.  

The same methodology will be used in the case of each prosecutor office and probation department 

with regard to the offices of prosecutors and probation counselors, as well as for the penitentiaries 

(additional detention areas). 

This Report was designed to include an analysis of the functional needs of the institutions in the 

judicial system.  Efficiency, value, and budgetary impact were the main concepts of this approach, 

which was thought as an exclusively practical one. 
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II. FINDINGS OF THE ASSESSMENT 

A. IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 

IMPLICATIONS.  IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE HUMAN RESOURCE 

IMPLICATIONS 

The content of this chapter of the Report is to picture the impact the coming into force of the New 

Codes is expected to have on the judicial system from the human resources perspective, which covers: 

- staffing levels of each judicial organization which will be affected by the new legislation; 

- accountabilities of jobs within those organizations; 

- relevant HR processes which will be affected by the new legislation.  

The general picture of the human resource implications of the New Codes is that they impact each 

level of courts and prosecutor offices with irregular strength – the number of changes substantially 

impacting courts', prosecutor offices' and probation service's workload and hence, their staffing is 

different.  The detailed description of those changes is presented in this chapter, the synthesis of which 

we include in the graphical format below.  

The charts present the information of the number of impact items (number of features of the New 

Codes that have workload-related impact on judicial organizations) and the way they are expected to 

influence each court and prosecutor office level.  

Workload, being the key staffing driver, will directly influence the number of key judicial staff (which 

is indicated by grey arrows in the chart).  The analyses performed have proved that the staffing of 

judges and prosecutors has direct impact on some support roles‟ headcount (dotted line), and that there 

will be some jobs, the staffing of which is indifferent to judge and prosecutor staffing. 

Please note that the chart below was developed based on the data available for the time of issuance of 

this Report.  The headcount data was not complete for all court levels.  
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Courts 

For the High Court of Cassation and Justice the Consultant identified 62 caseload impact items, 4 of 

them of high intensity.  Considering that this court is an autonomous one-of-a-kind organization, an 

analysis of the relationship between the number of judges and the number of support staff is to be 

made, as far as this court is concerned, on a case-by-case basis, and not by analyzing the internal 

relationships between the two types of jobs, as with the other courts. 
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high impact:4 thereof
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Prosecutor offices  

For the General Prosecutor Office attached to High Court of Cassation and Justice 14 caseload impact 

items, most of them of yet unknown intensity.  Considering that this prosecutor office is an 

autonomous one-of-a-kind organization, an analysis of the relationship between the number of 

prosecutors and the number of support staff is to be made, as far as this prosecutor office is concerned, 

on a case-by-case basis, and not by analyzing the internal relationships between the two types of jobs, 

as with the other prosecutor offices. 
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50 caseload impact items 

identified,

high impact:1 thereof

No. of Professional 

support

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Archivists

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of IT Specialists (assigned service to both own tribunal and subordinate district courts)

No. of Prosecutors

x
Prosecutor offices attached to 

tribunals

25 caseload impact items 

identified,

high impact: 1 thereof

No. of professional 

support

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Other 

support staff 

No. of Contractual 

staff

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of Crime 

technicians

No. of Prosecutors

x

Prosecutor offices attached to 

courts of appeal

15 caseload impact 

items identified,

high impact: 2 thereof

No. of professional 

support

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Other 

support staff 

No. of IT 

Specialists

No. of Prosecutors

Prosecutor offices attached to 

district courts

50 caseload impact items 

identified,

high impact:1 thereof

No. of Professional 

support

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Archivists

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of IT Specialists (assigned service to both own tribunal and subordinate district courts)

No. of Prosecutors

x
Prosecutor offices attached to 

tribunals

25 caseload impact items 

identified,

high impact: 1 thereof

No. of professional 

support

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Other 

support staff 

No. of Contractual 

staff

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of Crime 

technicians

No. of Prosecutors

x

Prosecutor offices attached to 

courts of appeal

15 caseload impact 

items identified,

high impact: 2 thereof

No. of professional 

support

No. of Procedural 

agents

No. of Back-office 

staff

No. of Other 

support staff 

No. of IT 

Specialists

No. of Prosecutors



  

 

21 

 

 

Probation 
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high impact: 4 thereof
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1. Identification of types of impact of the New Codes on judicial organization – impact 

on courts', prosecutor offices' and probation service workload 

1.1. Introduction 

This section aims at presenting the outcome of the detailed analysis of the New Codes which focused 

on identifying all possible regulations which may influence the number of core judicial staff (judges, 

prosecutors, probation officers) and indirectly also the number of professional support staff (clerks), 

with workload of those groups being the key driver for staffing levels both within the Romanian 

judicial system and in general in all business and government organizations.  

The below presented tables describe three types of impact areas the New Codes are expected to have 

on number of staff required:  impact on caseload, impact on workload and impact on case duration. 

We note that, at the specific request of the Beneficiary, this Report identifies proposed amendments to 

the New Codes of Civil Procedure, Criminal Procedure and the New Criminal Code as included in the 

draft laws for their implementation, whenever such proposed amendments mean to change provisions 

in the New Codes we have identified as carrying a potential to impact the judiciary system.  However, 

we underline that these draft laws, except for the law for the implementation of NCC (which has been 

already enacted), are currently undergoing the phase of public debate (parliamentary debate for 

NCrC), and are likely to suffer many modifications by the time they are ratified as laws.  As the 

Beneficiary is aware, our Interim Report I took into consideration, also at the Beneficiary‟s request, 

the then-draft implementation law for the New Civil Code, and the version we have analyzed at the 

time is not entirely the same with the version that was recently published as Law No.71/2011.  To use 

in the analysis norms that are not as yet published as laws, and are still subject to the legislative 

process in a rather early stage, may lead to misguiding results should the laws eventually passed for 

the implementation of the New Codes differ from the analyzed drafts.  However, the Consultant 

considers a method of reflecting the relevant provisions in the draft implementation laws, as identified 

in this Report, in further stages of the analyses. 

Also, at the express request of the Beneficiary, we have identified norms in the New Codes that have 

already entered into force in advance, as part of Law No.202/2010.  These norms could not be taken 

into account for the analyses as norms already in force, for reasons we will explain in more detail 

below, but which may be briefly summarized as follows:  

- Law No.202/2010 entered into force in November 2010, and the Consultant has received no 

statistical data on caseload for the first half of the year 2011, or any data whatsoever regarding 

the impact the implementation of this law has produced on the judicial system.  According to 

information from the Superior Council of Magistracy – which could not provide the Consultant 

with any statistical data on the implementation of Law No.202/2010 – the first reporting for the 

first semester of the year 2011 shall begin after 30 June 2011 (we include here the courts‟ 

reporting to the ABAC system, which is the main source of information on caseload starting 

with the year 2010). 

- The fact that some norms included in the New Codes have already been implemented in 

November 2010 should not alter the purpose of the analyses in this Project, which is to establish 

the impact of the reform on the judicial system;  Law No.202/2010 already produced an impact, 
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which has not been calculated or in any way statistically recorded up to now, therefore the 

analyses therein should regard the overall impact the reform may have on the judicial system, 

irrespective of the fact some norms have already entered into force a few months ago. 

Below please find how the Consultant defines these tree categories for the purpose of this Report and 

future analyses: 

- Caseload refers to: 

o number of cases judged in one court per one judge in case of courts; 

o number of criminal investigations performed plus prosecutors participations in court 

hearings as the law requires in case of prosecutor offices; 

o number of protégés in case of probation services.  

Caseload refers to volume of the above outlined categories only, this volume being calculated within 

the Romanian judicial system on a regular basis by observing number of cases which were registered 

throughout a period of time and number of cases which being unsolved during the previous period, 

have been transferred to be processed within the period in question.  HR impact of new or altered legal 

regulations which influence caseload shall have a quantitative nature, e.g., increase in caseload in a 

court triggered by shift of competence will drive increase in court staff;  increase in number of 

protégés triggered by the law implying supervision over those conditionally released will drive 

increase in probation staff. 

Workload, in this section of the Report, refers to other activities performed by magistrates, probation 

officers and support staff within the judicial system.  E.g., the need to prepare additional 

documentation does not create a caseload change since it does not alter the number of cases per 

magistrate.  It does however alter the tasks the magistrate performs and adds or reduces work to a job.  

HR impact of new or altered regulations which influence workload shall have a qualitative nature.  

E.g., in case of probation officers increase in workload driven by their duty to organize, in cooperation 

with other community bodies, social rehabilitation programs will drive a change in how their 

accountabilities are structured. 

Duration impact items described in this chapter refer to length of case solving which is impacted 

mainly by the time that passes between particular stages of the trial both in its written stage and the 

stage when subsequent hearings take place.  Impact items identified for duration are therefore of 

procedural type.  HR impact of new or altered legal regulations which influence duration shall have 

efficiency nature, i.e., decrease in case duration will drive increase in number of cases solved within a 

given period of time. 

Each identified aspect of the New Codes which has been identified as bearing  

a caseload, workload or duration impact is hereinafter referred to as an "impact item".  

Since further analyses in the Project aim at estimating the human resource and financial impact of the 

newly developed civil and criminal legislation, the step that needs to be taken in the first place is to 

make a thorough inventory of all such workload impact items which, as described later in this chapter 

must be later compared with: 
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- current caseload volume in the judicial organizations; 

- current staffing levels in the judicial organizations.  

The in-depth analysis of the New Codes has shown that the impact items identified are of different 

strength and nature, some of them triggering caseload or workload increases in certain institutions, 

some of them decreasing them, some of them expressly modifying the number of judges needed to 

rule over a specific type of case.  The new legislation also brings a substantial number of novelties 

which, if caseload or workload related, have also been included in the below presented tables.  

Therefore, for the further analyses and estimations to be well structured and having strong 

foundations, all impact items have been categorized according to the criteria outlined below. 
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1.1.(a). Impact quantifiability 

All identified impact items were categorized as either quantifiable or non-quantifiable: 

- quantifiable impact is assigned to those changes that can be translated into workload numbers, 

for which specific statistics are available (e.g., this refers to many changes in procedure codes 

that imply shifts of competence between court levels:  if the number of cases for a specific case 

type is available, this number should be shifted between courts to assess the volume of change 

in workload brought by the new regulations); 

- partially quantifiable impact is assigned to those impact items that can be translated into 

workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change (e.g. in case of some shifts of competence between courts, data was 

possible to be collected regarding cases falling within the specific impact item, but not sufficient 

to cover it fully); 

- non-quantifiable type of impact is assigned to two sub-types of impacts.  Reference to non-

quantifiability is due to the absence of necessary information or data, as of the date of this 

Report.  Non-quantifiable in absolute terms is meant to include impacts which are (i) novelty 

to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data describing such category, (ii) 

the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current 

similar caseload numbers were available (e.g., even though the current number of consented 

divorces is known, the exact estimation of how many Romanian citizens would choose to 

divorce via a public notary in the future is not possible).  Impacts non-quantifiable in relative 

terms include items which potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now 

found available. 

1.1.(b). Change direction 

All impact items were categorized according to their positive or negative impact on courts', 

prosecutor offices' and probation service's workload: 

- increase in workload; 

- decrease in workload; 

- unknown direction – this category was assigned only to those impact items for which the future 

workload change is supposed to occur, but its direction is impossible to assess at the moment; 

- annulled direction – this category was assigned only when within a specific impact item several 

of its features had opposite directions which leads to an apparent rather than practical workload 

change. 

1.1.(c). Time perspective 

All impact items were categorized as having an immediate impact on judicial organizations' 

workload, medium term impact or a delayed impact: 

- immediate impact - all first instance competence shifts plus all changes which simplify or alter 

the existing regulations which are currently used in practice (e.g., the provision which 
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eliminates the necessity for the court to approve the performance of a fact-finding procedure by 

a court bailiff);  the immediate impact is also assigned to all changes which according to legal 

experts are likely to be applied by litigants as soon as they are available (e.g., once regulation 

allowing for challenges against trial stalling is enforced, it is expected that the parties will start 

to use such type of claims); 

- medium impact is assigned to those impact items stemming from new civil regulations for 

which the effects will be visible once the appeal or challenge phase is virtually possible to 

observe (since after the enforcement of the new civil law, the appeals of cases running at the 

moment of enforcement shall still fall under the current legislation, the appeals judged under the 

New Codes will not be observable immediately);  medium impact in this meaning is therefore 

not assigned to criminal impact items due the Lawmaker's intention to implement new criminal 

laws in a more accelerated manner, with appeals against judgments initiated under the current 

codes being subject to New Codes after their enforcement; 

- delayed impact was assigned to all impact items which are new in the judicial practice and 

hence, they are not currently used in practice at the same time not being as waited for by 

litigants as the new regulations with immediate impact (some time is needed for the workload 

volume to grow);  also the delayed impact will be observed in case of final appeals and certain 

extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters (following the postponement in time of 

subsequent appeals due to cases being still judged under the current Codes), extraordinary 

means of appeal sometimes being a natural consequence of immediate, first instance impacts in 

those courts for which such immediate impacts were identified (due to cases being judged back 

in initial courts). 

1.1.(d). Strength of impact 

The strength of impact:  high, medium or low, refers to the possible impact volume a specific impact 

item is expected to have on the caseload and workload of a given court or prosecutor office level or of 

probation officers.  Such strength was assessed on the ground of: 

- current case statistics, where available (e.g., if an impact item refers to offences that produce 10 

cases per year, the impact related to shifting such offences to another court level will 

automatically be low);  

- qualitative analysis of the meaning of each impact item and judgment re. their potential 

influence on total volume and type of work based on practitioner's experience and expertise. 

When drafting the below tables, the Consultant was aware of the fact that some of the regulations 

quoted have already been enforced by the Law No.202/2010.  Nevertheless, those changes were kept 

within the impact items, due to the fact that the law in question was enforced in November 2010 and 

hence, from statistical standpoint, the changes generated by Law No.202/2010 have not been estimated 

at an annual level yet (the most up to date report covering first aspects of functioning of the Little 

Reform is expected for the first half-year of 2011). 

 



(i). Impact on caseload in civil law 

Impact items identified for district courts 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 92,93 All civil cases concerning claims which amount up to RON 100,000 shall fall 

under the jurisdiction of district courts (as opposed to the current situation, 

when district courts are competent to settle civil disputes up to RON 500,000 

inclusively).  This change shall result in diminishing the role of district courts 

and correspondingly increasing the role of tribunals as courts judging as first 

instance, by transferring to tribunals the jurisdiction over civil claims of values 

ranging from RON 100,001 to RON 500,000.  

quantifiable
1
 decrease immediate high 

Civil NCPC 93 Any claims not expressly assigned by law to other courts shall no longer fall 

under the jurisdiction of district courts – but of the tribunals, as the tribunal 

partially 

quantifiable 

decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

1 In this particular case, as there is no data available for the district courts on the total number of registered civil cases dealing with claims amounting up to 100.000 RON (i.e. but only with 

regard to the civil cases having as object claims amounting up to 500.000 RON), the cuantification was made as an estimation, based on the data the Consultant recevied from SCM regarding the 

number of the final appeals filed with the tribunals in the financially assesable civil matters (i.e. the final appeals may be filed against judgments issued in cases dealing with claims ranging over 

100.000 RON). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

becomes the court of law with so-called “general jurisdiction” as court of first 

instance”.
2
  

Civil NCPC 515 NCPC provides that any court of law settling the case on its merits is also 

competent to settle challenges on trial stalling (whereby, invoking the violation 

of the right to have the case settled within an optimum and foreseeable period of 

time, measures are requested that would ensure any causes for delay are 

removed).   

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase medium 

term 

medium 

Civil NCPC 92 para.1 

let.f) 

The jurisdiction over all disputes relating to obligations “to do” in commercial 

matters that may not be evaluated in money as well as of cases regarding 

evictions from commercial premises (currently settled by the commercial 

divisions of tribunals) passes from tribunals to district courts.   

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 92, para.1 

let.c), d), 

Alimony claims made in separate proceedings, claims involving civil status 

records as well as possessory claims shall remain in the competence of district 

not applicable  not 

applicable  

not 

applicable  

not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

2 As an example, cases referring to ascertaining death by means of court decision, or to limitation of capacity will be transferred from the jurisdiction of district courts to tribunals.  With regard to 

these types of claims, neither NCPC nor NCC provide the court that has jurisdiction on the merits of the case, therefore such claims will be judged by the tribunals, as courts of first instance 

having general jurisdiction. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

i),  courts and, as a result, there shall be no human resource impact at the level of 

district courts. 

 

Civil NCPC 92 para. 1 

let.i) and 

k)  

Claims for judicial partition, notwithstanding the amount of the estate subject to 

partition shall remain in the competence of district courts and, as a result, there 

shall be no human resource impact at the level of district courts. 

not applicable  

 

not 

applicable 

not 

applicable  

not 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.a) and 

j) 

Inheritance claims, other than those involving the end of joint indivisible 

succession shall remain in the competence of district courts when the value of 

the claim is of up to RON 100,000 and when the value of the claim is higher 

than RON 100,000, as well as non-financially assessable inheritance claims 

shall be transferred to tribunals, due to the fact that, under the NCPC, district 

courts are no longer competent to solve this type of claims, regardless of their 

value. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.j) 

Civil claims which are not financially assessable, save for those involving the 

obligation “to do”, as well as land-related claims, including petitions or 

possessory claims filed by the third parties whose rights have been injured shall 

be transferred from district courts to tribunals, by virtue of the full competence 

which has been assigned to these courts.  

relatively non-

quantifiable 

decrease immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 941, 957 NCPC maintains the rule from the current legislation regarding competence 

over pre-judgment measures in that requests in this matter are to be filed with 

the court competent to try the merits of the case (district courts, tribunals, courts 

of appeal). 

not applicable  

 

not 

applicable  

not 

applicable  

not 

applicable 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

Title II, 

Art.10 of 

the Draft 

IL NCPC 

The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the necessity of having enforcement titles vested 

with enforcement powers by means of separate applications filed prior to the 

request for approval of enforcement proceedings.  According to Art.656 NCPC, 

as amended by means of the Draft IL NCPC, the enforcement formula will be 

included in the final part of the resolution to be rendered by the court in the 

process of approving the enforcement.  Such amendment, as proposed under the 

Draft IL NCPC, may decrease the caseload at the level of distric courts, namely 

of the files referring to vesting enforcement titles with enforcement powers, as 

well as of the files having as subject matter the challenges referring to 

resolutions by means of which enforcement powers had been recognized.   

quantifiable decrease immediate high 

Civil NCPC 692 NCPC allows debtors to file applications for limitation of the enforcement 

(which are to be filed wiht the enforcement court) whenever the creditor seeks 

enforcement against moveable or immoveable assets, the value of which is 

obviously excessive as compared with as compared to receivable to be satisfied.  

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

This provision, which did not exist under CPC, is likely to generate new cases 

on the dockets of district courts. 

Civil NCPC 790-792 NCPC reintroduces the enforcement upon general revenues generated by the 

immovable asset, which is expected to result in an increase in the caseload of 

district, which act as first instance court regarding approval of enforcement 

against the general revenues of the immovable assets, or against illegal 

enforcement deeds etc.  

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low  

Civil NCPC 845 NCPC provides that the acquirer must obtain from the enforcement court the 

vesting with enforcement powers of the awarding deed as a pre-requisite to 

registration with the land book.  The requirement applies even where the 

acquirer is a third party-purchaser whose right was already registered in the land 

book.  Therefore, any registration in the land book of the acquirer's right shall 

require a resolution from the enforcement court, which shall result in an 

increased number of cases to be settled by the district courts
3
.  Mention should 

be made that Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 

                                                      

 

3 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted to enforcement titles by means of separate resolutions.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

powers granted to enforcement titles by means of separate resolutions, meaning 

that the identified impact shall no longer occur. 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

999 

para.(2) 

The Draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.999 para.(2) NCPC, as it 

includes the credit rights arising out of contracts concluded between 

professionals and consumers among the contracts that may be subject to 

payment order proceedings.  Provided that such amendment is passed, the 

caseload of district courts may increase.
4
.   

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium  

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

1008 The draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.1008, setting forth that, in case 

the debtor does not challenge the credit right by means of the defense filed, the 

payment order will be issued within at most 45 days after the application for 

issuance of payment order is filed with the court.  This amendment to Art.1008 

NCPC under the Draft IL NCPC may increase the workload of district courts, as 

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

4 The Draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.999 para.(2) NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

the files referring to payment orders may have to be solved during a shorter time 

period
5
.  

Civil NCPC 1009 As NCPC introduces the creditor's right to commence action for annulment 

against the judgment either only partially admitting or fully denying its 

application for an order for payment it can be anticipated that the number of 

such cases pending before the district courts might increase.  Currently, only the 

debtor has the right to file action aiming to annul the order whereby the 

application was granted, and no means of appeal are available to the creditor.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium 

term 

medium 

Civil  NCPC 82,83  More restrictive conditions for representation of individuals, legal entities and 

lawfully established entities without legal personality, could result in a decrease 

of the caseload, as financial limitations could prevent litigants from seeking 

specialized legal services.6 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease  immediate medium 

                                                      

 

5 The Draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.1008 NCPC.  Moreover, the Draft IL NCPC stipulates that the 45 days term for the issuance of the payment order does not include the time 

period required for communication of procedural deeds, nor any delays that may be caused by the creditor during the amendment or the completion of its application.  
6 To this effect, mention should be made that the Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of GEO No.51/2008, according to which, if the judgment passed in the case for 

which the public judicial aid was approved is subject to final appeal, the public judicial aid awarded in the previous trial stage shall de jure be extended over the drafting of the claim and grounds 

for final appeal, and over the exercise and arguing thereof. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 877 NCPC introduces a presumption that the obligation to vacate the premises is 

implied whenever a party has an obligation to hand-over, relinquish possession 

or use of premises, or to comply with a judgment awarding the same.  

This provision should help relieving district courts of eviction actions filed by 

the holder of a real title on an immovable asset, who will no longer be forced to 

obtain a separate eviction award against the party with no title.  Under the 

current provisions of CPC, the practice of courts is not consistent, some courts 

requiring that a separate eviction claim is filed.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 474 NCPC provides that the court of appeal shall not refer the case for retrial to the 

first instance court, not even if it establishes that the inferior court incorrectly 

settled the trial without settling the merits of the case, or the judgment was 

performed in the absence of the party which was not duly summoned, except for 

the case when the parties expressly request it.  Referral for retrial may only be 

ordered once throughout the trial.  Similar provisions have already been 

introduced by Law No.202/2010 and are expected to create a positive impact on 

workload (especially as regards judges), namely decrease of workload and trial 

duration. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil  NCPC 1019- NCPC provides a new rapid procedure for eviction from the immovable assets non-  annulled immediate not 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

1034 abusively used or occupied by former lessees or other persons.  Given that such 

new simplified procedure is regulated, it may result in an increase in the number 

of such eviction cases at district court level.  

On the other hand, Art.877 para.(2) NCPC sets-forth the presumption that the 

obligation to evict the premises is included within any obligation to hand-over 

an immovable asset, to relinquish possession thereof or to comply with a court 

decision referring to the allocation of such immovable asset.  Consequently, the 

caseload at the level of district courts having eviction claims as object may 

decrease.  

quantifiable 

(relative) 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 124, 539 NCPC excludes the jurisdiction of district courts in settling incidents/requests to 

remove obstacles that may arise in organizing and conducting arbitration, 

resulting in relieving district courts of such cases and in an additional workload 

for the tribunals.   

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 629 NCPC establishes tribunals‟ competence to settle requests for rendering 

enforceable arbitral awards and documents authenticated by diplomatic and 

consular Romanian authorities abroad.  Currently, jurisdiction over such 

applications belongs to district courts, while tribunals settle final appeals against 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

decisions taken by district courts in these matters
7
. 

Civil NCPC 763 NCPC expressly grants the acquirer of nominative securities the legal basis for 

transferring them, if the security issuer refuses to do it, by submitting a request 

for a court resolution to acknowledge the transfer and to order the issuer to pay a 

court fine.  The intervention of the court in this matter, unlike the CPC 

regulation, seems likely to generate new cases pending before district courts.   

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 783 NCPC establishes a new procedure, which allows the annulment of garnishment 

by the enforcement court, when the underlying cause ceased to exist.  Under 

CPC, the court bailiff is competent to find the cessation of garnishment, no 

matter if it was validated or not. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 1011-

1018 

The introduction of a new procedure, i.e. small claims procedure, could lead, 

given the simplified rules that facilitate the obtaining of an enforcement order in 

a short period of time, to an increase in the caseload of district courts, including 

cases resulting from the possible disjoining of counterclaims and which are to be 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

annulled immediate not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

7 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions. 



  

 

37 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

settled separately.  As regards the assessment of the district courts‟ actual 

caseload, one must also take into account the fact that currently, according to 

CPC, these courts settle in first instance commercial cases with a value of up to 

RON 100,000 inclusively and civil cases with a value of up to RON 500,000. 

Civil NCPC 1052, 

1055, 

1065, 

1066 

The provisions of NCPC on international civil trial regulate new cases, on which 

the district courts may have jurisdiction (cases when Romanian courts become 

competent because the plea on lack of jurisdiction is not raised in due time, cases 

when Romanian courts become competent due to jurisdiction by necessity, cases 

of trials referring to contracts signed with the consumers domiciled / residing in 

Romania, cases of trials regarding the civil liability for damage caused by 

products originating from Romania, regardless of the victim's nationality).  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 33 NCPC permits legal action to be filed for protecting an interest which does not 

exist yet, if the petitioner meets certain requirements (seeking to prevent 

infringement of a right or the prevention of a damage which could not be 

repaired). 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 55 NCPC extends the scope of persons who can stand trial to all associations, 

companies and other entities without legal personality, provided that they are 

non-

quantifiable 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

lawfully established. (absolute) 

Civil NCPC 358 Unlike CPC, according to which it is the court of law that delegates a bailiff to 

perform fact-finding procedures, NCPC permits the bailiff to proceed without 

prior approval from the court, unless the opposing party denies consent or 

approval for such procedure and such agreement is necessary. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 498 NCPC restricts to one the number of challenges for annulment that the same 

party may file against a judgment, by a new challenge for annulment, even if 

other grounds are raised.  Thus, by prohibiting the filing of successive challenges 

for annulment, the caseload of district courts may be reduced. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(1) 

NCPC introduces new grounds for revising court judgments (i.e. where, after the 

judgment became final, the Constitutional Court grants an unconstitutionality 

plea raised in the case).  Since raising an unconstitutionality plea no longer stays 

the trial during the settlement of such plea, theoretically, the risk of the 

Constitutional Court‟s decisions being issued after the final judgment is passed in 

the case is heightened.  However, consequences on the workload of district 

courts depend on the number of Constitutional Court‟s decision admitting the 

unconstitutionality pleas filed with district courts and which are issued after the 

completion of trials by final judgments.  In practice, the number of 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

unconstitutionality pleas is expected to decline, as, in the absence of a suspensive 

effect, the parties are no longer inclined to use such pleas in order to 

procrastinate the settlement of cases. 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(2) 

Art. 503 para.(2) NCPC establishes the possibility to file for the revision of a 

court judgment not discussing the merits of the case, in certain situations and 

conditions, which could cause an increase in the workload of the district courts 

with motions for revision made on the basis of these provisions
8
.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 534 NCPC extends the scope of arbitral disputes, to include certain non-patrimonial 

claims.  The regulation creates the premises of relieving the district courts of 

certain non-patrimonial disputes, thus decreasing the workload of such courts.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease delayed low 

                                                      

 

8 In this respect, we may provide the following examples of judgments which do not examine the case merits: the judgment to decline competence, the consent judgment, the judgment rejecting 

or annulling the appeal or final appeal on the ground of a plea (as incompliant with formal requirements, tardy, not stamped), the judgment finding the nullity of the final appeal, the judgment 

rejecting a challenge for annulment or revision, the obsolescence judgment, the intermediary cassation judgments, admitting the final appeal and quashing with referral for retrial by the same 

court or before another court or those admitting the appeal, annulling the sentence and setting a hearing for the examining of case merits, the judgments admitting the final appeal and amending 

the judgment for the erroneous application or interpretation of the law, maintaining the state of fact. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 615
9
 NCPC permits the direct enforcement, without the bailiff and the enforcement 

court to intervene, in relation to the enforcement of certain obligations 

(obligations “to do”, such as the registration or de-registration of a right, act or 

fact from a public registry, the issuance of an authorization, certificate or the 

delivery of a document, etc.).  This provision will result in relieving district 

courts of the cases concerning the vesting with enforcement powers
10

 and the 

approval of enforcing certain titles which provide for such obligations
11

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 702 NCPC expressly forbids subsequent challenges to enforcement based on reasons 

which already existed at the time of the first challenge.  This provision is likely 

to lead to a relief in the caseload of district courts by discouraging the filing of 

successive challenges to enforcement after the rejection of the first challenge.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 858, 

859, 

The introduction of new rules regarding the submission of title to receivables, as 

well as conciliation procedure upon the distribution of enforcement proceeds, 

non- decrease delayed low 

                                                      

 

9 According to the Draft IL NCPC, Art.615 NCPC is resumed by Art.613 NCPC.  
10 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions.  
11 According to the Draft IL NCPC, the creditor is entitled, however, to resort to the enforcement procedure if the respective obligations “to do” are not fulfilled without the intervention of the 

court bailiff. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

865 may limit the number of challenges to enforcement, particularly from third 

parties, regarding the distribution of the proceeds resulting from the enforcement.  

This change may lead to a relief of district courts from potential challenges to 

enforcement filed by the creditors entitled to participate in the distribution. 

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 887 NCPC expressly gives the bailiff power to evict not only the debtor, but also 

persons who occupy the immovable asset de facto or without a title enforceable 

against the creditor (while the provisions of CPC, subject to a restrictive 

interpretation which is often used in practice, allows the bailiff to evict only the 

debtor).  This provision is expected to lead to a decrease of cases pending before 

the district courts, discharging them from repeated actions for eviction filed by 

the entitled creditor against third parties who, together with the debtor, are living 

in the relevant property de facto or without any title enforceable against the 

creditor. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 671 In the special case when the identification of assets subject to enforcement and 

the acts of enforcement are to be performed at the domicile of another person 

than the debtor, according to the new NCPC provisions, the bailiff must also 

obtain the prior authorization of the enforcement court (which is issued either 

together with the approval of enforcement or separately).  This requirement may 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

create additional workload for the enforcement courts, Due to estimated low 

frequency of requests to authorize the identification of assets located at the 

domicile of another person, such impact is also deemed low.  

Civil NCPC 680 NCPC permits creditors to intervene in enforcement procedures initiated by other 

creditors, under certain conditions.  The enforcement court‟s resolutions 

admitting such intervention are not subject to any means of appeal, while 

resolutions denying intervention are subject to appeal only.  The new concept 

may trigger an increase in the caseload of district courts and tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 916 NCPC provides that the judgment given in divorce matters may also be subject to 

revision and challenge for annulment, save when one of the spouses remarried.  

This regulation may determine an increased number of such cases pending before 

the district courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 917 NCPC reflects the relevant regulations provided by NCC on administrative and 

notary divorce and it is likely to impact the caseload of courts.  Please note that 

Law No.202/2010 already introduced the administrative or notarial divorce.  

Potential decrease in the cases of consensual divorce without underage children 

may be predicted, this being driven by the possibility for the spouses to divorce 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

by administrative proceedings
12

. 

Civil NCPC 41 The increase in the number of cases of judges‟ incompatibility, also applicable to 

prosecutors and court clerks, may result in an increased number of applications 

for recusal/abstention, generating an increase in the workload of district courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 453 

para.(3) 

NCPC expressly allows the parties to concurrently file exceptional means of 

appeal, which may increase the district courts‟ caseload with such cases, 

condensed in a much shorter period of time.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 497 NCPC establishes the possibility of filing a challenge for annulment against a 

final judgment, when the challenging party was neither duly summoned nor 

present at the hearing where the court ruled on the case, extending the scope of 

situations when such means of appeal can be filed. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

12 In this respect, the Draft IL NCC provides that consensual divorce may also be found by the notary public when there are minor children born inside the marriage, outside the marriage or 

adopted, if the spouses agree on all aspects concerning the family names they would have after the divorce, the exercise of parental authority by both parents, children‟s residence after the 

divorce, how the personal contact between the divorced parent and each of the children will be kept, the parents‟ contribution to the children‟s upbringing, education, learning and professional 

training. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 722 NCPC introduces a new category of claims which may be filed before the 

enforcement courts, in relation to the seizure of assets held by third parties, when 

the third party does not acknowledge the debtor‟s right over the assets.  NCPC 

provides that the creditor may file a claim before the enforcement court, to 

authorize that seizure of the said assets continues. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 901 When enforcing judgments concerning minors, in case the minor strongly refuses 

to leave the debtor, or in case he shows aversion towards the creditor, NCPC 

provides that the bailiff must record these circumstances in a report and send 

such to the parties and the relevant authority.  In such a case, NCPC gives the 

court having territorial jurisdiction over the minor's location the power to decide 

if the measures object of enforcement are to be kept or not. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 926 NCPC transfers the power to appoint a curator for the legally incapable from the 

authority of tutorship to the court of tutorship, and makes the appointing of a 

curator mandatory in view of representing in court the person whose legal 

non-

quantifiable 

increase delayed
13

 low 

                                                      

 

13 In this respect, according to the Draft IL NCC, until the legal regulation of the organization and operation of the court of tutorship, its tasks are to be fulfilled by the courts, divisions or, as the 

case may be, the specialized panels for minors and family.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

incapacity is requested, if such person‟s health prevents personal presence in the 

trial.  

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 932 NCPC provides that it is the responsibility of the chairman of the court presented 

with a request for a declaration that someone is deceased to inform the court of 

tutorship of that person‟s last known address, in order to appoint a curator. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed
14

 low 

Civil NCPC 995 NCPC provides the possibility for the creditor to file an application for 

cancellation of the resolution through which the bailiff ascertains that the 

payment has been made and the debtor is released, a regulation which may result 

in increasing the caseload of district courts with such requests.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

941 The Draft IL NCPC amends Art.941 para.(1) NCPC, providing that, in order to 

file a motion for the establishment of pre-judgment seizure, the creditor does not 

have to individualize the assets on which he requests the seizure.  The 

simplification, from the creditor‟s perspective, of the conditions regarding the 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

14 The aspects provided at Art.926 NCPC on the court of tutorship are also applicable to Art.932 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

filing of a motion for the establishment of pre-judgment seizure could increase 

the district courts‟ caseload with such claims
15

.  

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

958 The Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.958 NCPC by 

introduction of a new paragraph, i.e. para.(2), which provides that, in the motion 

for bank garnishment, the creditor does not have to individualize the garnished 

third parties in relation to which he requests the establishment of garnishment.  

Simplifying, from the creditor‟s perspective, the conditions for filing the motion 

for the establishment of bank seizure may entail an increased number of such 

cases pending before the district courts
16

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 1035-

1038 

NCPC provides for a new procedure regarding the registration in the land book 

of security interests in real property gained through usucapio, which will be 

settled in first instance by the district courts.  The speed and the simplification of 

non-

quantifiable 

annulled immediate not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

15 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.941 para.(1) NCPC.  It also envisages the amendment of Art.941 NCPC by introduction of a new paragraph, respectively (21), to provide 

that the resolution solving the motion for seizure is immediately served to the creditor by the court, and to the debtor by the court bailiff when the measure is taken and that the resolution is 

subject only to appeal which may be filed before the higher court within 5 days as of service of the resolution. The amendment of Art.941 as envisaged by the Draft IL NCPC will not have an 

impact on the actual number of cases pending before the district courts, but on the workload of the auxiliary staff, who will be relieved of the duties to serve the resolution whereby the motion 

for pre-judgment seizure is admitted.  
16 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.958 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

the new procedure create the premises for a considerable number of such cases to 

be filed and implicitly for a decrease in the number of cases asking for the 

acknowledgment of the ownership right gained through usucapio under general 

law procedures.  

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 58 NCPC extends the scope of co-participation as plaintiffs or defendants to the 

situation where there is a tight connection between such rights or obligations.  

This regulation shall lead to reduction of the number of cases and facilitate the 

production of evidence.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 626 NCPC establishes a new category of documents which may be vested with 

enforcement powers, creating the premises to generate an increase in the number 

of cases related to the enforcement procedure (e.g. challenges to enforcement, 

challenges against the enforcement order on the basis of Art.702 para. (2) NCPC, 

etc.).  Still, courts of law shall be relieved from cases regarding actions initiated 

by the creditors in order to obtain the enforcement order represented by the 

judgment against the debtor, since the authenticated deed granted to the creditor 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

is already an enforcement order.  The decrease in the court caseload is expected 

to be higher than the increase of such caseload by challenges to enforcement 

filed by debtors against whom enforcement orders are enforced
17

. 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

643 The Draft IL provides for a new concept, i.e. the replacement by the enforcement 

court of the court bailiff with another bailiff indicated by the creditor.  The 

replacement is ordered at the creditor‟s request, based on solid reasons.  This 

procedure is likely to increase the caseload of the district courts, which are 

competent to rule on such claims. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase   

Civil NCPC 903 NCPC gives exclusive jurisdiction to Bucharest Sector 5 District Court to settle 

divorce cases where none of the parties is domiciled in Romania and the spouses 

have not agreed to address the petition to another district court
18

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase 

as regards 

the Sector 

5 District 

immediate low 

                                                      

 

17 The Draft IL NCPC provides for a comeback to the CPC system as regards the authenticated documents which may be enforced, i.e. only the documents which acknowledge an uncontested, 

due and payable receivable. The analysis on the impact of Art.626 NCPC remains valid unless the Draft IL implements the envisaged amendments.  
18 Currently, according to CPC, if both parties reside abroad, the court having territorial jurisdiction over the Romanian residence of the defendant is competent to rule on the divorce petition 

and, if the defendant‟s residence is unknown, the court having territorial jurisdiction over the plaintiff‟s Romanian residence is competent.  If none of the parties is domiciled in Romania, 

according to Law No.105/1992, the Bucharest Sector 1 District Court is competent to rule on the divorce. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Court / 

decrease 

as regards 

the Sector 

1 District 

Court  

Criminal NCrPC 26 The criminal law court may sever the civil action from the criminal one and refer 

it for settlement to the civil court, much easier than under the current regulation, 

whenever the settlement of the civil action would affect the reasonable duration 

of the criminal trial.  As such, the district courts‟ caseload may increase further 

to the growth of civil actions disjoined from criminal actions where damage of 

up to RON 100,000 inclusively is sought19.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 26, 478, 

486 

Art.478 NCrPC regulates the special procedure in case of guilty plea.  In such 

event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the defendant shall 

non-

quantifiable 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

19 The Draft IL NCrPC amends Art.26 para.(1), the court being able to sever the civil action from the criminal one whenever the settlement of the civil action would exceed the reasonable 

duration of the criminal trial.  Therefore, the rule is no longer the disjoining, but the competence of the criminal law court. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

operate as a document instituting proceedings, the court having to rule on the 

said bargain.  In case the guilty plea bargain is admitted, if the parties do not 

amicably settle the civil action, the latter shall be disjoined and submitted to the 

competent civil court.  Therefore, this legislative solution may lead to an 

increased caseload of district courts due to such civil actions containing claims of 

up to RON 100,000 inclusively.  

(absolute) 
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Impact items identified for tribunals 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 92, 93 All civil cases concerning claims which amount up to RON 100,000 shall fall 

under the jurisdiction of tribunals (as opposed to the current situation, when 

district courts are competent to settle civil disputes up to RON 500,000 

inclusively).  This change shall result in diminishing the role of district courts 

and correspondingly increasing the role of tribunals as courts judging as first 

instance, by transferring the jurisdiction over civil claims of values ranging 

from RON 100,001 to RON 500,000.  

quantifiable
20

 increase immediate high 

Civil NCPC 92, 93 Competence to judge all appeals against judgments issued in civil cases with a 

value from RON 100,001 to RON 500,000 shall be transferred from tribunals to 

the courts of appeal. 

quantifiable decrease medium high 

Civil NCPC 92, 93 According to NCPC, all cases with a value of up to RON 100,000 settled in the quantifiable decrease medium high 

                                                      

 

20 In this particular case, as there is no data available for the district courts on the total number of registered civil cases dealing with claims amounting up to 100.000 RON (i.e. but only with 

regard to the civil cases having as object claims amounting up to 500.000 RON), the cuantification was made as an estimation, based on the data the Consultant recevied from SCM regarding the 

number of the l appeals filed with the tribunals in the financially assesable civil matters (i.e. the final appeals may be filed against judgments issued in cases dealing with claims ranging over 

100.000 RON). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

first instance by district courts shall be subject to appeal – settled by 2-judge 

panels – before the tribunals (currently, such cases are subject to final appeal – 

settled by a 3-judge panel – before the tribunals).  

Civil NCPC 93 Any claims not expressly assigned by law to other courts shall no longer fall 

under the jurisdiction of district courts – but of the tribunals, as the tribunal 

becomes the court of law with so-called “general jurisdiction” to rule on first 

instance cases
21

.  

partially 

quantifiable 

increase immediate high 

Civil NCPC 92, para.1 

let.c), d), 

i), 477 

Unlike CPC, judgments issued by district courts in alimony claims made in 

separate proceedings, claims involving civil status records as well as possessory 

claims are no longer subject to final appeal, but only to appeal.  Therefore, the 

amendment shall cause a decrease in the caseload of tribunal judges, 

considering that the appeal is settled by 2-judge panels, while the final appeal is 

settled by 3-judge panels. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease medium  medium 

                                                      

 

21 For instance, the cases on the judicial declaration of death or those on the establishment of legal incapacity shall be transferred from the district courts to the tribunals.  NCPC or NCC do not 

expressly provide for the court with substantive competence on these motions. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 92 para. 1 

let.i) and 

k)  

Unlike CPC, judgments issued by district courts on claims for judicial partition 

are subject only to appeal, notwithstanding the amount of the estate subject to 

partition.  Therefore, the tribunals will no longer solve final appeals, but only 

appeals against the judgments issued by the district courts in the claims for 

judicial partition, notwithstanding the amount of the estate subject to partition.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease medium  medium 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.a) and 

j) 

Inheritance claims, other than those involving the end of joint indivisible 

succession shall remain in the competence of district courts when the value of 

the claim is of up to RON 100,000 and when the value of the claim is higher 

than RON 100,000, as well as non-financially assessable inheritance claims 

shall be transferred to tribunals, due to the fact that, under the NCPC, district 

courts are no longer competent to solve this type of claims, regardless of their 

value.  On the other hand, tribunals will be relieved of the settlement of appeals 

on inheritance claims that are not financially assessable and on inheritance 

claims with a value of more than RON 100,000, other than those involving the 

end of joint indivisible succession. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

 

decrease medium medium 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.a) and 

j), 460 

Judgments issued by district courts on inheritance claims when the value of the 

claim is of up to RON 100,000 shall be subject only to appeal before the 

tribunals, unlike the current regulation, where such judgments are subject to 

non-

quantifiable 

decrease medium medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

final appeal before the tribunal.  Further to the replacement of the means of 

appeal, the caseload of tribunal judges will decrease.  

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.i) 

Tribunals, as first instance courts, will remain competent to rule on motions for 

the repair of damage caused by judicial errors.  

not applicable 

 

not 

applicable 

not 

applicable 

not 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.j) 

Civil claims which are not financially assessable, save for those involving the 

obligation “to do”, as well as land-related claims, including petitions or 

possessory claims filed by the third parties whose rights have been injured shall 

be transferred from district courts to tribunals, by virtue of the full competence 

which has been assigned to the tribunals.  Therefore, tribunals will be relieved 

of the appeals against the judgments issued on such cases, which they will settle 

as first instance court.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 941, 957, 

958, 959, 

962 

NCPC maintains the rule from the current legislation regarding competence 

over pre-judgment measures in that requests in this matter are to be filed with 

the court competent to try the merits of the case (district courts, tribunals, courts 

of appeal).  As regards the means of appeal on these matters, NCPC provides 

for the replacement of the final appeal by the appeal in the cases settled by the 

district courts and tribunals as first instance courts.  Therefore, the tribunals will 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

 

decrease medium  low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

be relieved of the final appeals against the judgments issued by district courts, 

and they will solve only appeals on these matters. 

 

Civil NCPC 137 Motions for change of venue on grounds of legitimate doubt regarding cases 

pending before the district courts shall be transferred from the jurisdiction of 

HCCJ to the tribunals
22

.     

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate high 

Civil NCPC 515 Any court vested with the settlement of the case shall be competent under 

NCPC to rule on the newly-introduced challenges against trial stalling, 

whereby, invoking the violation of the right to the settlement on the case within 

an optimum and foreseeable term, either party may request that measures be 

taken with a view to avoid this situation.  Whereas, in its entirety, the procedure 

is intended to play a major part in speeding up the ruling on the cases, it can be 

anticipated that the parties will frequently resort to this procedure, increasing 

the caseload of tribunals.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium medium 

                                                      

 

22 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the NCPC provision that tribunals are competent to rule on motions for change of venue and stipulates that the courts of appeal are competent on this matter;  

Insofar as this provision of the Draft IL NCPC shall enter into force, the above analysis shall no longer be relevant. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 518 Complaints against district courts‟ resolutions rejecting the trial stalling 

challenge are to be solved by the tribunal, as superior court, in a panel of 3 

judges
23

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed medium 

Civil NCPC 92 There will be an increase in the number of cases having as object obligations “to 

do” in commercial matters as well as of cases regarding evictions from 

commercial premises on the dockets of district courts, while tribunals 

(commercial divisions) shall be relieved of the settlement in first instance of the 

said disputes and, appropriately, they will solve the appeals against the 

judgments issued by the district courts in such cases
24

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil Draft 

IL 

Title II, 

Art.10 

The Draft IL NCPC provides for the elimination of separately vesting 

enforcement orders with enforcement power before the approval of the 

quantifiable decrease medium low 

                                                      

 

23 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art. 517 NCPC, providing that, for celerity purposes, a certified copy of the case file shall be sent to the higher court, in order to rule on the 

complaint against the resolution rejecting as unfounded the trial stalling challenge.  Also for celerity purposes, the Draft IL NCPC provides that the submission of the complaint does not stay the 

trial, and the resolutions solving the trial stalling challenge, respectively the complaint must be grounded within 5 days as of their issuance.  These provisions will not have an impact on the 

actual caseload of tribunals, but on the workload of the auxiliary staff and judges. 
24

 According to Art.2821  CPC, as amended by Law No.202/2010, judgments in commercial eviction cases are not subject to appeal.  Currently, final appeal may be filed against such judgments 

before the courts of appeal. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

NCPC Draft IL enforcement.  According to Art.656 NCPC, as amended by the Draft IL, the 

enforcement power is provided at the end of the resolution approving 

enforcement.  This envisaged amendment could decrease the caseload of 

tribunals, which would have been competent to rule on (i) the final appeal 

against the district courts‟ resolutions to reject the motions for vesting with 

enforcement power, (ii) the appeal against the judgments on the challenges to 

enforcement against the resolutions of vesting with enforcement power. 

Civil NCPC 692 NCPC permits applications for the limitation of enforcement to be filed with the 

enforcement court by the debtors if the creditor seeks enforcement against 

several movable or immovable assets the value of which is obviously excessive 

as compared to the receivable to be satisfied.  This provision is likely to 

generate new cases on the dockets of tribunals, where appeals will be filed 

against the judgments issued by the enforcement court in solving such 

applications.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 790-792 NCPC reintroduces the enforcement upon general revenues generated by 

immovable assets, which is expected to result in an increase in the caseload of 

tribunals, which act as judicial review courts against judgments of district courts 

regarding the following:  denial of approval of enforcement against the general 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

revenues of immovable assets, the challenge to enforcement against the 

resolution to vest with enforcement powers
25

 or against illegal enforcement acts.  

 

 

Civil NCPC 845 As opposed to the former regulation, NCPC provides that the acquirer must file 

an application to vest the awarding deed with enforcement power.  This legal 

provision is likely to increase the caseload of tribunals, which are competent to 

settle the final appeals against the judgment of the district court dismissing the 

vesting of the awarding deed with enforcement power
26

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

999 

para.(2) 

The draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.999 para.(2) NCPC, as it 

includes the credit rights arising out of contracts concluded between 

professionals and consumers among the contracts that may be subject to 

payment order proceedings.  Provided that such amendment is passed, the 

caseload of tribunals may increase.
27

.   

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate medium  

                                                      

 

25 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions, prior to the approval of enforcement proceedings. 
26 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions, prior to the approval of enforcement proceedings. 
27 The Draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.999 para.(2) NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

1008 The draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.1008, setting forth that, in case 

the debtor does not challenge the credit right by means of the defense filed, the 

payment order will be issued within at most 45 days after the application for 

issuance of payment order is filed with the court.  This amendment to Art.1008 

NCPC under the Draft IL NCPC may increase the workload of tribunals, as the 

files referring to payment orders may have to be solved during a shorter time 

period
28

.  

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 1009 NCPC establishes the creditor‟s right to file action for annulment both against 

the order for payment partially admitting its claims and against the resolutions 

fully rejecting the order for payment.  In this case, an increase can be expected 

in the number of such cases pending before the tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium medium 

Civil NCPC 82, 83  More restrictive conditions for representation of individuals, legal entities and 

lawfully established entities without legal personality could result in a decrease 

of the number of cases pending before the tribunals as first instance court, as 

non-

quantifiable 

decrease immediate medium 

                                                      

 

28 The Draft IL NCPC amends the provisions of Art.1008 NCPC.  Moreover, the Draft IL NCPC stipulates that the 45 days term for the issuance of the payment order does not include the time 

period required for communication of procedural deeds, or any delays that may be caused by the creditor during the amendment or the completion of its application.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

financial limitations could prevent litigants from seeking the specialized legal 

services of a lawyer/legal advisor.29 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 877 The presumption that the obligation to vacate the premises is implied where one 

is under an obligation to deliver, relinquish possession or use of such premises, 

or to comply with a judgment awarding the same should help relieving tribunals 

of eviction actions which these courts are competent to rule upon, filed by the 

holder of a real title, awarded by the court, on an immovable asset.  Also, the 

decrease in the number of cases pending before the district courts as first 

instance courts will reflect upon tribunals as well, as courts competent to settle 

appeals against district courts‟ judgments on such applications. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium medium 

Civil NCPC 474 NCPC provides that the court of appeal shall not refer the case for retrial to the 

first instance court, even if it establishes that such court incorrectly settled the 

case without examining the merits of the case, or the judgment was performed 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

                                                      

 

29 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of GEO No.51/2008, according to which, if the judgment passed in the case for which the public judicial aid was approved is 

subject to final appeal, the public judicial aid awarded in the previous trial stage shall de jure be extended over the drafting of the claim and grounds for final appeal, and over the exercise and 

arguing thereof.  A new term shall start to run for the exercise of the final appeal from the date of confirmation or appointment of the lawyer. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

in the absence of the party which was not duly summoned, except for the case 

when the parties expressly request it.  Referral for retrial may only be ordered 

once throughout the trial.  Similar legislative solutions have already been 

introduced by Law No.202/2010 and are expected to have a positive impact on 

the workload of staff (particularly judges) and on the trial duration. 

Civil NCPC 641 NCPC permits only appeal to be filed against the judgments issued by the 

enforcement court, which, due to the replacement of final appeal (solved by a 3-

judge panel) with the appeal (solved by a 2-judge panel) is expected to 

contribute to the decrease of workload of the tribunals‟ judges. 

quantifiable decrease medium high 

Civil NCPC 127 Judgments whereby a court declares itself lacking jurisdiction to settle the case 

may not be appealed under NCPC (while CPC, before the entry into force of 

Law No.202/2010, permitted final appeal to be filed within 5 days). 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 124, 539 NCPC excludes the jurisdiction of district courts in settling incidents/requests to 

remove obstacles that may arise in organizing and conducting arbitration, 

resulting in relieving district courts of such cases and in an additional workload 

for the tribunals.  Since the district courts do not have many such requests, it 

may be anticipated that the impact of the new regulation on the tribunals‟ 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

caseload will be insignificant. 

Civil NCPC 629 NCPC transfers the competence to settle requests for rendering enforceable 

arbitral awards and documents authenticated by diplomatic and consular 

Romanian authorities abroad from district courts to tribunals
30

.   

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 137 The tribunals shall solve the motions for change of venue on grounds of 

legitimate doubt, in relation to the cases pending before the district courts.31 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 763 The tribunal will rule on the appeal against the judgment issued by the district 

court on the application of the acquirer of nominative securities to be issued a 

resolution ascertaining the transfer that has occurred.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 783 The appeal against the district court‟s judgment on the request for annulment of 

garnishment falls under the jurisdiction of the tribunal.  

non-

quantifiable 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

30 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions. 
31 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the jurisdiction of the tribunal to settle motions for change of venue introduced by NCPC, and provides it in the jurisdiction of the courts of appeal;  insofar as 

such provision enters into force, the identified impact shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 1011-

1018 

NCPC introduces a new procedure, i.e., the small claims procedure, which 

might lead, as a result of the simplified rules facilitating the quick obtaining of 

an enforcement order, to an increase in the caseload of tribunals, as judicial 

review courts.  As regards the assessment of tribunals‟ caseload, as judicial 

review courts, one must also take into account that, according to CPC, tribunals 

rule on the means of appeal against the district courts‟ judgments in commercial 

cases with a value up to RON 100,000 inclusively and civil cases with a value 

up to RON 500,000. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

annulled medium not 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 1052, 

1055, 

1065, 

1066 

The provisions of NCPC with regard to international civil proceedings regulate 

new applications where the jurisdiction over certain cases may belong to 

tribunals (rulings on the case either as first instance court or further to the 

exercise of the appeal against the district court‟s judgment).  Due to this fact, it 

can be assumed that there will be increase in the workload of tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 33 It is regulated the right to file a legal action in order to safeguard an interest 

which does not exist yet, if the petitioner meets certain requirements (he aims at 

preventing the infringement of a right or an irreparable damage).  The 

introduction of this regulation may lead to an increase in the number of cases, 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

including on the dockets of tribunals as first instance court. 

Civil NCPC 33  The provisions of Art.33 NCPC also apply to the disputes settled by tribunals as 

judicial review court.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 55 NCPC extends the scope of persons who can stand trial to all associations, 

companies and other entities without legal personality, provided they are 

lawfully established.  Such amendment may result in more cases on the dockets 

of tribunals as first instance court. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 55  The provisions of Art.55 NCPC also apply to the disputes settled by tribunals as 

judicial review court.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 358 NCPC allows the bailiff to perform the fact-finding procedure without prior 

approval of the court, an approval which is required only if the opposing party 

refuses to give its necessary consent or approval.  The new rule shall entail a 

decrease in the number of cases concerned with fact-finding procedures pending 

before tribunals as first instance. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 358 The provisions of Art.358 NCPC also apply to the disputes settled by tribunals 

as judicial review court.  The impact will be doubled by the decreased workload 

of tribunal judges further to the NCPC replacing the final appeal (ruled on by 3-

judge panels) with the appeal (ruled on by 2-judge panels) as the only means of 

appeal which can be filed against the resolution to reject the fact-finding 

motion. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 498 NCPC limits to one the number of challenges for annulment a party may file 

against a judgment, even if other grounds are invoked.  Prohibiting successive 

challenges for annulment should result in a reduced workload for tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 502 in 

relation to 

Art.498 

Under NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, the judgment issued on the 

challenge for annulment is subject to the same means of appeal as the appealed 

judgment.  In light of Art.498 para.(3) NCPC, the prohibition to file successive 

challenges for annulment, even if other grounds are raised, is likely to entail a 

decrease in tribunals‟ caseload further to the elimination of the means of appeal 

which could be filed against such judgments. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(1) 

NCPC introduces a new ground for revision of court judgments (i.e where, after 

the judgment became final, the Constitutional Court grants an 

non-

quantifiable 

increase medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

unconstitutionality plea raised in the case).  Since the raising of the 

unconstitutionality plea no longer triggers the stay of the trial during the 

settlement thereof, the risk of the Constitutional Court‟s decisions being issued 

after the final judgment is passed in the case is, theoretically, heightened.  

However, consequences on the tribunals‟ workload depend on the number of 

Constitutional Court‟s decisions admitting unconstitutionality pleas filed with 

these courts and which are issued after the completion of trial by issuance of 

final judgments.  In practice, the number of unconstitutionality pleas is expected 

to decline, as, in the absence of a suspensive effect, the parties are no longer 

inclined to use such pleas in order to procrastinate the settlement of cases 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation to 

Art.503 

para.(1) 

NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, provides that the judgment ruling on 

revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by the law for the revised 

judgment.  As an additional reason for the revision of judgments is established, 

the tribunals are likely to have an increase in their workload by ruling on the 

means of appeal filed against the judgments issued on the revision relying on 

this ground. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(2) 

Art. 503 para.(2) NCPC provides for the possibility to also seek revision of a 

court judgment not discussing the merits, in certain situations and under certain 

non-

quantifiable 

increase medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

conditions, which could cause an increased workload for tribunals, considering 

the range of actual situations in which such courts can issue judgments that do 

not discuss the merits. 

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation to 

Art.503 

para.(2) 

NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, provides that the judgment ruling on 

revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by the law for the revised 

judgment.  As an additional reason for the revision of judgments is established, 

the tribunals are likely to be relieved of ruling on the means of appeal filed 

against the judgments issued on the revision relying on this ground. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 534 NCPC extends the scope of disputes that may be submitted to arbitration, to 

include certain non-patrimonial claims.  The regulation creates the premises of 

relieving tribunals, as first instance, of certain non-patrimonial disputes. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 534 NCPC, by extending the scope of disputes that may be submitted to arbitration, 

to include certain non-patrimonial claims, is likely to entail a decrease in the 

caseload of tribunals, as courts of appeal, of certain non-patrimonial claims. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease delayed low 



  

 

68 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 615
32

 NCPC permits the direct enforcement, without the bailiff and the enforcement 

court to intervene, in relation to the enforcement of certain obligations.  This 

provision also has a direct impact by relieving tribunals of the cases where they 

would have judged the final appeals against the resolutions to reject motions for 

vesting with enforcement powers, as well as the appeals against the district 

courts‟ judgments to reject the motion for the approval of the enforcement
33

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 702 NCPC expressly forbids subsequent challenges to enforcement for reasons that 

already existed at the time of the first challenge.  This provision is likely to lead 

to a relief in the workload of district courts by discouraging the filing of 

successive challenges to enforcement by the applicants, after a first rejection of 

the action.  Correspondingly, the provision will have effects on the activity of 

tribunals, acting as courts of appeal in such cases. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 858, 859 The introduction of new rules regarding the submission of title to receivables non- decrease medium low 

                                                      

 

32 According to the Draft IL NCPC, Art.615 NCPC is resumed by Art.613 NCPC.  
33 According to the Draft IL NCPC, the creditor is entitled, however, to resort to the enforcement procedure if the respective obligations “to do” are not fulfilled without the intervention of the 

court bailiff. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

may limit the number of challenges to enforcement, particularly from third 

parties, regarding the distribution of the proceeds resulting from the 

enforcement.  This amendment is likely to relieve tribunals as courts of appeal 

in settling such applications. 

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 887 NCPC expressly gives the bailiff power to evict not only the debtor, but also 

persons who occupy the premises de facto or without a title enforceable against 

the creditor (while the current Art.579 CPC, subject to a restrictive 

interpretation, allows the bailiff to evict only the debtor).  This clarification 

should cause the decrease of the number of eviction claims pending before 

district courts, as well as, consequently, the number of appeals in such cases 

pending at tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 601 By establishing the exclusive competence of the courts of appeal to rule on the 

action for the annulment of arbitral awards, NCPC excludes the tribunals‟ 

competence on such actions.  This leads to a decreased caseload for tribunals.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 52 Unlike CPC, NCPC permits resolutions dismissing a request for recusal to be 

challenged by final appeal, in cases where the judgment issued in the case is 

final.  This change could lead to an increase in the number of cases on the 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

dockets of tribunals, as judicial review courts. 

Civil NCPC 63 The resolution rejecting a motion to intervene as inadmissible, which at present 

may only be appealed together with the judgment on the merits, shall be subject 

to appeal separately under NCPC, unlike the current regulation where such 

judgment may be appealed only together with the merits judgment.  

Consequently, an increase in the caseload of tribunals as appeal courts may be 

predicted
34

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 68 NCPC sets forth a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of motions for 

compulsory joinder of a nonparty.  Such a procedure is not currently regulated, 

and the courts have the obligation to order the joinder of nonparties upon the 

request of the plaintiff or the defendant, without being able to rule on the 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

                                                      

 

34 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.63 para.(3) and (4) of NCPC by eliminating the provisions on the possibility to separately appeal the resolution whereby the motion to 

intervene is rejected as inadmissible.  Insofar such provision enters into force, the impact identified with regard to this specific provision of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

admissibility of such motion.  The resolution denying preliminary admissibility 

is subject to a separate appeal, which may increase the caseload of tribunals
35

. 

Civil NCPC 73 NCPC introduces a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of motions for 

impleader, as opposed to the current regulation according to which, when a 

motion for impleader is submitted, the court has the obligation to order the 

joinder of the nonparty and to summon it.  The resolution denying preliminary 

admissibility is subject to appeal, which may increase the caseload of 

tribunals
36

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 76 NCPC introduces a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of interpleader 

motions, as opposed to the current regulation, according to which, when an 

interpleader motion is filed, the court has the obligation to order the joinder of 

the person indicated as holder of the right and to summon him.  The resolution 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

                                                      

 

35 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the elimination of the provisions on the possibility to separately appeal the resolution whereby the motion for compulsory joinder of a nonparty is rejected as 

inadmissible.  Insofar such provision enters into force, the impact identified with regard to this specific provision of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
36 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the elimination of the provisions on the possibility to separately appeal the resolution whereby the motion for impleader is rejected as inadmissible.  Insofar such 

provision enters into force, the impact identified with regard to this specific provision of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

denying preliminary admissibility is subject to appeal, which may increase the 

caseload of tribunals
37

. 

Civil NCPC 131 NCPC regulates, as a novelty, the conflict of jurisdiction among panels, which 

is to be settled by the appropriate panel of the court ranking higher than the one 

where the conflict occurred, as well as the conflict of competence among 

divisions, solved by the appropriate division of the court ranking higher than the 

one where the conflict occurred.  This aspect may result in an increase of the 

caseload of tribunals, which will solve conflicts of jurisdiction between 

specialized panels or specialized divisions of the district courts within the 

jurisdiction of the relevant tribunal.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 400, 404 NCPC allows judgments acknowledging waiver of trial or of the disputed right 

to be challenged by final appeal, where the case is pending before the last 

instance court, a possibility which is not regulated by CPC.  The new provisions 

can lead to an increase in the caseload of tribunals having as object final appeals 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

37 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the elimination of the provisions on the possibility to separately appeal the resolution whereby the interpleader motion is rejected as inadmissible.  Insofar such 

provision enters into force, the impact identified with regard to this specific provision of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

against such judgments issued by district courts.  

Civil NCPC 415 NCPC institutes the possibility to file a final appeal against the judgment on 

obsolescence issued by the last instance court.  The new provisions can lead to 

an increase in the caseload of tribunals having as object final appeals against 

such judgments issued by district courts.  However, the impact of these 

provisions seems low, given the relatively low incidence of such cases, as well 

as the fact that a part of the current doctrine already accepts this possibility. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 134 NCPC establishes that joinder is possible solely in the first instance stage;  

according to CPC, such measure may be taken in the appeal and final appeal 

stages as well.  This could lead to more cases on the dockets of tribunals (cases 

in appeal or final appeal which previously could be joined, but to which this 

institution no longer applies). 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium / 

delayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 353-357 Unlike CPC, which established that resolutions on preservation of evidence may 

be challenged separately by final appeal (if the request was made separately) or 

together with the judgment on the merits, by the means of appeal provided by 

the law against the judgment on the case merits (if the request for preservation 

of evidence was made during the trial), according to NCPC, the resolution 

admitting the request for preservation of evidence is not subject to any means of 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

appeal, while the resolution denying such request may only be challenged by 

appeal.  The amendment brought in this matter could lead to fewer cases on the 

dockets of tribunals, as well as to a lesser workload for tribunal judges, since 

appeals are settled by panel of 2 judges, while final appeals, permitted under the 

current regulation, require panels of 3 judges. 

Civil NCPC 453 

para.(2) 

NCPC institutes an exception to the principle of the hierarchy of the means of 

appeal, that is, the possibility for the parties to waive, under certain conditions, 

an ordinary means of appeal (the appeal) in favor of an exceptional means of 

appeal (the final appeal), which may result in less caseload for tribunals.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 453 

para.(3) 

NCPC expressly allows the parties to concurrently file exceptional means of 

appeal, which may increase the caseload of tribunals with such cases, 

condensed in a much shorter period of time and also with cases involving means 

of appeal against judgments passed by district courts in exceptional means of 

appeal
38

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

38
 To this effect, the Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of ART.453 para.(3) NCPC, by establishing that, from among the extraordinary means of appeal, the final appeal is to take 

priority. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 671 In certain cases, when the asset identification and the acts of enforcement are to 

be performed at the domicile of another person than the debtor, to the bailiff 

must obtain the prior authorization of the enforcement court, which is issued 

either together with the approval of enforcement, or separately.  This 

requirement may create additional workload for the enforcement courts, as well 

as for tribunal, acting as judicial review courts.  However, due to the estimated 

low frequency of requests to authorize the identification of assets located at the 

domicile of another person, the impact is expected to be low as well. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 680 NCPC permits creditors to intervene in enforcement procedures initiated by 

other creditors, under certain conditions.  The enforcement court‟s resolutions 

admitting such intervention are not subject to any appeal, while resolutions 

denying intervention are subject to appeal only.  The new regulation entails 

possible increase in the workload of tribunals, as courts competent to settle 

appeals in such cases.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 916 As a novelty, NCPC provides that the judgment given in divorce matters may 

also be subject to revision and challenge for annulment, save when one of the 

spouses remarried.  This regulation may determine an increased number of such 

cases pending before tribunals, due to the fact that, according to CPC, the 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

divorce judgment is not subject to revision in all cases. 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation to 

Art.916  

Since revision is set to be available against divorce judgments as well (Art.916 

para.(3) NCPC) and since the ruling on revision is subject to the same means of 

appeal under law as those available against the challenged judgment, the 

caseload of tribunals may increase with cases involving means of appeal lodged 

against rulings on revision in divorce matters. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 41 The increase in the number of grounds for judges‟ incompatibility, also 

applicable to prosecutors, judicial assistants and court clerks may result in an 

increased number of applications for recusal/abstention, generating an increase 

in the workload of courts.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 451 NCPC entitles courts to reject as inadmissible the wrong means of appeal that 

rely on inaccurate mentions from the operative part of challenged judgments, as 

opposed to the current situation when courts may state correct means of appeal 

ex officio .  The judgment rejecting the appeal as inadmissible is served to all 

litigating parties, and a new term for filing the means of appeal provided by law 

starts running as of such service date. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 995 The Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.995 para.(2) NCPC, non- increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

stipulating that, within 10 days from service, the creditor may lodge an appeal 

against judgments given by district courts on requests seeking the annulment of 

the resolution through which the bailiff ascertains that the payment has been 

made and the debtor is released, which could result in an increased caseload of 

tribunals, as judicial review courts
39

. 

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 941 

para.(1) 

The Draft IL NCPC amends Art.941 para.(1) NCPC, providing that, in order to 

file a motion for the establishment of pre-judgment seizure, the creditor does 

not have to individualize the assets on which he requests the seizure.  The 

simplification, from the creditor‟s perspective, of the conditions regarding the 

filing of a motion for the establishment of pre-judgment seizure could increase 

the tribunals‟ caseload with such claims
40

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase Immediate low 

Civil NCPC 947-956 NCPC establishes the jurisdiction to establish the pre-judgment seizure on civil 

ships in favor of tribunals with territorial jurisdiction over the place where the 

ship is situated, which might generate in practice an increase in the caseload of 

non-

quantifiable 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

39
 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.995 para.(2) NCPC.  

40
 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.941 para.(1) NCPC.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

tribunals having territorial jurisdiction over towns with access to the sea or 

rivers.  Currently, the establishment of a ship seizure is regulated by Art.907, 

908, 910, 911, 914 of the Commercial Code, which, with regard to the actual 

procedure of setting up the seizure, make reference to the general law provided 

by CPC.  

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 958 The Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.958 NCPC, by 

introducing a new paragraph, i.e. para.(2), which provides that, in the motion for 

bank garnishment, the creditor does not have to individualize the garnished third 

parties in relation to which he requests the establishment of garnishment.  The 

simplification, from the creditor‟s perspective, of the conditions for filing the 

motion for the establishment of bank seizure may entail an increased caseload 

for the tribunals by such claims
41

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 980 NCPC replaces the final appeal against the judgment for partition with the 

appeal, which may have a positive impact on the workload of judges from 

tribunals, as judicial review courts, since the panel will be made of 2 judges 

quantifiable decrease medium low 

                                                      

 

41
 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.958 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

(appeal panel) instead of 3 judges (final appeal panel). 

Civil NCPC 455 NCPC expressly sets forth the possibility of the parties to challenge only the 

considerations of the judgment providing solutions for legal issues not 

pertaining to the relevant trial, those qualified to be “incorrect” or containing 

factual findings injuring the party.  As a consequence, there might be a certain 

increase in the number of appeals / final appeals thus filed, and, implicitly, an 

increase in the caseload of tribunals.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

492 The Draft IL NCPC provides that quashing followed by referral for retrial may 

be ordered by final appeal courts (only tribunals and courts of appeal) only once 

during the trial, when the court issuing the judgment subject to final appeal 

settled the trial without examination on the merits or the trial was made in the 

absence of the party who was not duly summoned for both production of 

evidence and debates on the merits.  Similar legislative solutions have already 

been introduced by Law No.202/2010.  We may anticipate that these provisions 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

are likely to have a positive impact on the judges‟ caseload, as well as on the 

duration of trial
42

. 

Civil NCPC 1035-

1038 

NCPC provides a new procedure regarding the registration in the land book of 

security interests in real property gained through usucapio, which will be settled 

by the district courts as a first instance court and by the tribunals as appeal 

courts.  The speed and the simplification of the procedure, create the premises 

of a considerable number of such cases being filed, At the same time the 

number of cases seeking the acknowledgment of the ownership right gained 

through usucapio under general law procedures may be expected to increase. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled medium not 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 58 NCPC extends the scope of co-participation as defendants or plaintiffs to the 

case where there is a tight connection between the parties‟ rights and 

obligations.   

Such a regulation could lead to fewer cases on the dockets of tribunals, but at 

the same time, this regulation entails an increase in the number of cases of a 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

                                                      

 

42
 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.492 NCPC. 



  

 

81 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

higher complexity.  This regulation will influence the number of cases on the 

dockets of tribunals as first instance court.   

Civil NCPC 58 The provisions of Art.58 of the NCPC shall also apply to the disputes to be tried 

by tribunals as judicial review courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 

Civil NCPC 626 NCPC provides new documents which may become enforcement orders, 

creating the premises of an increase in the number of cases related to the 

enforcement proceedings.  This increase may also impact the number of cases 

before tribunals, acting as courts of appeal for judgments issued by district 

courts with regard to the applications for approval of enforcement and with 

regard to the challenges to enforcement.  On the other hand, such provisions 

may relieve the tribunals of caseload, further to the elimination of the creditors‟ 

obligation to initiate distinct actions seeking enforcement orders against the 

debtors, actions which would be tried by tribunals as first instance courts or as 

judicial review courts.  The courts‟ relief is expected to exceed their workload 

as a result of the challenges to enforcement filed by the debtors which are faced 

with enforcement by means of orders that are not judgments, as not all debtors 

shall file challenges to enforcement and, moreover, not all first instance 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

judgments settling such challenges are challenged by means of appeal
43

. 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

643 IL regulates as a novelty the institution on the replacement by the enforcement 

court of the court bailiff with another court bailiff indicated by the creditor.  The 

replacement shall be ordered upon request of the creditor justified by solid 

reasons.  This procedure may give raise to a potential increase in the caseload of 

the tribunals, which are the courts having jurisdiction over settling the appeal 

against decisions of the district courts in such matters.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 903 NCPC establishes the exclusive competence of District Court of Sector 5 

Bucharest to settle divorce petitions, if neither party is domiciled in Romania 

and if the spouses have not consented to file the divorce petition with another 

district court mutually agreed upon.  As the settlement of the appeal is under the 

jurisdiction of Bucharest Tribunal, the number of cases with such object and 

pending before this court may increase.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

                                                      

 

43 The Draft IL NCPC provides for a comeback to the CPC system as regards the authenticated documents which may be enforced, i.e. only the documents which acknowledge an uncontested, 

due and payable receivable. The analysis on the impact of Art.626 NCPC remain valid unless the Draft IL NCPC implements the envisaged amendments.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

92 

Item 1
1 

According to the draft IL NCPC, tribunals are to be relieved of the settlement of 

final appeals against the judgments issued by the district courts in claims 

regarding receivables seeking payment of an amount of up to RON 2.000 

inclusively, such challenges no longer being likely to be challenged.  This 

provision is not to be found in the NCPC version analyzed in Report I, as it was 

included in the Draft IL NCPC and was implemented in current legislation by 

Law No.202/2010
44

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low/mediu

m 

Crimin

al 

NCrPC 26 in 

relation to 

Art.92 

item 1 

letter l) 

NCPC 

The criminal law court may sever the civil action and refer it for settlement to 

the civil court, much easier than under the current regulation, whenever the 

settlement thereof would affect the reasonable duration of the criminal trial.  As 

such, the caseload of tribunals acting as first instance courts may increase as a 

result of the increase in the number of cases generated by civil actions severed 

from criminal cases concerning damages of over RON 100,000.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Crimin NCrPC 26 in 

relation to 

The provisions of the NCPC shall result in the increase in the caseload of the 

tribunals acting as first instance courts against the judgments passed by district 

non- increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

44 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of Art.92 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

al Art.93 

item 2 of 

the NCPC 

courts in cases concerning civil actions severed from criminal trials regarding 

damages of up to RON 100,000, inclusively. 

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Crimin

al 

NCrPC 26, 478, 

486 

in relation 

to Art.92 

item 1 

letter l) 

NCPC 

Art. 478 NCrPC regulates the special procedure of the guilty plea bargain.  In 

such event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the defendant 

shall operate as a document instituting proceedings, the court having to rule on 

the said bargain.  Should the bargain be sustained, in case the parties fail to 

amicably settle the civil action, the latter shall be severed and referred to the 

relevant civil court.  Consequently, this legislative solution may result in an 

increase in the number of cases pending before tribunals for such civil actions 

regarding damages of over RON 100,000.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Crimin

al 

NCrPC 26, 478, 

486 

in relation 

to Art.92 

item 1 

letter l) 

The provisions of the NCPC shall result in the increase in the caseload of the 

tribunals acting as first instance courts against the judgments passed by district 

courts in cases concerning civil actions severed from criminal trials  which 

sustained guilty plea bargain, however without amicably settling the civil 

matters concerning damages of up to RON 100,000, inclusively. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

NCPC 
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Impact items identified for courts of appeal 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 92, 93 Appeals against judgments passed in civil cases that involved amounts of 

RON 100,001 to RON 500,000 shall be transferred from tribunals to courts of 

appeal.   

quantifiable increase medium high 

Civil NCPC 92, 93, 

477 

Courts of appeal shall no longer solve final appeals in civil matters in disputes 

having as object applications with a value of RON 100,001 – 500,000 (as 

decisions pronounced in applications of a value up to RON 500,000 can no 

longer be challenged by final appeal).  A decrease of the workload of courts 

of appeal may occur in the light of such causes, since appeals are solved by a 

panel of 2 judges, and final appeals are solved by panels of 3 judges. 

quantifiable decrease medium high 

Civil NCPC 93 Any claims not expressly assigned by law to other courts, shall no longer fall 

under the jurisdiction of district courts – but of the tribunals, as the tribunal 

becomes the court of law with so-called “general jurisdiction” over settling 

the cases in first instance;  therefore the workload of courts of appeal as 

judicial review courts in such cases will increase.  

partially 

quantifiable 

increase medium high 

Civil NCPC 92 para. 

1 let.i) 

Unlike CPC, judgments issued by district courts on claims for judicial 

partition are subject only to appeal before the tribunal, notwithstanding the 

quantifiable 

 

decrease medium  high 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

and k), 

477, 980  

amount of the estate subject to partition.  Therefore, the courts of appeal will 

no longer solve final appeals against the judgments issued by the tribunals 

during the appeal stage, within the claims for judicial partition having a value 

of more than RON 100,000.  

 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.a) and 

j), 477 

Inheritance claims, other than those involving the end of joint indivisible 

succession shall be transferred to the competence of tribunals, as first instance 

courts, when the value of the claim is above RON 100,000, as well as non-

financially assessable inheritance claims, due to the fact that, under the 

NCPC, district courts are no longer competent to solve this type of claims, 

regardless of their value.  Therefore, the courts of appeal will solve the 

appeals against the judgments issued on such matters by the tribunals, as first 

instance courts.  On the other hand, the courts of appeal will be relieved of the 

settlement of final appeals in the said cases. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

 

decrease medium medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.i), 477 

Judgments issued in the claims for the repair of damage caused by judicial 

errors are subject, according to NCPC, to appeal before the courts of appeal
45

, 

which will be relieved of settling final appeals on these matters.  

quantifiable 

 

 

decrease 

 

medium 

 

medium 

 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.j), 460 

Civil claims which are not financially assessable, save for those involving the 

obligation “to do”, as well as land-related claims, including petitions or 

possessory claims filed by the third parties whose rights have been injured 

shall be transferred from district courts to tribunals, as first instance court, by 

virtue of the full competence which has been assigned to the tribunals.  

Therefore, courts of appeal will be relieved of the final appeals against the 

judgments issued on such cases by the tribunals, and they will solve only 

appeals on these matters.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

 

 

 

decrease medium medium 

                                                      

 

45 According to Art.2821  CPC, as amended by Law No. 202/2010, judgments in cases on the repair of damage caused by judicial errors are not subject to appeal.  Currently, final appeal may be 

filed against such judgments before the courts of appeal. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 941, 957, 

958, 959, 

962 

NCPC maintains the rule from the current legislation regarding competence 

over pre-judgment measures in that requests in this matter are to be filed with 

the court competent to try the merits of the case (district courts, tribunals, 

courts of appeal).  As regards the means of appeal on these matters, NCPC 

provides for the replacement of the final appeal by the appeal in the cases 

settled by the district courts and tribunals as first instance courts.  Therefore, 

the courts of appeal will be relieved of the final appeals against the judgments 

issued by tribunals, and they will solve only appeals on these matters. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

 

 

decrease medium  low 

Civil NCPC 137 Motions for change of venue on grounds of legitimate suspicion are 

transferred from the jurisdiction of HCCJ to the jurisdiction of courts of 

appeal with regard to cases pending before district courts and tribunals
46

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate high 

Civil NCPC 515 Any court vested with the settlement of the case shall be competent under 

NCPC to rule on the newly-regulated challenge against trial stalling, 

whereby, invoking the violation of the right to the settlement on the case 

non-

quantifiable 

increase medium medium 

                                                      

 

46 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.137 para.(1) of the NCPC, to the effect of assigning the jurisdiction of courts of appeal over settling motions for change of venue for 

legitimate suspicion reasons with respect to cases pending before district courts and tribunals as well. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

within an optimum and foreseeable term, either party may requests that 

measures be taken with a view to avoid this situation.  Whereas, in its 

entirety, the procedure is intended to play a major part in speeding up the 

ruling on the cases, it can be anticipated that the parties will frequently resort 

to this procedure, increasing the caseload of courts of appeal. 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 518 Complaints against the tribunal‟s decision overruling the challenge on trial 

stalling are to be solved by courts of appeal as superior courts in a panel of 3 

judges.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed medium 

Civil NCPC 92 Pursuant to the transfer of jurisdiction from tribunals to district courts as 

regards the settlement of lawsuits involving obligations “to do” in 

commercial matters, non-assessable in money in first instance courts, the 

courts of appeal shall be relieved from ruling on appeals filed against 

judgments issued by first instance courts in such matters.  In addition, the 

courts of appeal shall be relieved of settling final appeals in cases 

contemplating eviction claims in commercial matters (Law 202/2010 

terminated the appeal in such matters, and kept the final appeal only).  

According to Art.477 of the NCPC, the decisions issued in cases involving 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

obligations “to do” or evictions are not subject to final appeal anymore
47

. 

Civil NCPC 82, 83, 

480 

More restrictive conditions for representation of individuals, legal entities and 

lawfully established entities without legal personality could result in decrease 

of caseload of the courts of appeal as first instance court, given that the 

financial factor could prevent a significant number of litigants, to seek 

specialized services.
48

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate medium 

                                                      

 

47
 According to Art.2821  CPC, as amended by Law No. 202/2010, judgments in commercial eviction cases are not subject to appeal.  Currently, final appeal may be filed against such judgments 

before the courts of appeal. 
48 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of GEO No.51/2008, should the judgment passed in the case for which the public judicial aid was approved is subject to final appeal, the public 

judicial aid awarded in the previous trial stage shall de jure be extended over the drafting of the claim and grounds for final appeal, and over the exercise and arguing thereof.  A new term shall 

start to run for the exercise of the final appeal from the date of confirmation or appointment of the lawyer. 

To a similar extent, the Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of Art.13 of GEO No.51/2008, providing that, following the insertion of the application for the award of the 

public judicial aid, the term to exercise the means of appeal shall be interrupted only once, if the applicant files supporting evidence within 10 days at the most.  A new term for the exercise of 

the means of appeal shall start running from the date the resolution settling the application for public judicial aid is served, or from the date the resolution settling the reexamination claim is 

served, as the case may be. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 82, 83, 

480 

Considerations on the impact of Art.82, Art.83 and Art.480 of the NCPC shall 

also be applicable in the case of disputes settled by courts of appeal as 

judicial review courts.49 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium medium 

Civil NCPC 877 NCPC simplifies the forced execution procedure in case of immovable assets, 

by introducing a presumption that any obligation to deliver, to transfer the 

possession or use it, or to observe a court order in this respect includes an 

obligation to evict.  Under the CPC regulation, the courts‟ practice is not 

unitary, and, in many cases, the creditors have to initiate an action for 

eviction to be awarded the takeover of the building.  The analyzed provision 

would relieve the district courts and tribunals of a number of actions for 

eviction filed by the holder of a right in rem over the building obtained in 

court, as the latter is no longer held to obtain a dissenting eviction judgment 

against the holder.  The decrease of the number of case files will reflect upon 

courts of appeal, as courts competent to settle means of appeal against 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium medium 

                                                      

 

49 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of GEO No.51/2008, should the judgment passed in the case for which the public judicial aid was approved is subject to final appeal, the public 

judicial aid awarded in the previous trial stage shall de jure be extended over the drafting of the claim and grounds for final appeal, and over the exercise and arguing thereof.  A new term shall 

start to run for the exercise of the final appeal from the date of confirmation or appointment of the lawyer. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

tribunal‟s judgments in such matters. 

Civil NCPC 477 The NCPC provides new categories of litigation for which the final appeal is 

no longer a means of appeal which will relive the courts of appeal 

accordingly (claims on nullity, annulment or dissolution of marriage, 

applications for minor child‟s entrustment, or permitting the parent to have 

personal relations with him, and claims for returning the minor child from the 

persons that keep him without any right, claims on joint walls and ditches, 

distance of constructions and plantations, right of passage, and any easements 

or restrictions of the ownership right provided by law, established by the 

parties or instituted in courts, claims on changing boundaries or claims on 

quantifiable decrease delayed medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

putting boundaries, claims on the obligation „to do” which may not be 

financially assessed, claims on judicial partition, irrespective of the value).
50

  

).  

Civil NCPC 474 NCPC provides that the court of appeal shall not refer the case for retrial to 

the first instance court, if it establishes that the inferior court incorrectly 

settled the trial without settling the merits of the case, or the judgment was 

performed in the absence of the party which was not duly summoned, except 

for the case when the parties expressly request it.  Referral for retrial may 

only be ordered once throughout the trial.  Similar legislative solutions have 

already been introduced by Law No.202/2010 and are expected to create a 

positive impact on workload (particularly judges‟), including courts of appeal, 

as well as on trial duration. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

                                                      

 

50 In addition, the Draft IL NCPC provides that the claims on civil navigation and activity in ports, labor disputes, claims on matters of expropriation, and claims on the reparation of damages 

caused by means of judicial errors shall no longer be subject to final appeal. The claims provided under the Draft IL NCPC shall be settled by tribunals as first instance, and the appeal shall be 

settled by courts of appeal.  According to CPC, labor disputes and claims on the reparation of damages caused by judicial errors were settled in first instance by tribunals, and the courts of appeal 

had jurisdiction over settling the final appeal.  According to the new Art.477 para.(2), NCPC shall have no effects on the actual caseload of the courts of appeal, but on the workload of the judges 

of such courts thatshall no longer settle the means of appeal in a 3-judge panel (final appeal panel), but in a 2-judge panel (appeal panel). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 629 NCPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to settle 

requests for rendering enforceable arbitral awards and deeds authenticated by 

Romanian diplomatic or consular authorities abroad.  This amendment will 

also result in a shift of jurisdiction in favor of courts of appeal, as courts that 

hold jurisdiction to solve the means of appeal against judgments issued by 

tribunals
51

.  

quantifiable increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 137 Courts of appeal no longer have to rule on motions for change of venue on 

grounds of kinship or in-law relations in cases before tribunals, which are no 

longer regulated by NCPC. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 1052, 

1055, 

1065, 

1066 

The NCPC provisions regarding international civil proceedings regulate new 

cases where jurisdiction for solving certain cases may belong to courts of 

appeal, as judicial review bodies for judgments issued in a number of cases 

by the tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 33 NCPC permits legal action be filed in order to protect an interest which does non- increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

51 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the requirement of having enforcement powers granted by means of separate resolutions.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

not yet exist, if the petitioner meets the certain requirements (seeks to prevent 

a right from being breached or a damage from occurring).  The introduction 

of this provision may result in an increase in the caseload of courts of appeal, 

as first instance court.  

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 33 Considerations on the impact of the provisions of Art.33 of the NCPC are 

also applicable to the disputes which are tried by courts of appeal as judicial 

review courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium/ 

delayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 55 NCPC extends the scope of persons who can stand trial to all associations, 

companies and other entities without legal personality provided that they are 

legally established.  Such amendment may result in increase of the number of 

case files pending with courts of appeal as first instance court.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 55 Considerations on the impact of the provisions of Art.55 of the NCPC are 

also applicable to the disputes which are tried by courts of appeal as judicial 

review courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium/ 

delayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 358 The new rule shall entail a decrease in the number of case files concerning the 

fact-finding procedure before courts of appeal, as judicial review court 

settling overruling judgments passed by tribunals in such matters.  

non-

quantifiable 

decrease medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Additionally, a reduction of workload of judges from the courts of appeal 

may be expected, considering that the sole means of appeal against an 

unfavorable resolution will be the appeal (judged by a panel of 2 judges, 

while the final appeal, available under the current regulation, required panels 

of 3 judges). 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 498 NCPC provides that a judgment challenged by a challenge for annulment may 

no longer be challenged by the same party by a new challenge for annulment, 

even if other reasons are pleaded, thus prohibiting the submission of 

successive challenges for annulment, which results in a decrease in the 

caseload of the courts of appeal.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 502 in 

relation 

to 

Art.498 

According to NCPC, and the current regulation at the same time, the 

judgment passed on the challenge for annulment is subject to the same means 

of appeal as the challenged judgment.  Taking into account the provisions of 

Art.498 para.(3) of the NCPC, the interdiction to submit successive 

challenges for annulment, even if other grounds are pleaded, is likely to  

relieve the courts of appeal of settling means of appeal which could be filed 

against such judgments. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(1) 

Art. 503 para.(1) item 11 NCPC introduces new grounds for revising court 

judgments (i.e. where, after the judgment became final, the Constitutional 

Court grants an unconstitutionality plea raised in the case).  Since the 

unconstitutionality plea thus raised no longer stays the trial of the case 

throughout the settlement thereof, there is a theoretical risk that the 

Constitutional Court‟s decisions be passed after the final settlement of the 

case in the case is heightened.  However, consequences on the workload of 

district courts depend on the number of Constitutional Court‟s decisions 

admitting the unconstitutionality pleas filed with such courts and passed after 

the completion of the trials by means of final judgments.  Moreover, the 

number of unconstitutionality pleas is expected to decline, as pleading of such 

plea does not lead to the suspension of the case. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation 

to 

Art.503 

para.(1) 

As the current regulation, NCPC provides that the judgment passed with 

respect to revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by law for the 

reviewed judgment.  Taking into account that an additional ground for 

reviewing judgments is established, the caseload of courts of appeal may be 

overloaded by cases contemplating the means of challenge filed against the 

judgments passed with respect to the revisions grounded on  this new reason. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(2) 

Art. 503 para.(2) NCPC permits the submission of revisions against court 

judgments not discussing the merits as well, in cases and conditions expressly 

provided for by the law, which may lead to overloading of the courts of 

appeal with applications for revision grounded on this legal provision.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation 

to 

Art.503 

para.(2) 

As the current regulation, NCPC provides that the judgment passed with 

respect to revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by law for the 

reviewed judgment.  Taking into account that the possibility to submit 

revisions against judgments not discussing the merits is granted, courts of 

appeal may be overloaded by cases contemplating means of appeal filed 

against the judgments passed on the revision. 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 626 NCPC provides new documents, other than judgments, which may be 

enforced.  It is thus expected a decrease in the number of cases related to the 

judicial proceedings of obtaining enforcement orders.  The workload of courts 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

of appeals will decrease due to the elimination of final appeals in actions 

brought by creditors to obtain an enforcement order.52 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

585 The Draft IL NCPC provides that action for annulment may be filed 

separately against resolutions passed by arbitral tribunals whereby the 

arbitration was stayed, pre-judgment or preliminary measures were taken or 

the intimation of the Constitutional Court was dismissed as inadmissible.  

Considering that the parties are given the opportunity to file an action for 

annulment against the arbitral tribunal‟s resolutions contemplating the above 

measures, the caseload of courts of appeal acting as courts having jurisdiction 

over settling actions for annulment may increase
53

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

599  The Draft IL NCPC provides a new ground for filing the action for annulment 

against the arbitral award, i.e. if, subsequent to such award being passed, the 

Constitutional Court sustains the unconstitutionality plea raised in the case.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

52 The Draft IL NCPC provides for a comeback to the CPC system as regards the authenticated documents which may be enforced, i.e. only the documents which acknowledge an uncontested, 

due and payable receivable.  The analysis on the impact of Art.626 NCPC remains valid unless the Draft IL implements the envisaged amendments. 
53 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of Art.585 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Considering that a new reason for filing the action for annulment against the 

arbitral award is established, the caseload of the courts of appeal may 

increase.  In this case as well, the impact on the actual caseload of the courts 

of appeal depends on the number of the Constitutional Court‟s decisions 

sustaining the unconstitutionality plea raised in the case which are passed 

subsequent to the resolution of the arbitral dispute
54

.  

Civil NCPC 604 NCPC confers exclusive jurisdiction to rule on action for annulment of the 

arbitral award to courts of appeal, the consequence being the increase of 

workload of these courts.  According to NCPC, the action for annulment of an 

arbitral award will be settled by the courts of appeal in a 3 judges panel, as 

opposed to the current provisions, when such case file are ruled by a 1 judge 

panel.55 

quantifiable increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

54 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of Art.599 NCPC. 
55 On the other hand, Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.604 NCPC, in the sense that the judgments of the courts of appeal admitting the action for the annulment of arbitral 

awards shall be subject to final appeal, which may relieve the HCCJ of the final appeals against judgments issued by the courts of appeal admitting actions for annulment of arbitral awards, with 

the consequence that the workload of this court shall be decreased. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 601 NCPC provides exclusive jurisdiction over settling the action for annulment 

of the arbitral award to courts of appeal.  Another effect of this regulation is 

that the courts of appeal will be relieved from ruling on final appeals against 

judgments of tribunals settling challenges for annulment.  

quantifiable decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 52 NCPC introduces the possibility to file a final appeal against the judgment 

rejecting the application for recusal, when the judgment issued in the case is 

final. 

Therefore, this provision could lead to an increased caseload of the courts of 

appeal, as judicial review courts regarding resolutions issued by tribunals 

overruling applications for recusal in matters where the judgment is final.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 63 NCPC introduces the possibility to separately challenge the resolution 

overruling a motion to intervene as inadmissible, which at present may only 

be challenged jointly with the judgment issued on the merits of the case.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Therefore an increase in the caseload of courts of appeal acting as judicial 

review courts may be predicted
56

.  

Civil NCPC 68 NCPC sets forth a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of motions for 

compulsory joinder of non-parties.  Currently, such procedure is not 

regulated, and the courts are bound to order the joinder of non-parties to the 

case upon request of plaintiff or defendant, without being able to rule on the 

admissibility of such claim.  The resolution upholding the prima facie 

inadmissibility may be separately challenged, which may result in an increase 

in the workload of courts of appeal.
57

 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 73 NCPC introduces a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of motions for 

impleader, unlike the current regulation when, after receiving the motion for 

impleader, the court is bound to join the non-party to the case and to summon 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

                                                      

 

56 The Draft IL NCPC is expected to amend the provisions of Art.63 paras.(3) and (4) of the NCPC, to the effect of eliminating the provisions on the possibility of separately challenging the 

resolution overruling the motion to intervene as inadmissible.  Should this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
57 The Draft IL NCPC is expected to eliminate the provisions on the possibility of separately challenging the resolution overruling the motion for joinder of non-parties as inadmissible.  Should 

this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

him.  The resolution upholding the prima facie inadmissibility may be 

separately challenged, which may increase the workload of courts of appeal.
58

 

Civil NCPC 76 NCPC establishes a procedure for the preliminary admissibility of 

interpleader motions, unlike the current regulation when, after receiving the 

motion for interpleader, the court is bound to join the party indicated as being 

the holder of the right and to summon him.  The resolution upholding the 

prima facie inadmissibility may be separately challenged, which may increase 

the caseload of courts of appeal.
59

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 131 As a novelty, NCPC establishes that the conflict of jurisdiction among panels 

is solved by the relevant panel of the court ranking higher than the one where 

the conflict occurred, as well as the conflict of competence among divisions, 

when the conflict is solved by the relevant division of the court ranking 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

58 The Draft IL NCPC is expected to eliminate the provisions on the possibility of separately challenging the resolution overruling the motion for impleader as inadmissible.  Should this 

provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
59 The Draft IL NCPC is expected to eliminate the provisions on the possibility of separately challenging the resolution overruling the motion for interpleader as inadmissible.  Should this 

provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 



  

 

105 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

higher than the one where the conflict occurred.  

This may entail an increase in the number of cases at the level of courts of 

appeal, as a result of solving conflicts of jurisdiction among panels or 

divisions of tribunals.  

Civil NCPC 400, 404 The provisions of NCPC allow the filing of a final appeal against the 

judgment acknowledging the waiver of the proceedings in the final appeal or 

of the disputed right, in cases where the proceedings are pending before last 

instance court, a possibility which is not regulated under the CPC.  The new 

provisions may lead to increase in the number of cases on the dockets of 

courts of appeal having as object final appeals against the relevant judgments 

issued by tribunals.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 415 NCPC institutes the possibility to file a final appeal against the judgment on 

obsolescence issued by the last instance court.  Therefore, the increase of 

relative cases on the dockets of courts of appeal may be predicted, by adding 

the final appeals against such decisions passed by tribunals. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 455 NCPC expressly institutes the possibility for the parties to challenge only the 

rationale of the judgment solving points of law that do not pertain to the 

non-

quantifiable 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

relevant trial, rationale deemed as “erroneous” or including de facto findings 

prejudicing the party.  Consequently, there might be a certain increase in the 

number of appeals /final appeals thus lodged, and the consequence will be an 

increase in the workload of the courts of appeal.  

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 134 NCPC establishes that the joinder is only possible before the first instance 

court.  This may lead to an increase in the number of case files pending with 

the courts of appeal (matters in the appeal or final appeal stage that would 

have been subject to joinder and to which this institution no longer applies). 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium/del

ayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 353-357 The change in the rules concerning the means of appeal in relation to the 

preservation of evidence might lead to a reduction in the number of case files 

pending with the courts of appeal, further to discarding the means of appeal 

against the favorable resolution.  At the same time, reduced workload of 

judges from the courts of appeal will result from the fact that the sole means 

of appeal against an unfavorable resolution will be the appeal, which is heard 

by a panel of 2 judges, while the final appeal, available under the current 

regulation, required panels of 3 judges. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 453 NCPC institutes an exception to the principle of the hierarchy of the means of 

appeal, that is, the possibility for the parties to waive, under certain 

non- decrease delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

para.(2) conditions, an ordinary means of appeal (the appeal) in favor of an 

exceptional means of appeal (the final appeal), which may relieve courts of 

appeal from settling ordinary means of appeal. . 

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

Civil NCPC 453 

para.(3) 

NCPC expressly allows the parties to concurrently file exceptional means of 

appeal, which may lead to a rise in the number of such cases and, implicitly, 

increase the caseload of the courts of appeal. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 408 NCPC institutes the possibility to file a final appeal against the resolution to 

stay issued in final appeal.  This may lead to a possible increase in the 

number of cases on the dockets of the courts of appeal. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 127 According to the NCPC, judgments whereby a court declares itself lacking 

jurisdiction to settle the case may not be challenged (while CPC, before the 

entry into force of Law No.202/2010, permitted final appeal could be filed 

within 5 days). 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 916 As a novelty, NCPC provides that the judgment issued in divorce matters may 

also be subject to challenge for annulment or revision, save when one of the 

spouses remarried.  This may lead to an increased number of such cases at the 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

level of all courts, including courts of appeal. 

Civil NCPC 41 Considering the broadening in the scope of grounds for incompatibility, also 

applicable to prosecutors and court clerks the new regulation may generate a 

higher number of applications for recusal/abstention, thereby increasing the 

workload of courts of appeal. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 451 NCPC entitles courts to reject as inadmissible the wrong means of appeal that 

rely on inaccurate mentions from the operative part of challenged judgments, 

as opposed to the current situation when courts may state correct means of 

appeal ex officio.  Thus, the courts of appeals may experience additional 

workload due to solving the first means of appeal as well as the correct means 

of appeal. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 941, 962 NCPC replaces the means of final appeal with the appeal available against 

resolutions on the application for establishment or release from pre-judgment 

seizure, as well as on the applications for establishing or releasing from 

seizure.  The impact will be felt at the level of judges‟ caseload, because 

appeals are settled by panel of 2 judges (rather than the 3-judge panels 

required by the final appeal) without, however, overloading the dockets of 

quantifiable decrease medium low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

courts of appeal with such cases.  

Civil NCPC 492 Draft IL NCPC states that quashing followed by referral for retrial may be 

ordered by final appeal courts (i.e. tribunals and courts of appeal exclusively) 

only once during the trial, when the court issuing the judgment subject to 

final appeal settled the trial without examination on the merits or when the 

trial was not attended by the party who was not duly summoned for both 

production of evidence and debates on the merits.  Similar legislative 

solutions have already been introduced by Law No.202/2010.  We may 

anticipate that these provisions are likely to have a positive impact on judges‟ 

caseload, as well as on the duration of trial
60

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil Draft 

IL 

NCPC 

948 Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.948 para.(2) NCPC, 

establishing that the resolution on the application for establishment of pre-

judgment seizure on a civil ship is subject to appeal within 5 days of ruling.  

The amendment of Art.948 para.(2) NCPC proposed by IL NCPC is likely to 

cause an overload of courts of appeal with applications on the means of 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

60 Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.492 NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

appeal which may be filed against resolutions ruling for the establishment of 

pre-judgment seizure on a civil ship
61

 

Civil NCPC 539 NCPC eliminates the means of appeal available against judgments issued by 

tribunals on applications seeking to remove obstacles which may occur in the 

organization and conduct of arbitration, with the consequence that the courts 

of appeal will be relieved from ruling on final appeals filed in such matters. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 58 NCPC broadens the range of cases of co-participation as plaintiffs or 

defendants to include the hypothesis where the rights and obligations of the 

parties are closely related.  This regulation is expected to reduce the number 

of files in cases brought before courts of appeal, as first instance court.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 58 The rationale regarding the impact of Art.58 NCPC also applies with regard 

to the number of cases settled by the courts of appeal, as judicial review 

courts. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium/ 

delayed 

low 

                                                      

 

61 Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.948 para.(2) NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Criminal NCrPC 26 in 

relation 

to Art.94 

item 2 of 

NCPC 

Under NCrPC, civil actions may be severed from the criminal trial, much 

easier than under the current regulation.  Therefore, there is a possibility that 

the caseload of courts of appeal, as appeal courts, against decisions ruled by 

tribunals on civil actions severed from criminal cases regarding damage 

amounting to over RON 100,00062. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Criminal NCrPC 26, 478, 

486 in 

relation 

to Art.94 

item 2 

NCPC 

When a plea bargain is concluded between the prosecutor and defendant 

under Art.478 NCrPC, if the civil aspects of the case are not settled amicably, 

then the civil action shall be severed and referred to the relevant civil court 

for retrial.  Consequently, this legislative solution may lead to an increase in 

the caseload of courts of appeal, as appeal courts, against the resolutions 

given by tribunals in cases having as object civil actions severed from 

criminal cases regarding damage amounting to over RON 100,00063. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

 

                                                      

 

62 The Draft IL NCrPC amends Art.26 para.(1), the court being able to sever the civil action from the criminal one whenever the settlement of the civil action would exceed the reasonable 

duration of the criminal trial.  Therefore, the rule is no longer the disjoining, but the competence of the criminal law court. 
63 The Draft IL NCrPC amends Art.26 para.(1), the court being able to sever the civil action from the criminal one whenever the settlement of the civil action would exceed the reasonable 

duration of the criminal trial.  Therefore, the rule is no longer the disjoining, but the competence of the criminal law court. 
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Impact items identified for HCCJ 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 137 Motions for change of venue on grounds of legitimate doubt regarding cases 

pending before the district courts and tribunals shall be transferred from the 

jurisdiction of HCCJ to the tribunals64, respectively to the courts of appeal.  

Thus, the HCCJ workload is likely to decrease. 

partially 

quantifiable 

decrease immediate high 

Civil NCPC 477 A reduction in the number of final appeals pending before HCCJ is to be seen 

as far as cases from RON 100,001 to RON 500,000 inclusively are concerned.  

This reduction is determined by the narrowed scope of judgments subject to 

final appeal, due to the increase in the value threshold of financially assessable 

claims (i.e. from RON 100,000 to RON 500,000)
65

. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium 

delayed 

high 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.a) and 

Inheritance claims, other than those involving the end of joint indivisible 

succession shall be transferred to the competence of tribunals, as first instance 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed medium 

                                                      

 

64 The Draft IL NCPC eliminates the NCPC provision that tribunals are competent to rule on motions for change of venue and stipulates that the courts of appeal are competent on this matter. 
65 Furthermore, the Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.477 para.(2) NCPC, by eliminating the final appeal in the cases having as object the motions for expropriation.  Motions for 

expropriations are currently settled by tribunals, in first instance, the judgments of the tribunals being subject to appeal before the courts of appeal and the judgments issued by courts of appeal 

being subject to final appeal before HCCJ.  A potential elimination of the final appeal in the cases concerning motions for expropriation may decrease the HCCJ caseload.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

j), 477 courts, when the value of the claim is above RON 100,000, as well as non-

financially assessable inheritance claims, due to the fact that, under the NCPC, 

district courts are no longer competent to solve this type of claims, regardless 

of their value.  Therefore, HCCJ will solve the final appeals against the 

judgments issued on such matters, when the value of the claim exceeds RON 

500,000 or when the claims are not financially assessable.  

 

 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.i), 

477 

Judgments issued in the claims for the repair of damage caused by judicial 

errors are subject, according to NCPC, to appeal before the courts of appeal
66

.  

Therefore, HCCJ will be relieved of solving final appeals on these matters, as 

already provided by Law No.202/2010.  

quantifiable 

 

 

decrease 

 

immediate 

 

medium 

 

Civil NCPC 93 para.1 

let.j) 

Civil claims which are not financially assessable, save for those involving the 

obligation “to do”, as well as land-related claims, including petitions or 

possessory claims filed by the third parties whose rights have been injured 

shall be transferred from district courts to tribunals, as first instance court, by 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase delayed high 

                                                      

 

66 According to Art.2821  CPC, as amended by Law No. 202/2010, judgments in cases on the repair of damage caused by judicial errors are not subject to appeal.  Currently, final appeal may be 

filed against such judgments before the courts of appeal. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

virtue of the full competence which has been assigned to the tribunals.  

Therefore, HCCJ will play a more important part, further to being transferred 

the competence to solve final appeals against the judgments issued on such 

cases by the courts of appeal.  

 

 

 

Civil NCPC 487 NCPC establishes the procedure of final appeal filtering at HCCJ level.  This 

procedure allows the settlement of final appeals in certain cases without 

summoning the parties, and is likely to reduce the caseload of the panels called 

to settle final appeals with the parties being summoned, a procedure that entails 

adversarial debates and the scheduling of hearing dates.  As regards the actual 

number of cases pending with the HCCJ, the manner in which the filtering 

procedure is regulated is not likely to trigger any changes.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled medium 

delayed 

high 

Civil NCPC 515 NCPC establishes the jurisdiction of the court before which a case is brought to 

also rule on the trial stalling challenges.  Whereas the overall procedure is 

intended to have a major role in speeding up the settlement of cases, it can be 

anticipated that the parties will resort to this procedure frequently, thus 

generating an increased caseload of the HCCJ with such challenges on trial 

stalling.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 518 The complaint against resolutions given by courts of appeal (or by another 

panel within HCCJ) whereby the trial stalling challenge is dismissed, will be 

solved by HCCJ, in a panel of 3 judges.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed medium 

Civil NCPC 92 Pursuant to the transfer of jurisdiction from the tribunals to the district courts 

regarding the settlement in first instance of the litigations concerning the 

obligation “to do” in commercial matters, financially non-assessable, as well as 

the commercial actions for eviction, there will be a reduction in the caseload of 

HCCJ.  The reduction in caseload is also due to the fact that under NCPC the 

judgments issued in cases having as object the obligation “to do” cannot be 

challenged by final appeal, but only by appeal, which shall be settled by 

tribunals.  HCCJ is currently relieved of settling final appeals in matters 

regarding commercial evictions, because, under Law No.202/2010, judgments 

rendered in first instance by tribunals in such matter are subject only to final 

appeal (to be settled by the higher court and by the courts of appeal, 

respectively). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium/ 

delayed 

medium 

Civil NCPC 82, 83, 

480 

NCPC establishes more restrictive conditions than CPC in terms of 

representing individuals, legal entities and entities without legal personality, 

established under the law.  These restrictions could result in a decrease of 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium/ 

delayed 

medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

HCCJ caseload, given that the financial factor could prevent a significant 

number of litigants to seek specialized services.67 

Civil NCPC 512 NCPC establishes a new procedure on the issuance of a preliminary ruling on 

points of law, which may lead to an increased workload of HCCJ.
68

 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium 

delayed 

medium 

Civil NCPC 137 HCCJ shall be relieved from solving motions for change of venue on grounds 

of kinship or in-law relations pertaining to matters pending with courts of 

appeal, which grounds for change of venue are no longer regulated by the 

NCPC. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 1052, 

1055, 

1065, 

As regards the international civil trial, NCPC provides for new cases where the 

HCCJ, as court of judicial review, may have jurisdiction.  

non-quantifiable   

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

67 The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of the provisions of GEO No.51/2008, according to which, if the judgment passed in the case for which the public judicial aid was approved is 

subject to final appeal, the public judicial aid awarded in the previous trial stage shall de jure be extended over the drafting of the claim and grounds for final appeal, and over the exercise and 

arguing thereof.  A new term shall start to run for the exercise of the final appeal from the date of confirmation or appointment of the lawyer. 
68 Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.512 in the sense of restricting the object of the request for preliminary ruling on points of law on the clarification of which depends the 

settlement of the respective case on the merits, points of law which have not received an unitary solution in the practice of courts and which are not subject to a pending final appeal in the 

interest of law. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

1066 

Civil NCPC 33 NCPC sets forth the possibility to file legal action in order to protect an interest 

which is not yet born, if petitioner meets certain requirements.  The 

introduction of this provision may result in an increase of the number of cases, 

including those pending before the High Court of Cassation and Justice, as a 

court of judicial review.  

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase medium/ 

delayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 55 NCPC extends the scope of persons that may stand trial to all associations, 

companies and other entities without legal personality, provided that they are 

lawfully established.  Such amendment may result in the increase of the 

number of cases pending with the High Court of Cassation and Justice as a 

court of judicial review. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase medium/ 

delayed 

low 

Civil NCPC 498 NCPC introduces the rule that judgments against which a challenge for 

annulment was filed may no longer be appealed with a new challenge for 

annulment, even if different grounds for appeal are raised, thus prohibiting the 

filing of successive challenges for annulment.  The result thereof shall be the 

reduction of number of cases pending with HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 502 in Under NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, the judgment issued on the non-quantifiable decrease medium low 



  

 

118 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

relation 

with 

Art.498 

challenge for annulment is subject to the same means of appeal as the appealed 

judgment.  In the light of Art.498 para.(3) NCPC, the prohibition to file 

successive challenges for annulment is likely to entail the decrease of HCCJ 

caseload with the means of appeal which could be filed against such 

judgments. 

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(1) 

Art. 503 para.(1) item 11 NCPC introduces a new ground for revising court 

judgments (i.e. where, after the judgment became final, the Constitutional 

Court grants an unconstitutionality plea raised in the case).  As the raise of an 

unconstitutionality plea no longer entails the stay of proceedings pending the 

settlement of such plea, the theoretical risk of the Constitutional Court‟s 

decisions being issued after the final judgment is passed in the case
69

 is 

heightened.  In practice, the number of unconstitutionality pleas is expected to 

decline, as, in the absence of a suspensive effect, the parties are no longer 

inclined to use such pleas in order to procrastinate the settlement of cases. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

69 The impact on the HCCJ caseload depends on the number of judgments issued by the Constitutional Court granting the unconstitutionality pleas, raised before this court and which are 

rendered after the case is settled by final judgment. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation 

with 

Art.503 

para.(1) 

NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, provides that the judgment ruling on 

revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by the law for the revised 

judgment.  As an additional reason for the revision of judgments is established, 

the HCCJ is likely to be relieved of ruling on the means of appeal filed against 

the judgments issued on the revision relying on this ground. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 503 

para.(2) 

By establishing the possibility of filing revision against judgments not 

discussing the merits, in certain situation and under certain conditions, NCPC 

creates the premises of an increase of workload at HCCJ.  As far as this court is 

concerned, taking into account the range of actual situations in which it may 

issue judgments that do not concern the merits, a significant impact could be 

expected in what regards the workload of the HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 507 in 

relation 

to 

Art.503 

para.(2) 

NCPC, similarly to the current regulation, provides that the judgment ruling on 

revision is subject to the means of appeal provided by the law for the revised 

judgment.  As an additional reason for the revision of judgments not involving 

the merits of the case is established, the HCCJ is likely to be relieved of ruling 

on the means of appeal filed against the judgments issued on the revision 

relying on this ground. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 604 NCPC establishes that the judgment of the court of appeal admitting the action 

for the annulment of an arbitral award is final.  This is a change meant to 

relieve the HCCJ of the final appeals against judgments issued by the courts of 

appeal admitting actions for annulment of arbitral awards, with the 

consequence that the workload of this court
70

 shall be reduced. 

quantifiable decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 52 Unlike the CPC, the NCPC allows the possibility to lodge final appeal against 

resolutions dismissing the application for recusal, when the judgment settling 

the matter is final.  This provision may result in an increase in the number of 

files pending with the HCCJ, the judicial review court. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 63 NCPC introduces the possibility to file separate challenge against the 

resolution dismissing as inadmissible the motion to intervene, unlike the 

current regulation, under which such resolution shall only be subject to appeal 

along with the judgment issued on the merits of the case.  Consequently, we 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium/del

ayed 

low 

                                                      

 

70 On the other hand, Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.604 NCPC, in the sense that the judgments of the courts of appeal admitting the action for the annulment of arbitral 

awards shall be subject to final appeal.  Should this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article shall occur partially, as HCCJ shall settle final appeals against 

judgements issued by courts of appeal admitting actions for annulment of arbitral awards.  However, a certain relief of HCCJ as regards final appeals against judgments issued by the courts of 

appeal admitting actions for annulment of arbitral awards shall be registered. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

anticipate an increase in the number of cases over which the HCCJ has 

jurisdiction, as judicial review court, against relevant resolutions issued by the 

courts of appeal
71

. 

Civil NCPC 68 NCPC establishes a procedure for prima facie admissibility of motions for 

compulsory joinder of nonparty.  At present, this procedure is not regulated 

and the courts are bound to order the compulsory joinder at the request of the 

plaintiff/defendant, but they are not entitled to rule on such motion.  The 

resolution upholding the prima facie inadmissibility of such motions may only 

be appealed by separate challenge, which is likely to increase the HCCJ 

caseload, by adding the means of appeal against the resolutions issued by the 

courts of appeal by which the said motions were rejected as inadmissible
72

. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

Civil NCPC 73 NCPC introduces a procedure for prima facie admission of the motion for 

impleader, as opposed to the current regulations according to which, when a 

non-quantifiable increase medium low 

                                                      

 

71 Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.63 paras.(3) and (4) of NCPC, in the sense of removing the provisions regarding the possibility to file separate challenge against the resolution 

dismissing as inadmissible the motion to intervene.  Should this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
72 Draft IL NCPC contemplates the removal of the provisions regarding the possibility to file separate challenge against the resolution dismissing as inadmissible the motion for compulsory 

joinder of nonparty.  Should this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

motion for impleader is submitted, the court has the obligation to order the 

joinder and summon of the nonparty.  The resolution upholding the prima facie 

inadmissibility may be appealed by separate challenge, which is likely to 

increase the HCCJ caseload, by adding the means of appeal against the 

resolutions issued by the courts of appeal, by which the said motions were 

rejected as inadmissible
 73

.  

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 76 NCPC establishes a procedure for prima facie admission of the interpleader 

motion, as opposed to the current regulation according to which, upon 

receiving the interpleader motion, the court shall order the compulsory joinder 

of the individual indicated as the holder of the right and the summoning of 

said.  The resolution upholding the prima facie inadmissibility can be appealed 

by separate challenge, which may increase the HCCJ caseload, by adding the 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium low 

                                                      

 

73 Draft IL NCPC contemplates the removal of the provisions regarding the possibility to file separate challenge against the resolution dismissing as inadmissible the motion for impleader.  

Should this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

means of appeal against the resolutions issued by the courts of appeal, by 

which the said motions were rejected as inadmissible
74

.  

Civil NCPC 130, 131 NCPC regulates the conflict of jurisdiction arising between a court and the 

HCCJ, the conflict of jurisdiction between panels, as well as the conflict of 

jurisdiction among divisions.  This aspect may increase the number of cases 

pending before HCCJ, either as a result of solving conflicts of jurisdiction 

among courts and the HCCJ or the conflicts of jurisdiction between panels or 

divisions of courts of appeal, or further to solving final appeals in this matter
75

.   

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 400, 404 NCPC allows the filing of a final appeal against the judgment acknowledging 

the waiver of the trial in the final appeal or of the disputed right, in cases where 

the proceedings are pending before last instance court.  The new provisions 

may lead to an increase of HCCJ caseload, as judicial review court for the 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

74 Drat IL NCPC contemplates the removal of the provisions regarding the possibility to file separate challenge against the resolution dismissing as inadmissible the interpleader motion.  Should 

this provision enter into force, the impact identified with regard to this article of NCPC shall no longer occur. 
75 Under Art.130 para.(2) and Art.131 para.(3) of NCPC, the conflict arising between a court and the HCCJ, as well as the conflict arising between two HCCJ divisions or panels shall be settled 

by the 9-judge panel.  Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of these provisions, in the sense that, in connection to the 3 types of conflicts, the jurisdiction to settle this conflict lies with the 5-

judge panel.  Following the amendments brought by Law No.202/2010 with regard to the HCCJ organization, regulated by Art.19 para.(2) of Law No.304/2004, the 9-judge panel was terminated 

and replaced with 4 panels of 5 judges each;  this solution was maintained under the amendments envisaged by IL NCPC regarding the provisions of Art.19 of Law No.304/2004. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

judgments issued by courts of appeal, as last instance courts, as well as the 

judgments issued by the HCCJ.  In this last case, the final appeal shall be 

settled by the Panel of 5 judges
76

.  

Civil NCPC 415 NCPC institutes the possibility to file a final appeal against the judgment on 

obsolescence issued by the last instance court.  The new regulation may lead to 

an increase in the number of cases before the HCCJ, both as judicial review 

court for the judgments issued on the plea of obsolescence by courts of appeal, 

in last instance, as well as a court exercising judicial review over such 

judgments rendered by HCCJ.  In this last case, the jurisdiction lies with the 

Panel of 5 judges
77

.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 455 NCPC expressly sets forth possibility of the parties to challenge only the 

considerations of the judgment providing solutions for legal issues not 

pertaining to the relevant trial, the considerations qualified as “wrong” or those 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

76 Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art.400 para.(6) and Art.404 of NCPC which stipulate that the final appeal in the relevant matter is settled by the 9-judge panel, so as to provide 

that the final appeal shall be settled by the 5-judge panel. 
77 Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of Art. 415 para.(2) NCPC, according to which, in the last mentioned hypothesis, the final appeal shall be settled by the 9-judge panel, so as to 

provide that the final appeal shall be settled by the 5-judge panel. 



  

 

125 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

containing findings which cause damage to the party.  There might be a certain 

increase in the number of final appeals thus lodged, resulting in an increase of 

HCCJ caseload.  

Civil NCPC 134 Under NCPC the joining may be ordered exclusively before the first instance 

court, unlike the CPC.  This is an issue that can result in an increase of the 

number of cases pending with the HCCJ (i.e.:  final appeal cases which were 

subject to joining and to which this concept no longer applies). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 453 

para.(3) 

NCPC expressly provides for the possibility to concurrently initiate exceptional 

means of appeal, which may result in an increase of the number of cases when 

several exceptional means of appeal may be filed simultaneously and therefore 

in an increase of HCCJ caseload. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 408 NCPC institutes the possibility to file a final appeal against the resolution to 

stay issued in final appeal
78

.  

non-quantifiable increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

78 According to NCPC, when the stay was ordered by the HCCJ, the final appeal is judged by the 9-judge panel. The Draft IL NCPC envisages the amendment of this provision in the sense that, 

in the said situation, the final appeal shall be tried by the 9-judge panel, which solution is in line with the amendments brought by Art.19 para.(2) of Law No. 304/2004 on the HCCJ 

organization, by Law No. 202/2010. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 127 NCPC provides that the judgment issued by a court whereby its lack of 

jurisdiction to settle the case was granted, may not be appealed (while CPC, 

before entry into force of Law No.202/2010, permitted final appeal to be filed 

within 5 days). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 507 NCPC introduces the possibility to exercise the final appeal against decisions 

issued by the HCCJ further to settling an application for revision on the ground 

set out at Art.503 item (8) of the NCPC.  This final appeal shall be settled by 

the 9-judge panel of the HCCJ, which may trigger additional workload for the 

HCCJ
79

. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed low 

Civil NCPC 1049 In the matter of court bond refunding, NCPC expressly provides that the final 

appeal filed against the resolution issued by the HCCJ in petitions for court 

bond refund falls under the jurisdiction of the 9-judge panel.  From this 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

79 Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.507 para.(6) NCPC, according to which, in the mentioned case, the final appeal is settled by the 9-judge panel, in the sense that the final 

appeal shall be settled by the 5-judge panel. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

perspective, a potential increase in the workload of HCCJ judges may be 

seen
80

. 

Civil NCPC 1035-

1038 

NCPC introduces a new procedure concerning the registration with the land 

book of the immovable real rights acquired by usucapio, to be settled by the 

district courts, in the first instance and by the tribunal in appeal.  Having regard 

to the fact that the procedure is both rapid and easy, it can be expected that 

there shall be a considerable number of such cases and, implicitly, a decrease 

in the current number of cases for the recognition of acquiring ownership rights 

by usucapio which, depending on the value criteria, may fall under the 

jurisdiction of the HCCJ as regards the settlement of final appeals.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed low 

Civil NCPC 58 NCPC extends the scope of co-participation as plaintiffs or defendants to the 

situation where there is a tight connection between such rights or obligations.  

This regulation shall lead to reduction of the number of cases and facilitate the 

production of evidence.  This regulation will also influence the number of 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium/del

ayed 

low 

                                                      

 

80 Draft IL NCPC provides for the amendment of Art.1049 para.(3) NCPC, according to which, in the mentioned case, the final appeal is settled by the 9-judge panel, in the sense that the final 

appeal shall be settled by the 5-judge panel. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

cases pending with HCCJ as a result of the final appeal being filed in these 

matters.  

Civil NCPC 477, 95 NCPC establishes as a general rule that the HCCJ has jurisdiction to settle final 

appeals.  On the other hand, the final appeal is eliminated from a series of 

matters, which shall result in the decrease of the number of cases having this 

object.81 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

unknown delayed not 

applicable 

Crimin

al 

NCrPC Art.26 in 

relation 

to Art.95 

item 1 

NCPC 

Under NCrPC, the civil action may be severed from the criminal one much 

easier than under the current regulation.  Therefore there is a possibility to 

increase the caseload of HCCJ, as court of final appeal against the judgments 

ruled in appeal by courts of appeal on civil actions severed from the criminal 

cases regarding damage over RON 500,000.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

                                                      

 

81 In addition, the Draft IL NCPC provides that the claims on civil navigation and activity in ports, labor disputes, claims on matters of expropriation, and claims on the reparation of damages 

caused by means of judicial errors shall no longer be subject to final appeal. The claims provided under the Draft IL NCPC shall be settled by tribunals as first instance, and the appeal shall be 

settled by courts of appeal.  According to CPC, labor disputes and claims on the reparation of damages caused by judicial errors were settled in first instance by tribunals, and the courts of appeal 

had jurisdiction over settling the final appeal.  According to the new Art.477 para.(2), NCPC shall have no effects on the actual caseload of the courts of appeal, but on the workload of the judges 

of such courts thatshall no longer settle the means of appeal in a 3-judge panel (final appeal panel), but in a 2-judge panel (appeal panel). 



  

 

129 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into caseload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar caseload 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of caseload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Crimin

al 

NCrPC 26, 478, 

486 in 

relation 

to Art.95 

item 1 

NCPC 

 In case of admitting the guilty plea bargain concluded between prosecutor and 

defendant pursuant to Art.478 NCrPC, if the civil aspects of the case are not 

amicably settled, the civil action shall be severed and referred to the relevant 

civil court.  This legislative solution may thus lead to an increase in the number 

of files pending before HCCJ, as final appeal court against the judgments 

rendered in appeal by courts of appeal, in cases having as object civil actions 

severed from the criminal cases regarding damage over RON 500,000. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 
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(ii). Impact on workload in civil law 

Impact items identified for district courts (workload/judges/auxiliary personnel) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 21 NCPC sets-forth the obligation of judges to indicate to litigating parties that 

their dispute may be solved by mediation;  should the litigating parties choose 

this alternative dispute resolution mechanism, the number of cases (and 

workload) of the courts of first instance may decrease. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 41 New cases of subjective incompatibility of judges, prosecutors, assisting 

magistrates, judiciary assistants or clerks may trigger a higher workload for the 

other magistrates and clerks of the same courts, who would have to judge the 

cases reallocated due to incompatibility reasons;  the impact may be significant 

in the case of courts of law having a reduced number of magistrates and clerks.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate non-

assessable  

Civil NCPC 186 

para.(3) 

Requests for revision of resolutions whereby court fines or indemnificaiton 

were established shall be settled by a panel other than the panel that applied the 

fine, while CPC provides that such requests are resolved by the same panel or 

by the president of the court.  As such requests for revision of resolutions have 

to be made in council chambers, after the parties are summoned, the workload 

of judges and clerks of the respective court may increase.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 195 

para.(4)  

If the statement of claim is not properly completed within the time-limit settled 

by the court, the court will annul the statement of claim.  Against such 

resolution, the plaintiff may file a request for revision, which will be judged by 

a different panel of the same court;  this procedure may trigger an increase in 

the workload of judges and clerks of courts of first instance.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 233 NCPC sets-forth the judges‟ obligation to estimate the duration of the court 

investigation proceeding;  in order to comply with such obligation, the judges 

have to thouroughly verify all documentation submitted by the parties during 

the written phase of the proceedings.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil  NCPC 234, 360-

382 

The usage by the parties of their right to administer evidences through their 

lawyers may trigger a decrease in the workload of judges during the phase of 

court investigation.  On the other hand, the judges have to solve within15 days 

any request referring to incidents occurred in relation with such administration 

of evidences by lawyers, which may slightly increase the workload.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 290  NCPC allows the court to delegate a judge in the presence of whom the 

litigating parties may study the documents which the party claims to be unable 

to submit for being too large in volume or number.  Such new role of judges 

may trigger an increase of their workload.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 465 The duty to verify and communicate the appeal and the defense against the 

appeal is transferred from the appeal courts to the courts of first instance.  This 

new rule may trigger an increase in the workload of judges of district courts, 

which do not have such duty according to CPC.  The new procedure for 

registration and communication of the appeal, of the defense against the appeal 

and of the appellee‟s response to such defense implies new duties for the 

president of the court of first instance (duties that may be delegated) and for 

the auxiliary personnel.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase medium term high 

Civil NCPC 468 A new duty of the courts of first instance is to register and communicate the 

incidental appeal and the provoked appeal, together with the documents and 

defenses pertaining thereto.  This new activity may trigger an increase in the 

workload of auxiliary personnel.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium term Low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil  NCPC  530 Measures of a non-adversarial nature are taken by the president of the court 

according to the rules for non-adversarial procedures;  therefore, an increase of 

the workload may be triggered (summoning of the parties may be required, the 

decisions are taken in council chambers, etc.)  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil  NCPC 515-517 The parties or the prosecutor who attends the proceedings may file challenges 

against trial tergiversation, which are to be solved within 5 days as of its filing 

by the panel judging also the respective case on the merits. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium term low 

Civil NCPC 866 The rule according to which all challenges to enforcement referring to 

distribution of enforcement proceeds shall be settled by one judgment is likely 

to diminish the workload, since the legal activity is being reduced to one trial.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 

Civil  NCPC 1009 

para.(4) 

Applications for annulment of the orders for payment are judged by the same 

court who issued the decision with regard to the order for payment, but in a 

panel consisting of 2 judges (unlike the current regulation, when the 

application for annulment is solved by 1 judge).  

quantifiable increase medium term medium 
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Impact elements for tribunals (workload/judges/auxiliary personnel) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 21 NCPC sets-forth the obligation of judges to indicate to litigating parties that 

their dispute may be solved by mediation;  should the litigating parties choose 

this alternative dispute resolution mechanism, the number of cases (and 

workload) of the courts of first instance may decrease. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 41 New cases of subjective incompatibility of judges, prosecutors, assisting 

magistrates, judiciary assistants or clerks may trigger a higher workload for the 

other magistrates and clerks of the same courts, who would have to judge the 

cases reallocated due to incompatibility reasons;  the impact may be significant 

in the case of courts of law having a reduced number of magistrates and clerks.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate non-

assessable  

Civil  NCPC 63 

para.(4)
82

 

The tribunal, as appeal court (panel consisting of 2 judges), will judge appeals 

against resolutions by which the district courts rejected the intervention 

requests.  According to NCPC, such appeal must be solved within 10 days as 

of its registration, which may increase the workload of judges and auxiliary 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate non-

assessable  

                                                      

 

82 According to the Draft IL NCPC, the separate appeal against the resolution referring to the denial of intervention requests will no longer be available.  Should such provision of Draft IL NCPC 

is adopted, the impact indicated above shall no longer occur. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

personnel. 

Civil NCPC 186 

para.(3) 

Requests for revision of resolutions whereby court fines or indemnificaiton 

were established shall be settled by a panel other than the panel that applied the 

fine, while CPC provides that such requests are resolved by the same panel or 

by the president of the court.  As such requests for revision of resolutions have 

to be made in council chambers, after the parties are summoned, the workload 

of judges and clerks of the respective court may increase.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 195 

para.(4)  

If the statement of claim is not properly completed within the time-limit settled 

by the court, the court will annul the statement of claim.  Against such 

resolution, the plaintiff may file a request for revision, which will be judged by 

a different panel of the same court;  this procedure may trigger an increase in 

the workload of judges and clerks of courts of first instance.   

non-

quantifiable 

(absolutely) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 233 NCPC sets-forth the judges‟ obligation to estimate the duration of the court 

investigation proceeding;  in order to comply with such obligation, the judges 

have to thoroughly verify all documentation submitted by the parties during 

the written phase of the proceedings.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate Low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil  NCPC 234, 360-

382 

The usage by the parties of their right to administer evidences through their 

lawyers may trigger a decrease in the workload of judges during the phase of 

court investigation.  On the other hand, the judges have to solve within15 days 

any request referring to incidents occurred in relation with such administration 

of evidences by lawyers, which may slightly increase the workload.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate Low 

Civil NCPC 290  NCPC allows the court to delegate a judge in the presence of whom the 

litigating parties may study the documents which the party claims to be unable 

to submit for being too large in volume or number.  Such new role of judges 

may trigger an increase of their workload.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate Low 

Civil  NCPC 355 

para.(3) 

The tribunal, acting as appeal court (panel consisting of 2 judges), will solve 

the appeal against the resolution dismissing the request for administration of 

evidences.  Unlike the current regulations, which indicate that such resolution 

may be challenged by means of final appeal, the new provision of NCPC may 

trigger a deacrease of judges‟ workload.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term Low 

Civil  NCPC 451 

para.(3) 

Unlike CPC, which provides that the court of judiciary control re-qualifies a 

means of appeal that is inaccurately lodged, NCPC provides that the appeal 

court vested with a means of appeal that is not legally provided for shall 

dismiss such mean of appeal as non-admissible.  This new provision may 

non-

quantifiable   

(absolute) 

decrease medium term non-

assessable 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

temporarily decrease the workload of the court, until a proper mean of appeal 

is lodged.  

Civil  NCPC 460 As the appeal becomes the ordinary mean of appeal for decisions that were 

subject to final appeal under the current CPC, the workload of judges may be 

decreased, as the appeals are judged in panels consisting of 2 judges (instead of 

3 judges, as in the case of final appeals). 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease medium term medium 

Civil NCPC 465 The duty to verify and communicate the appeal and the defense against the 

appeal is transferred from the appeal courts to the courts of first instance.  This 

new rule may trigger an increase in the workload of judges of district courts, 

which do not have such duty according to CPC.  The new procedure for 

registration and communication of the appeal, of the defense against the appeal 

and of the appellee‟s response to such defense implies new duties for the 

president of the court of first instance (duties that may be delegated) and for 

the auxiliary personnel.  These new provisions impact the tribunals as courts of 

first instance.  On the other hand, the tribunals will be released by the duty of 

verifying and communicating the appeals lodged against the decisions of 

district courts (as currently done), which may influence the impact of the 

NCPC new provisions. 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase medium term medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 468 A new duty of the courts of first instance is to register and communicate the 

incidental appeal and the provoked appeal, together with the documents and 

defenses pertaining thereto.  This new activity may trigger an increase in the 

workload of auxiliary personnel.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium term low 

Civil  NCPC 469 NCPC provides that the first hearing of the appeal has to take place within 20 

days as of the registration of the file with the appeal court.  In order to apply 

this rule, it is necessary that a sufficient number of judges is available at the 

level of tribunals, as appeal courts.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium term medium 

Civil NCPC 484 An important amendment is the transfer of the duty to verify and communicate 

the final appeal to the courts that rendered the challenged decisions.  This new 

rule may trigger the increase of the workload at the level of tribunals, with 

regard to final appeals lodged against the decisions rendered by tribunals as 

courts of first instance.  The new procedure for registration, verification and 

communication of the final appeal, the defense against the final appeal and the 

response to such defense imposes new duties for the presidents of tribunals 

(duties that may be delegated) and for the auxiliary personnel.  On the other 

hand, tribunals will be released of the obligation to verify and communicate 

the final appeals lodged against the decisions rendered by district courts, which 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

- medium term non-

assessable 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

may reduce the impact of NCPC new provision. 

Civil  NCPC 527 The resolutions rendered in non-adversarial procedures are subject to appeal, 

not to final appeal (as under CPC).  This new rule will influence the workload 

of judges, as the appeal is judged by panels consisting of 2 judges (and not 3 

judges, as in the case of final appeals). 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 

Civil  NCPC  530 Measures of a non-adversarial nature are taken by the president of the court 

according to the rules for non-adversarial procedures;  therefore, an increase of 

the workload may be triggered (summoning of the parties may be required, the 

decisions are taken in council chambers, etc.)  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil  NCPC 515-517 The parties or the prosecutor who attends the proceedings may file challenges 

against trial tergiversation, which are to be solved within 5 days as of its filing 

by the panel judging also the respective case on the merits. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium term low 

Civil NCPC 641 

para.(3) 

NCPC provides that all decisions rendered by the district courts, as 

enforcement courts, are subject only to appeal, and not to final appeal as 

provided under the CPC.  Consequently, the appeal panels created at the level 

of tribunals will consist of 2 judges (and not of 3 judges, as in the case of final 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

appeals). 

Civil NCPC 656 NCPC provides that the resolutions by means of which the district courts reject 

the claims for approval of enforcement proceedings are subject to appeal, not 

to final appeal.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels 

consisting of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under 

the current CPC.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative)  

decrease medium term medium 

Civil NCPC 708 

para.(3)  

NCPC provides that resolutions by means of which the enforcement procedure 

is stalled are subject to appeal, not to final appeal as under CPC.  

Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels consisting of 2 

judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under the current 

CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term medium 

Civil NCPC 941 

para.(2), 

958, 962 

NCPC provides that resolutions ordering pre-judgment seizures, pre-judgment 

garnishment and judiciary seizures are subject to appeal, not to final appeal, as 

under CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels 

consisting of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under 

the current CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 976,980 NCPC provides that resolutions rendered in partition procedure, as well as the 

partition decision, are subject only to appeal, and not to final appeal as under 

CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels consisting 

of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under the current 

CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 

Civil NCPC 985 Under NCPC, the injunction resolution is subject only to appeal, and not to 

final appeal as under the CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such 

appeals in panels consisting of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of 

final appeals under the current CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term medium 

Civil NCPC 989 

para.(3)  

Decisions with regard to possessory claims are subject to appeal, and not to 

final appeal as under the current CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve 

such appeals in panels consisting of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case 

of final appeals under the current CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 

Civil  NCPC 1009 

para.(4) 

Applications for annulment of the orders for payment are judged by the same 

court who issued the decision with regard to the order for payment, but in a 

panel consisting of 2 judges (unlike the current regulation, when the 

application for annulment is solved by 1 judge).  

quantifiable increase medium term medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 1018 Decisions rendered by the district courts in small claims procedure are subject 

only to appeal and not to final appeal, as is the case under CPC.  Consequently, 

the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels consisting of 2 judges, and not 

of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under the current CPC. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium term low 

Civil  NCPC 1040 

para.(4) 

NCPC sets-forth the procedure for restoring missing judgments also for the 

cases when the file is judged in appeal or final appeal.  Such procedure for 

restoring missing judgments will be performed by the appeal court, even by re-

judging the case on the merits, unlike the procedure regulated by the CPC, 

when the procedure is conducted by the court of first instance.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium term low 
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Impact elements for courts of appeal (workload/judges/auxiliary personnel) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 21 NCPC sets-forth the obligation of judges to indicate to litigating parties that their 

dispute may be solved by mediation;  should the litigating parties choose this 

alternative dispute resolution mechanism, the number of cases (and workload) of 

the courts of first instance may decrease. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 41 New cases of subjective incompatibility of judges, prosecutors, assisting 

magistrates, judiciary assistants or clerks may trigger a higher workload for the 

other magistrates and clerks of the same courts, who would have to judge the 

cases reallocated due to incompatibility reasons;  the impact may be significant 

in the case of courts of law having a reduced number of magistrates and clerks.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate non-

assessable 

Civil  NCPC 63 

para.(4)
83

 

The tribunal, as appeal court (panel consisting of 2 judges), will judge appeals 

against resolutions by which the district courts rejected the intervention requests.  

According to NCPC, such appeal must be solved within 10 days as of its 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate non-

assessable 

                                                      

 

83 According to the Draft IL NCPC, the separate appeal against the resolution referring to the denial of intervention requests will no longer be available.  Should such provision of Draft IL NCPC 

is adopted, the impact indicated above shall no longer occur.    
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

registration, which may increase the workload of judges and auxiliary personnel. 

Civil NCPC 186 

para.(3) 

Requests for revision of resolutions whereby court fines or indemnificaiton were 

established shall be settled by a panel other than the panel that applied the fine, 

while CPC provides that such requests are resolved by the same panel or by the 

president of the court.  As such requests for revision of resolutions have to be 

made in council chambers, after the parties are summoned, the workload of 

judges and clerks of the respective court may increase.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 195 

para.(4)  

If the statement of claim is not properly completed within the time-limit settled 

by the court, the court will annul the statement of claim.  Against such 

resolution, the plaintiff may file a request for revision, which will be judged by a 

different panel of the same court;  this procedure may trigger an increase in the 

workload of judges and clerks of courts of first instance.   

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil  NCPC 234, 360-

382 

The usage by the parties of their right to administer evidences through their 

lawyers may trigger a decrease in the workload of judges during the phase of 

court investigation.  On the other hand, the judges have to solve within15 days 

any request referring to incidents occurred in relation with such administration of 

evidences by lawyers, which may slightly increase the workload.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 290  NCPC allows the court to delegate a judge in the presence of whom the litigating 

parties may study the documents which the party claims to be unable to submit 

for being too large in volume or number.  Such new role of judges may trigger 

an increase of their workload.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate Low 

Civil  NCPC 355 

para.(3) 

The tribunal, acting as appeal court (panel consisting of 2 judges), will solve the 

appeal against the resolution dismissing the request for administration of 

evidences.  Unlike the current regulations, which indicate that such resolution 

may be challenged by means of final appeal, the new provision of NCPC may 

trigger a deacrease of judges‟ workload.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil  NCPC 451 

para.(3) 

Unlike CPC, which provides that the court of judiciary control re-qualifies a 

means of appeal that is inaccurately lodged, NCPC provides that the appeal court 

vested with a means of appeal that is not legally provided for shall dismiss such 

mean of appeal as non-admissible.  This new provision may temporarily 

decrease the workload of the court, until a proper mean of appeal is lodged.  

non-quantifiable   

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

non-

assessable 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil  NCPC 460 As the appeal becomes the ordinary mean of appeal for decisions that were 

subject to final appeal under the current CPC, the workload of judges may be 

decreased, as the appeals are judged in panels consisting of 2 judges (instead of 3 

judges, as in the case of final appeals). 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

medium 

Civil NCPC 465 The duty to verify and communicate the appeal and the defense against the 

appeal is transferred from the appeal courts to the courts of first instance.  This 

new rule may trigger an increase in the workload of judges of district courts, 

which do not have such duty according to CPC.  The new procedure for 

registration and communication of the appeal, of the defense against the appeal 

and of the appellee‟s response to such defense implies new duties for the 

president of the court of first instance (duties that may be delegated) and for the 

auxiliary personnel.  These new provisions impact the tribunals as courts of first 

instance.  On the other hand, the tribunals will be released by the duty of 

verifying and communicating the appeals lodged against the decisions of district 

courts (as currently done), which may influence the impact of the NCPC new 

provisions. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase medium 

term 

medium 

Civil  NCPC 469 NCPC provides that the first hearing of the appeal has to take place within 20 

days as of the registration of the file with the appeal court.  In order to apply this 

non-quantifiable increase medium 

term 

medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

rule, it is necessary that a sufficient number of judges is available at the level of 

tribunals, as appeal courts.  

(relative) 

Civil NCPC 484 An important amendment is the transfer of the duty to verify and communicate 

the final appeal to the courts that rendered the challenged decisions.  This new 

rule may trigger the increase of the workload at the level of courts of appeal, 

with regard to final appeals lodged against the decisions rendered by courts of 

appeal in appeals.  The new procedure for registration, verification and 

communication of the final appeal, the defense against the final appeal and the 

response to such defense imposes new duties for the presidents of tribunals 

(duties that may be delegated) and for the auxiliary personnel.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed high 

Civil NCPC 485 The provoked final appeal and the incidental final appeal are new types of final 

appeal, regulated by NCPC in terms similar with those applicable to provoked 

appeal and incidental appeal.  According to new rules for registration and 

communication of final appeals and related documentation, the courts of appeal 

will have new duties in this respect.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Civil  NCPC 527 The resolutions rendered in non-adversarial procedures are subject to appeal, not 

to final appeal (as under CPC).  This new rule will influence the workload of 

judges, as the appeal is judged by panels consisting of 2 judges (and not 3 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

judges, as in the case of final appeals). 

Civil  NCPC  530 Measures of a non-adversarial nature are taken by the president of the court 

according to the rules for non-adversarial procedures;  therefore, an increase of 

the workload may be triggered (summoning of the parties may be required, the 

decisions are taken in council chambers, etc.)  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 604 The claims for annulment of arbitral awards are to be judged by the courts of 

appeal in panels consisting of 3 judges;  this may lead to an increase of the 

workload of judges, as such claims are currently solved by panels consisting of 1 

judge.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium 

term 

medium 

Civil NCPC 941 

para.(2), 

958, 962 

NCPC provides that resolutions ordering pre-judgment seizures, pre-judgment 

garnishment and judiciary seizures are subject to appeal, not to final appeal, as 

under CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels 

consisting of 2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under 

the current CPC. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil NCPC 976,980 NCPC provides that resolutions rendered in partition procedure, as well as the 

partition decision, are subject only to appeal, and not to final appeal as under 

CPC.  Consequently, the tribunals will solve such appeals in panels consisting of 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

2 judges, and not of 3 judges as in the case of final appeals under the current 

CPC. 

Civil  NCPC 1037 Decisions with regard to usucapio are subject only to appeals, which are to be 

judged by the tribunals (unlike the current provisions of CPC, which provides 

also for final appeals).  Consequently, the workload of the courts of appeal will 

be diminished, as such courts will no longer have to solve final appeals in 

usucapio.  ( 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil  NCPC 1040 

para.(4) 

NCPC sets-forth the procedure for restoring missing judgments also for the cases 

when the file is judged in appeal or final appeal.  Such procedure for restoring 

missing judgments will be performed by the appeal court, even by re-judging the 

case on the merits, unlike the procedure regulated by the CPC, when the 

procedure is conducted by the court of first instance.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium 

term 

low 
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Impact elements for HCCJ (workload/judges/auxiliary personnel) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

Civil NCPC 484 Given that the registration, verification and communication 

to litigating parties of the final appeal will be conducted at 

the level of appeal courts, the HCCJ will be released of these 

duties with regard to final appeals.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed high 

Civil NCPC 487 para.(1) 

and (7)  

After completion of the filtering procedure and provided that 

the final appeal is declared as admissible, a new panel will 

be randomly appointed and the first hearing will be settled;  

as the final appeal will be judged after the filtering procedure 

is completed, by a different panel than the one who 

conducted the filtering procedure, the workload of judges 

may increase.  Nevertheless, the cases in which such new 

panels are appointed will be limited to those cases when the 

subject matter of the litigation is not an issue constantly 

solved in HCCJ case-law. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed medium 

Civil  NCPC 1116 NCPC provides that the decisions on recognition and/or 

enforcement of foreign arbitral awards are subject only to 

appeal.  Consequently, the HCCJ will be released of the duty 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into workload numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the 

whole scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

workload numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength 

of impact 

to judge final appeals with regard to such decisions.  
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(iii). Impact on duration in civil law 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 14 Unlike CPC, NCPC allows the parties to communicate directly among 

themselves any procedural deeds (without being limited to the cases when such 

parties are assisted by lawyers or legal counselors).  Should the litigating parties 

choose to use this new possibility, the duration of litigation may decrease.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate non-

assessable 

Civil NCPC 22, 77 Giving the judge the possibility to include third parties in the litigation, the 

duration of trials may increase, as such third parties may file defenses, ask for 

new evidences, etc.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate non-

assessable 

Civil NCPC 38 NCPC provides the obligation of successors by particular title to intervene in 

trials.  As a consequence, the duration of litigation may be extended, as such 

successor has to be summoned and present its defenses/claims and requests for 

admission of evidences.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 46 NCPC sets-forth new cases when the recusal request is deemed to be 

inadmissible, and such inadmissibility is ascertained by the panel subject to 

recusal.  Such rule may result in a reduced duration of trials, as inadmissible 

recusal requests will be refused.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 48 NCPC sets-forth a new rule according to which filing of an application for 

recusal does not stay the trial.  This change may result in avoiding situations 

where the parties have used the institution of recusal in order to abusively 

postpone the trial. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 57 Unlike the rules of CPC, according to which the tutorship authority had to 

appoint a tutor, NCPC provides that such duty to appoint the tutor belongs to 

the court;  such new rule may result in the decrease of trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 64 NCPC provides, as a novelty, that the intervenor may apply for evidences 

irrespective of the status of the trial upon intervention.  This new rule may result 

in an increase of the trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 67, 68 

para.(3) 

NCPP provides that also the principal intervenor may apply for joinder of a 

nonparty in the trial, while under CPC such possibility belonged only to the 

plaintiff and the defendant.  This new rule may result in an increase of the trial 

duration.  However, as the intervenor‟s application for joinder of a non-party in 

the trial is subject to an preliminary verification, such procedure will be used 

only in well-justified cases.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 70 NCPC provides for new cases when the defendant may be released from trial, 

namely when the object of the dispute refers to the delivery of an asset or of the 

use thereof.  The trial shall continue between the initial plaintiff and the person 

who was brought in the trial by compulsory joinder, which may result in a 

decrease of the trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 72, 73 NCPC allows not only the plaintiff and defendant, but also the main intervener 

to motion for impleader against a nonparty This provision may result in an 

increase of the duration of the trial.  However, as the intervenor‟s application 

for impleader is subject to a preliminary verification, such procedure will be 

used only in well-justified cases. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 78 NCPC allows the third party who had been subject to joinder to trial to ask for 

evidences, irrespective of the status of the case.  This new rule may result in an 

increased duration of the trial.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 79 para.3 The appointment by the court of a representative of a litigating party, in order to 

enable such party to have an equitable trial, may trigger the increase of the trial 

duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 150-152 The change of the summoning rules (i.e. the presumption that, once a summon 

is served, the respective party is deemed to be aware of the following hearings) 

may result in a decrease of trial duration, given that the summoning procedure 

will not be redone for each hearing, and there will be no risks that such 

summoning procedure is not properly performed.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate medium 

Civil NCPC 162 The court‟s obligation to appoint a curator for the party summoned by publicity 

may result in an increase of the trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Civil NCPC 173 NCPC provides that all nullity reasons for a certain procedural deed must be 

indicated together, failing which the respective party will no longer be entitled 

to invoke such nullity reason.  This new rule may result in a faster judging of 

the trials, which will no longer be postponed for these reasons.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 195-199, 

203, 204 

Unlike the current regulations, when the first hearing is settled by a computer 

program, the new rules regarding the written phase of the trial prior to the first 

hearing, as well as the obligation that the first hearing is settled within 4084 days 

after the completion of the written phase, may result in a decrease of the trial 

duration.  NCPC expressly provides that, if the defendant fails to file its 

defense, it may no longer ask for evidences.  This provision may also result in a 

reduction of the trial duration.  NCPC contains also other provisions which may 

contribute to a faster solving of the case, such as the obligation to file the 

counterclaim within the term provided for the filing of the statement of defense 

under the sanction of preclusion, the plaintiff‟s obligation to file a defense 

against the defendant‟s counterclaim within 10 days as of the receipt of such 

counterclaim, as well as the plaintiff‟s impossibility to file counterclaim at the 

defendant‟s similar claim. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

84 The 40 days term is provided by the Draft IL NCPC. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 220 NCPC provides that, if the parties agree, both the judge and the clerk may act as 

translators.  This possibility may result in faster proceedings, as new hearings 

for appointment of a translator would no longer be needed.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil  NCPC  229 

para.(2) 

NCPC provides that, in the case the resolutions rendered by the court are subject 

to appeal separately from the decision, the file will be sent to the judiciary 

control court in a certified copy.  Consequently, the appeal lodged against 

resolutions will not result in an increase of the trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

not 

applicable 

medium 

term 

not 

applicable 

Civil NCPC 236 NCPC provides that during the case investigation phase the judge may settle the 

hearings from one day to the next.  This may result in having the trial judged 

with celerity.  A similar provision is already in place according to Law 

No.202/2010. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

Civil NCPC 241  The new rule creating the obligation of litigating parties to present their 

defenses and procedural please as soon as they became aware of such, failing 

which the litigating parties may be forced to pay damages, may result in a faster 

resolution of trials.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 295, 298 Unlike CPC, NCPC provides that the authenticity of written documents may be 

challenged only at the first hearing after the respective documents have been 

submitted.  This limitation may result in a faster resolution of trials.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

Civil NCPC 360 NCPC provides for new cases when evidences may be administered by lawyers 

or legal counselors.  These new rules may decrease the duration of the trials, 

providing that the parties make use of such procedure.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil  NCPC 451 

para.(3) 

NCPC provides that a mean of appeal that is filed without being legally 

provided for will be rejected as inadmissible, the litigating parties having 

however the right to file again a proper mean of appeal.  This new provision 

differs from the rule enacted by CPC, according to which the court was allowed 

to define the respective mean of appeal according to legal provisions.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium 

term 

low 

Civil NCPC 459, 460 

para.(3) 

NCPC settles the rule that preliminary resolutions may be appealed only 

together with the case merits, unless otherwise expressly provided. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil NCPC 462, 464 

para.(3) 

Although the term for filing the appeal has been increased from 15 days (as 

provided under CPC) to 30 days (as provided by NCPC), given that the grounds 

of appeal have to be presented within the same 30 days period, and not until the 

first hearing, may result in an increased celerity of solving the trials.   

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 465, 469 The new procedures for appeal registration, as well as the fixed terms in which 

the appeal application must be completed, in which the defense has to be 

lodged, and the first hearing of the appeal must be settled, may result in a 

diminution of the trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

high 

Civil NCPC 474 The diminution of cases in which the appeal court may send the file to be re-

judged by the court of first instance may result in a decrease of the trial 

duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease medium 

term 

high 

Civil NCPC 502 NCPC settles strict terms for solving the challenge for annulment.  These new 

rules may result in a decrease of trial duration.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed medium 

Civil NCPC 506 NCPC stipulates that any request for suspension of the enforcement of an 

appealed decision, or the final appeal in relation thereto, have to be solved 

within the terms set-forth by Art.501 NCPC.  These provisions will result in a 

decrease of the trial duration in such cases.   

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease delayed medium 

Civil NCPC 513 The new procedure regulated by NCPC on preliminary ruling on legal issues 

entails the stay of the case until such ruling is rendered by the HCCJ.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed non-

assessable 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice, as well as in case of final appeals and 

certain extraordinary means of appeal in civil matters. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of duration impact Impact 

quantifiability 

Change 

direction 

Time 

perspective 

Strength of 

impact 

Civil NCPC 515-519 NCPC provides for a new procedure, on the basis of which the parties may 

challenge the trial tergiversation, and ask the court to take necessary measures 

in order to ensure that the trial is solved in an optimal term.  This new procedure 

may result in increasing the celerity of trial solving.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease medium 

term 

low 

Civil  NCPC 641 Defining the appeal (and not the final appeal, as under the CPC) as mean of 

appeal against the decisions taken by the enforcement courts may result in an 

increase of trial duration, as more complex evidences may be presented during 

the appeal.   

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium 

term 

medium 

Civil NCPC 904 NCPC stipulates that mediation may be used also during divorce, the spouses 

being entitled to present to the court their agreement on the divorce and on 

ancillary issues.  This possibility may result in a decrease of the duration of 

divorce cases.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

 



  

 

161 

 

 

(iv). Impact on caseload in criminal law 

Impact items identified for district courts 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 36 All criminal offenses for which the criminal investigation must be 

carried out by the National Anticorruption Department and the Direction 

for the Investigation of Organized Crime and Terrorism fall within the 

exclusive competence of tribunals, as first instance courts (except for the 

cases when the law establishes the jurisdiction of a superior court).  

Therefore, the number of cases of this type registered on the dockets of 

district courts will decrease correspondingly.
85

  

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

 

                                                      

 

85 According to Draft IL- NCrPC, the cases in course of being settled in first instance where the judicial investigation has not commenced at the time when the NCrPC comes into force, shall be 

referred to the pre-trial judge from the court competent to settle the case under the new law (Article 4 of Title I).  At the same time, cases in course of being settled in first instance where, at the 

time when the NCrPC comes into force, the judicial investigation has commenced shall remain with the same court, but the trial shall be ruled by the new law (Art.5 of Title I).  Accordingly, the 

courts shall settle, during the transition period, certain cases which, in fact, have been transferred from their competence and, respectively, shall not settle certain cases that have been transferred 

into their competence. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 218 The normative version the criminal offense of rape of a victim under 15 

years of age (Art. 218 NCrC) is attributed under the NCrPC within the 

competence of district courts as first instance court.  Therefore, new 

cases of this type will be registered on the dockets of district courts. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 241 NCrPC transfer from the competence of tribunals to that of district courts 

the criminal offense of fraudulent bankruptcy (Art. 241 NCrC) related to 

the banking system.  Therefore cases of this object will be registered on 

the dockets of district courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative)  

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 244 NCrPC transfers from tribunals to district courts the competence to 

judge, as first instance courts, the criminal offense frauds with severe 

consequences (Art.244 NCrC) where the damage does not exceed the 

equivalent of Euro 1 million.  Cases of this type will be registered with 

district courts. 

quantifiable increase immediate medium 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 254 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to judge 

as first instance court the cases of aggravated destruction of property 

(Art.254 NCrC);  cases of this type will be therefore eliminated from the 

competence of district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 280 Under NCrPC, the competence to judge as first instance court the crime 

offenses of abusive investigation (Art.280 NCrC) belongs to district 

courts, being transferred from tribunals.  Therefore, case of such object 

will be henceforth registered with district courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 281 Under NCrPC, the criminal offenses of ill-treatment (Art.281 NCrC) 

shall be judged in first instance by district courts, rather than, as 

currently, by tribunals, therefore, cases of this type will be henceforth 

registered with district courts. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 285 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning prison 

escape (Art.285 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts.  

Since such rulings are to be taken over from the tribunals, cases of this 

type will be henceforth registered with district courts. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 286 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases of facilitating the 

prison escape (Art.286 NCrC) falls under the competence of district 

courts.  Since such rulings are to be taken over from the tribunals, cases 

of this type will be henceforth registered with district courts. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 297, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

abuse of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under 

the competence of tribunals.  Therefore, cases of this type will no longer 

be registered with district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 298, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

negligent performance of office (Art.298 NCrC) with severe 

consequences falls under the competence of tribunals.  Therefore, cases 

of this type will no longer be registered with district courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 301 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

conflict of interests (Art.301 NCrC) falls under the competence of 

district courts and is taken over from the courts of appeal.  Therefore, 

cases of this type will be henceforth registered with district courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 304 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of 

ruling in first instance on cases concerning the disclosure of professional 

secrets or confidential information (Art.304 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of 

this type will no longer be registered with district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 306  According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

illegal procurement of funds (Art.306 NCrC) falls under the competence 

of tribunals.  Since (a part of) such rulings are to be taken over from the 

jurisdiction of district courts, their workload shall decrease accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 307 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to rule 

in first instance on cases concerning the embezzlement of funds (Art. 

307 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type will no longer be registered 

with district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate medium 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 346 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of 

ruling in first instance on cases regarding breaches to the regime of 

explosive materials (Art.346 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type will 

no longer be registered with district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 354 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

transmission of the acquired immune deficiency syndrome (Art.354 

NCrC) falls under the competence of tribunals.  Since such rulings are to 

be taken over from the district courts, their workload shall decrease 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 202 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of culpable injury of the fetus (Art.202 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 204 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of obstruction of relief (Art.204 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 208 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of harassment (Art.208 NCrC).  Therefore, 

district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 219 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of sexual assault (Art.219 NCrC). 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

annuled immediate low86 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 222 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of recruitment of minors for sexual purposes 

(Art.222 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

86 Although the separate incrimination of these offenses is a novelty brought by NCrC, the behavior for which the provision becomes applicable has a correspondent in the current regulation, in 

the material element of the criminal offense of rape (Art.197 CrC), which enters, as well, in the competence of the district court. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 225 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of professional secrecy (Art.225 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 226 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of infringement of the right to private life 

(Art.226 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 239 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of breach of trust by fraud against creditors 

(Art.239 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 245 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of insurance fraud (Art.245 NCrC).  Therefore, 

district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 246 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of distortion of public tenders (Art.246 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 247 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of patrimonial exploitation of vulnerable 

persons (Art.247 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 272 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of influencing statements (Art.272 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 274 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of vindication for the support provided to 

justice (Art.274 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 276 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of putting pressures on justice (Art.276 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 277 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of compromising the interests of justice 

(Art.277 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 278 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of infringement of the solemnity of court 

sessions (Art.278 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 279 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of judicial contempt (Art.279 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 299 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of abuse of function for sexual purposes 

(Art.299 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 300 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of usurpation of function (Art.300 NCrC).  

Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 324 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of forgery of technical records (Art.324 

NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 351 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of usury (Art.351 NCrC).  Therefore, district 

courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 370 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of attempt to cause the perpetration of a 

criminal offense (Art.370 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload 

shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 372 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of unlawful carrying or use of dangerous 

objects (Art.372 NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 373 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of hindrance of public assemblies (Art.373 

NCrC).  Therefore, district courts‟ caseload shall increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 380 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of hindering the access to general mandatory 

education (Art.380 NCrC).  The caseload of district courts will therefore 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 433 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of aggression against sentinel (Art.433 

NCrC).87 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annuled immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 434 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of avoiding military enrollment (Art.434 

NCrC).  The caseload of district courts will therefore increase 

accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

87 Although the incrimination of this offense is a novelty brought by NCrC, the behavior for which the provision becomes applicable has a correspondent in the current regulation, in the material 

element of other criminal offenses regulated by CrC, such as hitting or any other act of violence (Art.180 CrC), threat (Art.193 CrC), or verbal assault (in Romanian ultrajul) (Art.239 CrC), 

which enter, as well, in the competence of the district court. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 435 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of default of failure to appear for conscription 

or military assembly (Art.435 NCrC).  The caseload of district courts 

will therefore increase accordingly.88 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

88 Although the newly introduced offense has a correspondent in Art.354 CrC, NCrC provides more variants of the action that attain to the material element.  Nevertheless, given the specific of 

this offense, we estimate that the impact is low. 



  

 

175 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7par.(2) Introduction of prosecutorial discretion by the NCrPC is likely to 

decrease the caseload in all courts.  Prosecutorial discretion will replace 

the current cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or 

not to bring the case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1
 of the CrC. 

quantifiable decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 The pre-trial judge at the level of district courts
89

 will solve the 

contestations against solutions whereby the prosecutor of the prosecution 

office attached to the district court decides not to send the case to court 

or not to prosecute.  The related caseload will reflect the increased 

number of cases in the competence of district courts.  

quantifiable  increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

89 The Draft IL - NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the pre-trial judge, namely, the procedure of seizure or voidance of a document in case of closing of the case (Art.145 

of Title III), which may result in an increase in the number of cases.  At the same time, the NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the freedoms and rights judge, namely, the 

procedure of capitalization of seized movable assets, which may result in an increase in the number of cases (Art. 73 of Title III). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 368 The matter of active extradition no longer includes the provision related 

to the bifurcation of the case, where there are several arrested persons, 

which shall lead to a limitation in the number of cases with which the 

court was vested.  The special conditions of such type of case indicate a 

low intensity of impact. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal  NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the 

criminal trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the 

criminal action against them directly in court, excluding the criminal 

investigation phase, with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the 

accused.  Therefore, in such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to 

intimate the criminal investigation bodies to carry out investigations.  

This provision may generate an increase in the number of cases, 

including on the dockets of the district courts.  Lacking data to show the 

incidence in practice of the cases where the criminal action is extended 

to new deed or persons, we cannot estimate the intensity of this impact. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after 

being judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the 

court competent to judge the case in first instance.  The district courts‟ 

caseload will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence 

enforcement for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of 

relieving the district courts of such cases (where district courts act as 

enforcement courts).   

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal 

law, which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  

This may translate in an increase in caseload for district courts.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, district courts, ex officio or at the 

request of the interested party, will have to judge contestations against 

enforcement submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more 

favorable criminal law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions 

compared to the current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  

This will result in a temporary increase of caseload. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate high 
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Impact items identified for tribunals 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal  NCrPC 38 NCrPC grants the courts of appeal the general competence to settle all 

appeals against judgments passed in first instance by tribunals and district 

courts, hence tribunals will be releaved of settling appeals against 

judgements passed by district courts. 

quantifiable decrease immediate high 

Criminal NCrPC 36 All criminal offenses for which the criminal investigation must be carried 

out by the National Anticorruption Directorate (DNA) or the Directorate for 

the Investigation Infringements of Organized Crime and Terrorism 

(DIICOT) are of the exclusive competence of tribunals as first instance 

courts.  As an example of such crimes, we note:  money laundry (in the 

jurisdiction of DIICOT), tax evasion (in the jurisdiction of DIICOT, when 

the damage is equal to or higer than Euro 500,000, respectively of DNA 

when the damage is equal to or higher than Euro 1 million);  crimes related 

to funds from the European Communities budgets etc.  Therefore, tribunals 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

will undertake part of the competence of district courts for such crimes, and 

the tribunals‟ caseload will increase accordingly.
90

 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 190 NCrPC gives to the exclusive jurisdiction of tribunals the newly provided 

criminal offense of murder at the request of the victim (Art.190 NCrC):  this 

provision will generate new files on the dockets of tribunals. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 210 NCrPC includes the normative version of the criminal offense of unlawful 

imprisonment (Art.189 para.(3) CrC) for the purpose of forcing one into 

prostitution in the normative contents of the crime of trafficking human 

beings;  the criminal investigation of this crime remains in the jurisdiction of 

DIICOT.  Therefore, the tribunals‟ jurisdiction on such crimes is also not 

modified. 

quantifiable annuled immediate Not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

90 According to the Draft IL - NCrPC, the cases in course of being settled in first instance where the judicial investigation has not commenced at the time when the NCrPC comes into force, shall 

be referred to the pre-trial judge from the court competent to settle the case under the new law (Article 4 of Title I).  At the same time, cases in course of being settled in first instance where, at 

the time when the NCrPC comes into force, the judicial investigation has commenced shall remain with the same court, but the trial shall be ruled by the new law (Art.5 of Title I).  Accordingly, 

the courts shall settle, during the transition period, certain cases which, in fact, have been transferred from their competence and, respectively, shall not settle certain cases that have been 

transferred into their competence. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 218 NCrPC grants the competence to judge in first instance the crime of rape 

against a victim under 15 years of age to district courts, whereas this crime 

used to be in the jurisdiction of tribunals.  Therefore, the tribunals‟ casload 

will decrease correspondingly. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 241 NCrPC transfers the competence to judge in first instance crimes of 

fraudulent bankruptcy in the banking system (Art. 241 NCrC) from tribunals 

to district courts, which will reduce the caseload of tribunals. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease Immediatei

mmediate 

low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 244 NCrPC transfers from tribunals to district courst the competence to judge, as 

first instance courts, the criminal offense of fraud with severe consequences 

(Art.244 NCrC), except for cases where the criminal investigation must be 

carried out by the specialized prosecution offices of the HCCJ.  Therefore, 

the tribunal will retain jurisdiction over such crimes of fraud where the 

competence to carry out the criminal investigation belongs to the DNA 

prosecutors (namely, when the damage amounst to at least Eur 1 million).  

Therefore, the caseload of tribunals will decrease correspondingly.  

quantifiable decrease immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 254 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to judge in 

first instance criminal cases of aggravated destruction of property (Art.254 

NCrC), which will create a corresponding decrease in the tribunals‟ 

caseload. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 280 Under NCrPC, the competence to judge as first instance court the crime 

offenses of abusive investigation (Art.280 NCrC) belongs to district courts, 

being transferred from tribunals.  Therefore, tribunals‟ caseload will be 

decreased. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 281 Under NCrPC, the criminal offenses of ill-treatment (Art.281 NCrC) shall be 

judged in first instance by district courts, rather than, as currently, by 

tribunals, therefore, tribunals will be relieved of cases of this type will. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 285 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning prison 

escape (Art.285 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts, being 

taken over from tribunals, whose caseload will decrease accordingly. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 286 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases of facilitating the 

prison escape (Art.286 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts, 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

being taken over from tribunals, whose caseload will decrease accordingly. 

Criminal NCrPC 36, 293 NCrPC introduces a new type of criminal offense in the jurisdiction of 

tribunals as first instance courts, namely crimes committed by or in relation 

to members of arbitral tribunals (Art.293 NCrC).  The new type of crimes 

given to the exclusive jurisdiction of tribunals, will cause an increase in their 

caseload. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 297, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the abuse 

of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under the 

competence of tribunals, being taken over from district courts.  Tribunals‟ 

caseload will increase accordingly. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 298, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

negligent performance of office (Art.298 NCrC) with severe consequences 

falls under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from district 

courts.  Tribunals‟ caseload will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 303 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

disclosure of classified information – state secrets (Art.303 NCrC) falls 

under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from courts of appeal.  

Tribunals‟ caseload will increase accordingly 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 304 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning disclosure 

of professional secrets or confidential information (Art.304 NCrC) is 

transferred from district courts to tribunals.  The tribunals‟ caseload will 

increase accordingly. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 306 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the illegal 

procurement of funds (Art.306 NCrC) falls under the competence of 

tribunals, being taken over from district courts (for example, the crimes 

provided at Art.18¹ et seq of Law no.78/2000).  The tribunals‟ caseload will 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 307 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to rule in 

first instance on cases concerning the embezzlement of funds (Art. 307 

NCrC).  The tribunals‟ caseload will increase accordingly. 

quantifiable increase immediate medium 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 346 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of ruling in 

first instance on cases regarding breaches to the regime of explosive 

materials (Art.346 NCrC).  The tribunals‟ caseload will increase 

accordingly. 

quantifiable increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 36, 354 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

transmission of the acquired immune deficiency syndrome (Art.354 NCrC) 

falls under the competence of tribunals, transferred from district courts.  The 

tribunals‟ caseload will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 36 Tribunals will no longer settle appeals against judgments issued by district 

courts as first instance courts.
91

 The tribunals‟ caseload will decrease 

accordingly.
92

 

This provision has already been introduced by Law No.202/2010. 

quantifiable decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

91 Article 27 item 2 of CrPC was abrogated by Law No.202&2010, appeals being eliminated from the jurisdiction of tribunals.  
92 According to the Draft IL - NCrPC, the final appeals in course of being settled on the date when the NCrPC comes into force, filed against decisions for which under the CrPC are not subject 

to appeal, shall be settled by the same court, according to the provisions on appeal in the NCrPC.  Hence, tribunals shall settle appeals during the transition period. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 36 Tribunals will no longer settle final appeals.  The tribunals‟ caseload will 

decrease accordingly.
93

 

quantifiable  decrease immediate high 

Criminal NCrPC 7 

para.(2) 

Introduction of prosecutorial discretion by the NCrPC is likely to decrease 

the caseload in all courts.  Prosecutorial discretion will replace the current 

cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or not to bring the 

case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1
 of the CrC. 

quantifiable  decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 The pre-trial judge at the level of tribunals
94

 will solve the contestations 

against solutions whereby the prosecutor of the prosecution office attached 

to the tribunal decides not to send the case to court or not to prosecute.  The 

related caseload will reflect the modified jurisdiction of tribunals.  

quantifiable  increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

93 Article 27 item 3 of CrPC was modified by Law No.202/2010, which only left within the tribunals‟ jurisdiction final appeals against judgments passed by district courts in cases regading 

crimes for which the criminal action may only be initiated at the preliminiary complaint of the damaged party, as well as final appeals against judgments passed by district courts on preventative 

measures, conditional release or security measures, against judgments passed by district courts in the enforcement or rehabilitation matters, as well as in other cases expressly provided by law. 
94 The Draft IL-NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the pre-trial judge, namely, the procedure of seizure or voidance of a document in case of closing of the case (Art.145 of 

Title III), which may result in an increase in the number of cases.  At the same time, the NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the freedoms and rights judge, namely, the 

procedure of capitalization of seized movable assets, which may result in an increase in the number of cases (Art. 73 of Title III). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 368 The matter of active extradition no longer includes the provision related to 

the bifurcation of the case, where there are several arrested persons, which 

shall lead to a limitation in the number of cases with which the court is 

vested.  The special conditions of such type of case indicate a low intensity 

of impact. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, 

with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in 

such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal 

investigation bodies to carry out investigations.  This provision may generate 

an increase in the number of cases, including on the dockets of the tribunals.  

Lacking data to show the incidence in practice of the cases where the 

criminal action is extended to new deed or persons, we cannot estimate the 

intensity of this impact. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after being 

judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court 

competent to judge the case in first instance.  The tribunals‟ caseload will 

increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase delayed unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence enforcement 

for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of relieving 

tribunals of such cases (where district courts act as enforcement courts) 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal law, 

which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  This 

may translate in an increase in caseload for tribunals.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, tribunals, ex officio or at the request of 

the interested party, will have to judge contestations against enforcement 

submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more favorable criminal 

law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions compared to the 

current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  Provisions in this 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate high 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspectiv

e 

Impact 

intensity 

matter may influence the caseload of tribunals, as enforcement courts for 

decisions passed by tribunals as first instance court.  We note that the 

Bucharest Tribunal, the Bucharest Military Tribunal respectively, act s 

enforcement courts for decisions passed by the HCCJ.  

Criminal NCrPC 595 Tribunals will settle contestations against judgments passed by district courts 

to solve contestations to enforcement grounded on the principle of the 

applicability of the more favorable criminal law.  Since it may be expected 

that the number of such contestations be high, as the NCrC provides less 

severe sanctions than the current code, it may be predicted that the caseload 

of tribunals as courts exercising judicial control will increase.  The effects of 

this provision will be delayed, as first it is necessary that contestations to 

enforcement be settled in frist instance, and will also be temporary. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed medium 
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Impact items identified for military tribunals 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPP 37 In accordance with the NCrPC, military tribunals shall settle in first instance 

all offences committed by military members, up to and including the rank of 

colonel.  The exhaustive wording of such provision extends the jurisdiction 

of the military tribunal as first instance court, so as to include all offences 

committed by members of the military (up to the rank of colonel), not only 

duty-related ones. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate medium 

Criminal NCrPP 37 Due to the closing of the territorial military court, the military tribunals shall 

also have first instance jurisdiction in relation to offences which were tried 

by the regional military court under CrPC. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 
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Impact items identified for courts of appeal 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 38 

para.(2) 

NCrPC grants the courts of appeal general competence
95

 to judge appeals 

against all judgments passed in first instance by district courts and 

tribunals.
96

  Considering that, practically, the courts of appeal will settle 

appeals instead of the final appeals they settle currently, also undertaking, as 

appeals, the final appeals currently settled by tribunals,
97

 it may be 

anticipated that the number of appeals settled by the courts of appeal will be 

higher than the current number of final appeals in their jurisdiction. 

quantifiable  increase immediate high 

                                                      

 

95 According to the Draft IL- NCrPC, the cases in course of being settled in first instance where the judicial investigation has not commenced at the time when the NCrPC comes into force, shall 

be referred to the pre-trial judge from the court competent to settle the case under the new law (Article 4 of Title I).  At the same time, cases in course of being settled in first instance where, at 

the time when the NCrPC comes into force, the judicial investigation has commenced shall remain with the same court, but the trial shall be ruled by the new law (Art.5 of Title I).  Accordingly, 

the courts shall settle, during the transition period, certain cases which, in fact, have been transferred from their competence and, respectively, shall not settle certain cases that have been 

transferred into their competence. 
96 According to the Draft IL- NCrPC, the first instance competence o the courts of appeal has been extended so as to include the following offenses, based on the criterion of personal capacity: 

“e) offenses perpetrated by assisting magistrates at the level of the HCCJ, court of appeal judges, military court of appeal judges, as well as prosecutors from the correspondent prosecutor‟s 

offices attached to these courts”; “f) offenses perpetrated by the members of the Court of Accounts, the president of the Legislative Council and the Ombudsman” (Art.15 of Title III).  As a 

result, the number of first instance cases may increase accordingly. 
97 Article 27 item 2 of the CrPC was aborgated by Law No.202/2010, appeals being excluded from tribunals‟ jurisdiction. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 38 The final appeal as ordinary means of appeal is eliminated.
98

  Therefore, 

courts of appeal will no longer settle final appeals, which are replaced by 

appeals. 

quantifiable decrease immediate medium 

Criminal NCrPC 36, 38 All criminal offenses for which the criminal investigation must be carried 

out by the National Anticorruption Department and the Direction for the 

Investigation of Organized Crime and Terrorism – except for those which, 

by virtue of the capacity of the active subject (as specified by Art.38 para.c 

and d NCrPC) fall under the competence of the court of appeal – fall within 

the competence of tribunals, as first instance courts.  Therefore, the number 

of cases of this type on the dockets of courts of appeal will decrease 

correspondingly.
99

 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate medium 

                                                      

 

98 Article 281 item 3 of the CrPC was modified by Law No.202/2010, wherby courts of appal were made competent to judge, as final appeal court, final appeals against criminal law judgments 

passed by district courts as first instance courts, except those given into the jurisdiction of tribunals, as well as except other cases expressly regulated by law. 
99 According to Draft IL- NCrPC, the cases in course of being settled in first instance where the judicial investigation has not commenced at the time when the NCrPC comes into force, shall be 

referred to the pre-trial judge from the court competent to settle the case under the new law (Article 4 of Title I).  At the same time, cases in course of being settled in first instance where, at the 

time when the NCrPC comes into force, the judicial investigation has commenced shall remain with the same court, but the trial shall be ruled by the new law (Art.5 of Title I).  Accordingly, the 

courts shall settle, during the transition period, certain cases which, in fact, have been transferred from their competence and, respectively, shall not settle certain cases that have been transferred 

into their competence. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC

, NCrC 

36, 301 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the conflict 

of interests (Art.301 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts and 

is taken over from the courts of appeal.  Therefore, courts‟ of appeal 

caseload will be reduced accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC

, NCrC 

36, 303 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

disclosure of classified information – state secrets (Art.303 NCrC) falls 

under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from courts of appeal, 

whose caseload will decrease accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 284 NCrPC introduces a new criminal offense of disloyal assistance and 

representation in the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts of appeal (Art.284 

NCrC).  Therefore, courts‟ of appeal caseload will be reduced accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

38, 439, 

442, 

443, 

444 

Courts of appeal undertake in their exclusive jurisdiction the criminal 

offenses regulated at Art.439 (crimes against humanity), Art.442 (war 

crimes against humanitarian operations and emblems), Art.443 (use of 

forbidden methods in combat) and Art.444 NCrC (use of forbidden means in 

combat).100 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 The pre-trial judge at the level of the courts of appeal
101

 will solve the 

contestations against solutions whereby the prosecutor of the prosecution 

office attached to the court of appeal decides not to send the case to court or 

not to prosecute.  The related caseload will reflect the modifications in the 

competence of courts of appeal.  

quantifiable  increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

100 It should be considered that the probability for such offenses to appear in practice is low, given the circumstances in which they may be perpetrated (namely in belligerence), the incrimination 

reflecting the evolution of the international unwritten law and ensuring the coming into line of Romania to international conventions and treaties on this matter. 
101 The Draft IL-NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the pre-trial judge, namely, the procedure of seizure or voidance of a document in case of closing of the case (Art.145 

of Title III), which may result in an increase in the number of cases.  At the same time, the NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the freedoms and rights judge, namely, the 

procedure of capitalization of seized movable assets, which may result in an increase in the number of cases (Art. 73 of Title III). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7 

para.(2) 

Introduction of prosecutorial discretion by the NCrPC is likely to decrease 

the caseload in all courts, including courts of appeal for cases where they 

hold first court jurisdiction.  Prosecutorial discretion will replace the current 

cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or not to bring the 

case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1
 of the CrC. 

quantifiable decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 368 The matter of active extradition no longer includes the provision related to 

the bifurcation of the case, where there are several arrested persons, which 

shall lead to a limitation in the number of cases with which the court is 

vested.  The special conditions of such type of case indicate a low intensity 

of impact. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, 

with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in 

such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal 

investigation bodies to carry out investigations.  This provision may generate 

an increase in the number of cases, including on the dockets of courts of 

appeal.  Lacking data to show the incidence in practice of the cases where 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

the criminal action is extended to new deed or persons, we cannot estimate 

the intensity of this impact. 

Criminal NCrPC 409 The prosecutor may declare appeal on the civil side of the criminal trial in 

all cases, regardless of whether the civil part itself does or does not file 

appeal, which may lead to an increase in the caseload of the courts of appeal.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the right of the civil party, and of the civilly liable 

party, to appeal a judgment in what regards the criminal-law side is limited 

to the extent to which the solution on the criminal-law side influenced the 

solution on the civil-law side of the trial, which may lead to a decrease in the 

caseload of courts of appeal. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the witness, expert, interpreter and lawyer may file 

appeal also with regard to indemnifications and judicial fines, rather than 

limitedly with regard to judicial expenses, as the CrPC provides, which may 

result in an increase in the caseload of courts of appeal. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 411 NCrPC reduces the interval within which one may request the term of appeal 

be reinstated, which may lead to a reduction in the caseload of courts of 

appeal. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 412 Grounds for appeal must be submitted with 3 days before the first hearing 

date at the latest, while the appellant is no longer allowed to formulate the 

grounds for appeal orally in court during the hearing.  This may result in a 

decrease in the number of cases on the dockets of the courts of appeal, by 

such cases where the applications for appeal do not meet the formal 

requirements. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 426 The admissible grounds for contestations for annulment are reduced to 3, 

which may create a reduction in this type of cases on the dockets of courts of 

appeal. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 427 NCrPC limits the parties that may file contestations for annulment to the 

victim, the defendant and the prosecutor, which may lead to a reduction in 

caseload for courts of appeal. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after being 

judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court 

competent to judge the case in first instance.  The courts‟ of appeal caseload 

will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence enforcement 

for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of relieving courts 

of appeal of such cases (where district courts act as enforcement courts) 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal law, 

which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  This 

may translate in an increase in caseload for courts of appeal.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, courts of appeal, ex officio or at the 

request of the interested party, will have to judge contestations against 

enforcement submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more favorable 

criminal law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions compared to 

the current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  This will result 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate medium 



  

 

199 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

in a temporary increase of caseload. 

Criminal NCrPC 597 Courts of appeal will settle contestations against judgments passed by 

tribunals to solve contestations to enforcement grounded on the principle of 

the applicability of the more favorable criminal law.  Since it may be 

expected that the number of such contestations be high, as the NCrC 

provides less severe sanctions than the current code, it may be predicted that 

the caseload of the courts of appeal as courts exercising judicial control will 

increase.  The effects of this provision will be delayed, as first it is necessary 

that contestations to enforcement be settled in first instance, and will also be 

temporary. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase delayed medium 
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Impact items identified for the military courts of appeal 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPP 39 Due to the reconfiguration of incriminations under NCrC, by introducing the 

offences resumed from the Statute of the International Criminal Court and of 

the Geneva Convention, the jurisdiction of the military court of appeal is 

thus expressly extended to include such incriminations. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPP 39 In order to eliminate the final appeal from NCrPC, the military courts of 

appeal shall no longer operate as courts of final appeal, and shall solely have 

jurisdiction on the appeal. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate medium 
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Impact items identified for the HCCJ 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 40 NCrPC increases HCCJ area of personal jurisdiction as first instance court, 

adding the following functions:  the President of Romania, senators and 

deputies, as well as persons in functions assimilated to that of Governmnet 

members, judges carrying out their activities in international courts, members 

of the European Parliament, assistant magistrates at the Constitutional Court; 

marshals, admirals and persons whose professional rank is assimilated to that 

of general or marshal.
102

  

Therefore, the HCCJ caseload will increase correspondingly.
 103

  This 

provision is currently applicable, as it was introduced by Law No.202/2010. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

102 Art.29 item1 of CrPC was modified in this manner by Law No.202/2010. 
103 According to the Draft IL-NCrPC, the first instance competence of the HCCJ has been modified as follows: the personal capacity criterion has been eliminated as regards the President of 

Romania, the persons assimilated to members of the Government, the assisting magistrates from the HCCJ, judges from the courts of appeal and military court of appeal, as well as prosecutors 

from the correspondent prosecutor‟s offices attached to these courts, persons who have a professional capacity assimilated to that of marshals or generals, which may result in the correlative 

decrease in the number of cases.  At the same time, the personal capacity competence has been extended as to include the members of the Superior Council of Magistrates, which may result in an 

increase in the number of cases. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 40 NCrPC removes from the jurisdiction of HCCJ as first instance court the 

crimes committed by members of the Court of Accounts, the president of the 

Legislative Council, the Ombudsman, the high officials of the religious cults 

and the other high members of clergy who hold at least the rank of archbishop 

or the equivalent, as well as the crimes committed by members of the Superior 

Council of Magistracy.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

40, 398 NCrPC introduces the crime of high treason within the jurisdiction of HCCJ 

as first court instance.
104

  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 40, 408 NCrPC eliminates the final appeal against judgments passed by courts of 

appeal and military courts of appeal, which are solved by panels of 3 judges, 

replacing it with appeals, to be judged by 2-judge panels. 
105

 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

104 The Constitution provides that HCCJ has the competence to settle in such matter, given that the regulations currently in force do not incriminate the crime of high treason and, therefore, the 

text was not applicable, the constitutional provision not being an incrimination norm. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Also, NCrPC eliminates the final appeal against judgments passed by the 

Criminal Division of HCCJ as first instance court, replacing it by appeal, to be 

settled by the 5-judge panel.
106

  

Since the appeal becomes the only ordinary means of appeal, which may be 

declared for any reasons of lack of grounds or unlawfulness of the appealed 

judgment, an increase in the caseload at the HCCJ is to be expected.
107

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

 

105 According to the Draft IL- NCrPC, the final appeals in course of being settled on the date when the NCrPC comes into force, filed against decisions which are not subject to appeal under the 

old law shall be settled by the same court, according to the provisions on appeal in the NCrPC, thus, by a panel of two judges (Art.8 para.(1) of Title I).  At the same time, the final appeals in 

course of being settled at the time when the NCrPC comes into force filed against decisions which have been subject to appeal under the old law shall remain in the competence of the same court 

and shall be settled according to the provisions on final appeal in the CrPC.  As a result, on the one hand, the final appeals filed against decisions which are not subject to appeal shall be settled 

by a panel of 2 judges, instead of 3, and on the other, the HCCJ shall continue to settle, during the transition period, the final appeals on their dockets on the date when the NCrPC comes into 

force, in panels of 3 judges, which may result in a temporary increase in the number of cases. 
106 Law No.202/2010 modified Art.19 and Art.24 of Law No.304/2004, replacing the 9-judge panel with the 5-judge panel. 
107 According to the Draft IL- NCrPC, the cases in course of being settled in first instance where the judicial investigation has not commenced at the time when the NCrPC comes into force, shall 

be referred to the pre-trial judge from the court competent to settle the case under the new law (Article 4 of Title I).  At the same time, cases in course of being settled in first instance where, at 

the time when the NCrPC comes into force, the judicial investigation has commenced shall remain with the same court, but the trial shall be ruled by the new law (Art.5 of Title I).  Accordingly, 

the courts shall settle, during the transition period, certain cases which, in fact, have been transferred from their competence and, respectively, shall not settle certain cases that have been 

transferred into their competence. 



  

 

204 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 The pre-trial judge at the level of HCCJ
108

 will solve the contestations against 

solutions whereby the prosecutor of the general prosecution office attached to 

HCCJ decides not to send the case to court or not to prosecute.  The related 

caseload will reflect the modifications in the jurisdiction of HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 7 

para.(2) 

Introduction of prosecutorial discretion by the NCrPC is likely to decrease the 

caseload in all courts, including HCCJ where applicable.  Prosecutorial 

discretion will replace the current cases where the prosecutor resolves not to 

press charges or not to bring the case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1
 of the 

CrC. 

non-quantifiable  

(relativ) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 368 The matter of active extradition no longer includes the provision related to the 

bifurcation of the case, where there are several arrested persons, which shall 

lead to a limitation in the number of cases with which the court is vested.  The 

special conditions of such type of case indicate a low intensity of impact. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

                                                      

 

108 The Draft IL – NCrPC introduces a new procedure in the competence of the pre-trial judge, namely, the procedure of seizure or voidance of a document in case of closing of the case (Art.145 

of Title III), which may result in an increase in the number of cases. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, with 

all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in such 

cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal investigation 

bodies to carry out investigations.  This provision may generate an increase in 

the number of cases, including on the dockets of HCCJ.  Lacking data to show 

the incidence in practice of the cases where the criminal action is extended to 

new deed or persons, we cannot estimate the intensity of this impact. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 409 The prosecutor may declare appeal on the civil side of the criminal trial in all 

cases, regardless of whether the civil part itself does or does not file appeal, 

which may lead to an increase in the caseload of HCCJ, in such matters where 

the HCCJ is competent to judge appeals. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the right of the civil party, and of the civilly liable party, 

to appeal a judgment in what regards the criminal-law side is limited to the 

extent to which the solution on the criminal-law side influenced the solution 

on the civil-law side of the trial, which may lead to a decrease in the caseload 

of HCCJ, for the appeals in its jurisdiction. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the witness, expert, interpreter and lawyer may file 

appeal also with regard to indemnifications and judicial fines, rather than 

limitedly with regard to judicial expenses, as the CrPC provides, which may 

result in an increase in the caseload of HCCJ, for the appeals in its 

jurisdiction. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 411 NCrPC reduces the interval within which one may request the term of appeal 

be reinstated, which may lead to a reduction in the caseload of HCCJ, as 

appeals not formulated within due term will be eliminated. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 412 Grounds for appeal must be submitted with 3 days before the first hearing date 

at the latest, while the appellant is no longer allowed to formulate the grounds 

for appeal orally in court during the hearing.  This may result in a decrease in 

the number of cases on the dockets of HCCJ, by such cases where the 

applications for appeal do not meet the formal requirements. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 426 The admissible grounds for contestations for annulment are reduced to 3, 

which may create a reduction in this type of cases on the dockets of courts of 

appeal. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 427 NCrPC limits the parties that may file contestations for annulment to the 

victim, the defendant and the prosecutor, which may lead to a reduction in 

caseload for HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 433 NCrPC introduces the extraordinary means of appeal of the final appeal in 

cassation, which is given into the exclusive jurisdiction of HCCJ, and which 

constitutes the means of judicial control on judgments passed by the courts of 

appeal (except those ordering retrial), for limited and expressly provided 

grounds.  This new means of appeal will cause an increase in the caseload of 

HCCJ.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate  unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 436 Among the restrictive conditions for filing final appeal in cassation by the 

defendant, the civil party or the civilly liable party, NCrPC provides the 

obligation to formulate final appeal only through lawyers having the right to 

argue it before HCCJ.109 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

109 In accordance with the provisions of Law No.51/1995, senior lawyers having an uninterrupted seniority of at least 5 years as of the date of the final bar exam have the right to argue before 

HCCJ (Art.23 para.(3)). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 440 NCrPC introduces a procedure for the admissibility in principle of final 

appeals in cassation, which will allow the filter-judge to eliminate applications 

for final appeal which do not meet the formal requirements expressly provided 

by the law.  In other words, the panels that will settle the final appeal in 

cassation will not have to judge on applications of final appeal in cassation 

that are found inadmissible.  This provision shall produce a decrease in the 

caseload regarding the cases of final appeal in cassation analyzed on the row 

above, diminishing the increase in caseload caused by the introduction of this 

new final appeal. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 438 Art.438 NCrPC reduces significantly the number of grounds for which final 

appeal in cassation may be submitted, compared to the current provisions in 

CrPC on grounds for ordinary final appeal, situation that may lead to a 

decrease of the number of such cases registered on the dockets of HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the reopening 

of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after being judged in 

absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court competent to 

judge the case in first instance.  HCCJ‟s caseload will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 475 NCrPC gives HCCJ (Criminal Division) jurisdiction over issuing preliminary 

judgments solving legal issues, which may determine an increase in caseload 

at this court.  In such cases, the Criminal Division will issue a preliminary 

judgment which will settle the legal issue submitted to it.  

However, considering that this procedure is only available where the legal 

issue in question is a matter of controversy in practice of courts, these 

provisions will not produce an immediate impact upon the entry into force of 

NCrPC, but rather a delayed impact, after sufficient time has passed that a 

non-unitary practice on a certain legal issue is developed by the courts of 

law.
110

 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed 

 

unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 597 ÎCCJ va soluţiona în complet de 1 judecător eventualele contestaţii împotriva 

hotărârilor pronunţate în soluţionarea de către curţile de apel a contestaţiilor la 

executare întemeiate pe principiul aplicării legii penale mai favorabile.  

Deoarece dispoziţiile NCrC sunt, în general, mai favorabile decât ale CP, este 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

110 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.4122 in the CrPC, whereby the HCCJ is granted the competence to pass judgment on legal issues that have been solved differently by the courts of law, with 

a view to unify oractuce.  Aplications for such rulings may be filed by the general prosecutor of the POHCJJ, ex officio or at the request of the Minister of Justice, of the management council of 

the HCCJ or of the courts of appeal, as well as of the Ombudsman. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

de aşteptat o increase a numărului de astfel de cauze la toate instanţele la 

momentul intrării în vigoare a NCrC şi NCrPC, atât în fond şi în calea de atac, 

acest efect de increase fiind mai delayed în calea de atac, şi temporar.  În cazul 

ÎCCJ, intensitatea impactului este relativă la numărul de dosare în care curţile 

de apel sunt instanţe de executare. 
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Impact items identified for prosecution offices attached to district courts 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 218 The normative version the criminal offense of rape of a victim under 15 

years of age (Art. 218 NCrC) is attributed under the NCrPC within the 

competence of district courts as first instance court.  Therefore, the 

caseload of district courts and attached prosecution offices will increase 

correspondingly
111

 (criminal investigation).  

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 241 NCrPC transfers from the competence of tribunals to that of district courts 

the criminal offense of fraudulent bankruptcy (Art. 241 NCrC), which 

relates to the banking system.  Therefore cases of this object will be 

registered on the dockets of district courts, increasing at the same time the 

caseload of prosecution offices attached to these courts (criminal 

investigation).  

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

111 According to the Draft IL NCrPC, the criminal investigation shall be mandatorily performed by the prosecutor in case of the offense described in Art.279 (judicial contempt, with the 

exclusion of the situations where the offense caused the death of a person), which may cause an increase in the number of cases instrumented by the prosecutor (Art.18 of Title III). 



  

 

212 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 244 NCrPC transfers from tribunals to district courts the competence to judge, 

as first instance courts, the criminal offense of fraud with severe 

consequences (Art.244 NCrC) where the damage does not exceed the 

equivalent of Euro 1 million.  The caseload of district courts and the 

attached prosecution offices will be increased (criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 254 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to judge as 

first instance court the cases of aggravated destruction of property (Art.254 

NCrC);  prosecution offices attached to district courts will be relieved of 

criminal investigation related to such cases. 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 280 Under NCrPC, the competence to judge as first instance court the crime 

offenses of abusive investigation (Art.280 NCrC) belongs to district courts, 

being transferred from tribunals.  Therefore, criminal investigation for such 

crimes shall be perfomed by prosecution offices attached to district courts, 

which may result in an increase in their caseload. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 281 Under NCrPC, the criminal offenses of ill-treatment (Art.281 NCrC) shall 

be judged in first instance by district courts, rather than, as currently, by 

tribunals:  therefore, criminal investigation of such cases shall be carried 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

out by prosecution offices attached to district courts, rather than tribunals.  

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 285 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning prison 

escape (Art.285 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts.  

Therefore, the prosecution offices attached to district courts will henceforth 

carry out criminal investigations for such cases, undertaking this 

competence from the prosecution offices attached to tribunals. 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 286 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases of facilitating the 

prison escape (Art.286 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts.  

Therefore, the prosecution offices attached to district courts will henceforth 

carry out criminal investigations for such cases, undertaking this 

competence from the prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 297, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the abuse 

of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under the 

competence of tribunals.  Such cases will be no longer investigated by 

prosecution offices attached to district courts, but by those attached to 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

tribunals. 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 298, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

neglect of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under 

the competence of tribunals.  Therefore, cases of this type will no longer be 

investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to district 

courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

38, 301 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

conflict of interests (Art.301 NCrC) falls under the competence of district 

courts and is taken over from the courts of appeal.  Therefore, cases of this 

type will be henceforth in the jurisdiction of district courts, which will 

result in an increase in the casload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts (criminal investigation). 

quantifiable  

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 304 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of ruling 

in first instance on cases concerning the disclosure of professional secrets 

or confidential information (Art.304 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type 

will no longer be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

attached to district courts. 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 306,  According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the illegal 

procurement of funds (Art.306 NCrC) falls under the competence of 

tribunals.  Since (a part of) such rulings are to be taken over from the 

jurisdiction of district courts, their caseload, as well as that of the 

prosecution offices attached to district courts, shall decrease accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 307 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to rule in 

first instance on cases concerning the embezzlement of funds (Art. 307 

NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type will no longer be investigated and 

prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to district courts. 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 346 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of ruling 

in first instance on cases regarding breaches to the regime of explosive 

materials (Art.346 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type will no longer be 

investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to district 

courts. 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 354 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

transmission of the acquired immune deficiency syndrome (Art.354 NCrC) 

falls under the competence of tribunals.  Therefore, cases of this type will 

no longer be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to 

district courts. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 202 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of culpable injury of the fetus (Art.202 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation).  

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 204 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of obstruction of relief (Art.204 NCrC).  The 

caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 208 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of harassment (Art.208 NCrC).  The caseload of 

prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase accordingly (on 

criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 219 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of sexual assault (Art.219 NCrC).  The caseload 

of prosecution offices attached to distrct courts will increase accordingly 

(on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 222 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of recruitment of minors for sexual purposes 

(Art.222 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 225 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of professional secrecy (Art.225 NCrC).  The 

caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 226 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of infringement of the right to private life 

(Art.226 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 239 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of breach of trust by fraud against creditors 

(Art.239 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 245 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of insurance fraud (Art.245 NCrC).  The caseload 

of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase accordingly 

(on criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 246 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of distortion of public tenders (Art.246 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 247 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of patrimonial exploitation of vulnerable persons 

(Art.247 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 272 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of influencing statements (Art.272 NCrC).  The 

caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 274 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of vindication for the support provided to justice 

(Art.274 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 276 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of putting pressures on justice (Art.276 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 277 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of compromising the interests of justice (Art.277 

NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will 

increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 278 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of infringement of the solemnity of court sessions 

(Art.278 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 279 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of judicial contempt (Art.279 NCrC).  The 

caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 299 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of abuse of function for sexual purposes (Art.299 

NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will 

increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 324 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of forgery of technical records (Art.324 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 351 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of usury (Art.351 NCrC).  The caseload of 

prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase accordingly (on 

criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 370 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of attempt to cause the perpetration of a criminal 

offense (Art.370 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to 

district courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 372 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of unlawful carrying or use of dangerous objects 

(Art.372 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district 

courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 373 NCrPC introduces the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of hindrance of public assemblies (Art.373 

NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will 

increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 380 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of hindering the access to general mandatory 

education (Art.380 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices attached to 

district courts will increase accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 433 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of aggression against sentinel (Art.433 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 434 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of avoiding military enrollment (Art.434 NCrC).  

The caseload of prosecution offices attached to district courts will increase 

accordingly (on criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 435 NCrPC establishes the exclusive competence of district courts over the 

newly-introduced offense of default of failure to appear for conscription or 

military assembly (Art.435 NCrC).  The caseload of prosecution offices 

attached to district courts will increase accordingly (on criminal 

investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 Given the prosecutors‟ new attributions related to the principle of 

proseutorial discretion, it is possible that the number of contestations 

against solutions not to prosecute passed by prosecutors from the 

prosecution offices attached to district courts may increase, thus also 

increasing the caseload for prosecutors at this level who attend the hearings 

of such cases.  Prosecutorial discretion will replace the current cases where 

the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or not to bring the case to trial, 

on the basis of Art.18
1
 of the CrC. 

quantifiable  

 

increase immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, 

with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in 

such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal 

investigation bodies to carry out investigations, which may create an 

increase in the caseload at prosecution offices (criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal  NCrPC 7 The principle of prosecutorial discretion, namely the waiver of the criminal 

action in cases where there is no public interest to justify prosecution, may 

lead to a decrease in the caseload of prosecution offices by eliminating 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease Immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

minor cases (affecting both the prosecutors who attend the hearings and 

those who carry out criminal investogation). 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after 

being judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court 

competent to judge the case in first instance.  The caseload of prosecution 

offices attached to district courts will increase accordingly, for prosecutors 

attending case hearings.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence 

enforcement for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of 

relieving the district courts of such cases (where district courts act as 

enforcement courts), hence also the prosecutors from prosecution offices 

attached to district courts attending hearings in such cases. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal law, 

which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  This 

may translate in an increase in caseload for district courts and the related 

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

prosecution offices (for prosecutors attending hearings).  

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, district courts, ex officio or at the 

request of the interested party, will have to judge contestations against 

enforcement submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more 

favorable criminal law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions 

compared to the current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  

This will result in a temporary increase of caseload for district courts and 

attached prosecution offices (as regards prosecutor attending hearings).  

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

increase immediate high 

 



  

 

226 

 

 

Impact items identified for prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

35, 190 NCrPC gives to the exclusive jurisdiction of tribunals the newly provided 

criminal offense of murder at the request of the victim (Art.190 NCrC).  

The prosecution offices attached to tribunals will be competent to 

investigate and prosecute such crimes.
112

   

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

 

36, 218 

 

The normative version the criminal offense of rape of a victim under 15 

years of age (Art. 218 NCrC) is attributed under the NCrPC within the 

competence of district courts as first instance court.  Therefore, new cases 

of this type will no longer be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution 

offices attached to tribunals. 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 241 NCrPC transfer from the competence of tribunals to that of district courts 

the criminal offense of fraudulent bankruptcy (Art. 241 NCrC) related to 

the banking system.  Therefore, new cases of this type will no longer be 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate low 

                                                      

 

112 According to the Draft IL- NCrPC, the criminal investigation shall be mandatorily performed by the prosecutor in case of the offense described in Art.279 (judicial contempt, for those 

situations where the offense caused the death of a person), which may cause an increase in the number of cases instrumented by the prosecutor (Art.18 of Title III). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 244 NCrPC transfers from tribunals to district courts the competence to judge, 

as first instance courts, the criminal offense of fraud with severe 

consequences (Art.244 NCrC) where the damage does not exceed the 

equivalent of Eur 1 million.  The caseload of tribunals and of the attached 

prosecution offices will thus decrease. (criminal investigation) 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 254 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to judge in 

first instance criminal cases of aggravated destruction of property (Art.254 

NCrC).  Therefore, new cases of this type will be investigated and 

prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to tribunals. 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 280 Under NCrPC, the competence to judge as first instance court the crime 

offenses of abusive investigation (Art.280 NCrC) belongs to district courts, 

being transferred from tribunals.  Therefore, new cases of this type will no 

longer be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to 

tribunals 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 



  

 

228 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 281 Under NCrPC, the criminal offenses of ill-treatment (Art.281 NCrC) shall 

be judged in first instance by district courts, rather than, as currently, by 

tribunals, therefore, cases of this type will be henceforth registered with 

district courts.  Therefore, new cases of this type will no longer be 

investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 285 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning prison 

escape (Art.285 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts.  Since 

such rulings are to be taken over from the tribunals, new cases of this type 

will no longer be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices 

attached to tribunals 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 286 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases of facilitating the 

prison escape (Art.286 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts.  

Therefore, new cases of this type will no longer be investigated and 

prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC  

NCrC 

36, 293 NCrPC introduces a new type of criminal offense in the jurisdiction of 

tribunals as first instance courts, namely crimes committed by or in relation 

to members of arbitral tribunals (Art.293 NCrC).  The new type of crimes 

given to the exclusive jurisdiction of tribunals, will cause an increase in 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 



  

 

229 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

their caseload, as well as in the caseload of the attached prosecution offices 

(criminal investigation). 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 297, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the abuse 

of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under the 

competence of tribunals.  Such cases will be no longer investigated by 

prosecution offices attached to district courts, but by those attached to 

tribunals 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 298, 

309 

According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

neglect of function (Art.297 NCrC) with severe consequences falls under 

the competence of tribunals.  Therefore, cases of this type will be 

investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to tribunals, 

rather than district courts.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 303 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

disclosure of classified information – state secrets (Art.303 NCrC) falls 

under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from courts of appeal.  

The caseload of tribunals and prosecution offices attached to tribunals 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 



  

 

230 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

(criminal investigation) will increase accordingly. 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 304 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of ruling 

in first instance on cases concerning the disclosure of professional secrets 

or confidential information (Art.304 NCrC).  Therefore, cases of this type 

will be investigated and prosecuted by prosecution offices attached to 

tribunals. 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 306 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the illegal 

procurement of funds (Art.306 NCrC) falls under the competence of 

tribunals.  Since (a part of) these types of cases are to be taken over from 

the jurisdiction of district courts (such as crimes provided by Art.18
1
 et seq. 

Law No.78/2000), the caseload of prosecution offices attached to tribunals, 

henceforth competent to investigate such cases, will increase accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 



  

 

231 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 307 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence to rule in 

first instance on cases concerning the embezzlement of funds (Art. 307 

NCrC).  Prosecution offices attached to tribunals shall henceforth be 

competent to investigate and prosecute such cases.  

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 

NCrC 

36, 346 NCrPC transfers from district courts to tribunals the competence of ruling 

in first instance on cases regarding breaches to the regime of explosive 

materials (Art.346 NCrC).  Prosecution offices attached to tribunals shall 

henceforth be competent to investigate and prosecute such cases. 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 354 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

transmission of the acquired immune deficiency syndrome (Art.354 NCrC) 

falls under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from district 

courts.  Prosecution offices attached to tribunals shall henceforth be 

competent to investigate and prosecute such cases. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 Given the prosecutors‟ new attributions related to the principle of 

proseutorial discretion, it is possible that the number of contestations 

against solutions not to prosecute passed by prosecutors from the 

prosecution offices attached to tribunals may increase, thus also increasing 

the caseload for prosecutors at this level who attend the hearings of such 

quantifiable  

 

increase Immediate unknown 



  

 

232 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

cases.  Prosecutorial discretion will replace the current cases where the 

prosecutor resolves not to press charges or not to bring the case to trial, on 

the basis of Art.18
1
 CrC. 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 Also given the prosecutors‟ new attributions related to the principle of 

prosecutorial discretion, it is possible that the number of contestations 

against solutions not to prosecute passed by prosecutors from the 

prosecution offices attached to district courts may increase, thus also 

increasing the caseload for prosecutors at the level of tribunals, in cases of 

ruling of the pre-trial judge of the district court are challenged at the pre-

trial judge at the tribunal level.This will cause an increase in the caseload of 

prosecutors attending hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase Immediate/t

ermen 

mediu 

unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provide for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, 

with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in 

such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal 

investigation bodies to carry out investigations, which may create an 

increase in the caseload at prosecution offices (criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 



  

 

233 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after 

being judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the 

court competent to judge the case in first instance.  The caseload of 

prosecution offices attached to tribunals will increase accordingly, for 

prosecutors attending case hearings. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence 

enforcement for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of 

relieving tribunals of such cases (where tribunals act as enforcement 

courts), hence also the prosecutors from prosecution offices attached to 

tribunals attending hearings in such cases. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal law, 

which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  This 

may translate in an increase in caseload for tribunals and the related 

prosecution offices (for prosecutors attending hearings). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

 

increase immediate unknown 



  

 

234 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, tribunals, ex officio or at the request of 

the interested party, will have to judge contestations against enforcement 

submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more favorable criminal 

law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions compared to the 

current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  This will result in a 

temporary increase of caseload for tribunals and attached prosecution 

offices (as regards prosecutor attending hearings).  

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

increase immediate high 

 



  

 

235 

 

 

Impact items identified for prosecution offices attached to courts of appeal 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 301 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the conflict 

of interests (Art.301 NCrC) falls under the competence of district courts and 

is taken over from the courts of appeal.  Therefore, caseload of courts of 

appeals, as well as of the prosecution offices attached thereto will 

correspondingly decrease (criminal investigation). 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

36, 303 According to NCrPC, ruling in first instance on cases concerning the 

disclosure of classified information – state secrets (Art.303 NCrC) falls 

under the competence of tribunals, being taken over from courts of appeal.  

The caseload of courts of appeals and prosecution offices attached to courts 

of appeal (criminal investigation) will decrease accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 38, 439, 

442, 

443, 

444 

Courts of appeal undertake in their exclusive jurisdiction the criminal 

offenses regulated at Art.439 (crimes against humanity), Art.442 (war 

crimes against humanitarian operations and emblems), Art.443 (use of 

forbidden methods in combat) and Art.444 NCrC (use of forbidden means in 

combat).  Prosecution offices attached to the courts of appeal shall be 

competent to investigate and prosecute such crimes. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 



  

 

236 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 38 

para.(2) 

NCrPC grants the courts of appeal competence to judge appeals against all 

judgments passed in first instance by district courts and tribunals, which will 

lead to an increase in the caseload at the level of prosecution offices attached 

to courts of appeal, for prosecutors attending the hearings. 

quantifiable increase immediate medium 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC does no longer provides for the possibility of extending the criminal 

trial to new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action 

against them directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, 

with all the rights and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in 

such cases, it shall henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal 

investigation bodies to carry out investigations, which may create an 

increase in the caseload at prosecution offices (criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 409 The prosecutor may declare appeal on the civil side of the criminal trial in 

all cases, regardless of whether the civil part itself does or does not file 

appeal, which may lead to an increase in the caseload of the courts of appeal, 

and of the prosecutors of the prosecution offices at this level who attend 

hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the right of the civil party, and of the civilly liable 

party, to appeal a judgment in what regards the criminal-law side is limited 

to the extent to which the solution on the criminal-law side influenced the 

solution on the civil-law side of the trial, which may lead to a decrease in the 

caseload of courts of appeal, and of the prosecutors of the prosecution 

offices at this level who attend hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the witness, expert, interpreter and lawyer may file 

appeal also with regard to indemnifications and judicial fines, rather than 

limitedly with regard to judicial expenses, as the CrPC provides, which may 

result in an increase in the caseload of courts of appeal, of the prosecutors of 

the prosecution offices at this level who attend hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 412 Grounds for appeal must be submitted with 3 days before the first hearing 

date at the latest, while the appellant is no longer allowed to formulate the 

grounds for appeal orally in court during the hearing.  This may result in a 

decrease in the number of cases on the dockets of the courts of appeal, hence 

a reduction in the caseload of prosecutors attending hearings, by such cases 

where the applications for appeal do not meet the formal requirements. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 426 The admissible grounds for contestations for annulment are reduced to 3, 

which may create a reduction in this type of cases on the dockets of courts of 

appeal, hence in the caseload of prosecutors who must attends such hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 427 NCrPC limits the parties that may file contestations for annulment to the 

victim, the defendant and the prosecutor, which may lead to a reduction in 

caseload for courts of appeal, hence in the caseload of prosecutors who must 

attends such hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after being 

judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court 

competent to judge the case in first instance.  The caseload of prosecution 

offices attached to courts of appeal will increase accordingly, for prosecutors 

attending case hearings. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed low 

Criminal NCrPC 589 Provisions regarding postponement and interruption of sentence enforcement 

for familial reasons were eliminated, to the consequence of relieving courts 

of appeal of such cases (where they act as enforcement courts), hence also 

the prosecutors from prosecution offices attached to courts of appeal 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

attending hearings in such cases. 

Criminal NCrPC 595 One may also challenge enforcement of judgments applying educational 

measures on grounds of the intervention of a more favorable criminal law, 

which reflects the new approach on the criminal liability of minors.  This 

may translate in an increase in caseload for courts of appeal and the related 

prosecution offices (for prosecutors attending hearings). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595 Upon the entry into force of NCrC, courts of appeal, ex officio or at the 

request of the interested party, will have to judge contestations against 

enforcement submitted on the ground of the intervention of a more favorable 

criminal law, given that NCrC provides more lenient sanctions compared to 

the current law with regard to numerous criminal offenses.  This will result 

in a temporary increase of caseload for courts of appeal and attached 

prosecution offices (as regards prosecutor attending hearings).  

non-quantifiable 

(relative)  

increase immediate high 
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Impact items identified for the POHCCJ 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC, 

NCrC 

40, 398 NCrPC introduces the crime of high treason within the jurisdiction of HCCJ 

as first court instance.  The POHCCJ will be competent to investigate and 

prosecute these crimes. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 40 NCrPC increases HCCJ area of personal jurisdiction as first instance court, 

adding the following functions:  the President of Romania
113

, senators and 

deputies, as well as persons in functions assimilated to that of Governmnet 

members, judges carrying out their activities in international courts, members 

of the European Parliament, assistant magistrates at the Constitutional Court;  

marshals, admirals and persons whose professional rank is assimilated to that 

of general or marshal.
114

  Therefore, the HCCJ caseload will increase 

correspondingly as will the jurisdiction of the POHCCJ for the investigation 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate low 

                                                      

 

113 According to the Draft IL-NCrPC, the first instance competence of the HCCJ has been modified as follows: the personal capacity criterion has been eliminated as regards the President of 

Romania, the persons assimilated to members of the Government, the assisting magistrates from the HCCJ, judges from the courts of appeal and military court of appeal, as well as prosecutors 

from the correspondent prosecutor‟s offices attached to these courts, persons who have a professional capacity assimilated to that of marshals or generals, which may result in the correlative 

decrease in the number of cases.  At the same time, the personal capacity competence has been extended as to include the members of the Superior Council of Magistrates, which may result in an 

increase in the number of cases. 
114 Art.29 item 1 of CrPC was modified in this manner by Law No.202/2010. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

and prosecution of crimes committed by special categories of persons. 

Criminal NCrPC 40 Given the new jurisdiction of HCCJ on settling appeals against judgments 

passed in first court by courts of appeal, military courts of appeal and the 

Criminal Division within HCCJ, and given the presence of a prosecutor from 

POHCCJ is mandatory in the criminal trials of this type, the new provisions 

are expected to cause an increase in the caseload of prosecutors at this level 

(attending hearings). 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC, 

NCrC 

293 NCrPC expressly makes tribunals competent to judge a newly incriminated 

offense of corruption committed by or in relation to members of an arbitral 

tribunal (Art.293 NCrC).  This incrimination is new, and is within the 

exclusive jurisdiction of the National Anticorruption Department for 

investigation and prosecution, which will increase the caseload of this 

particular department within POHCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 371 NCrPC no longer provides for the possibility of extending the criminal trial to 

new deeds or persons, and for the initiation of the criminal action against them 

directly in court, excluding the criminal investigation phase, with all the rights 

and guarantees that offer to the accused.  Therefore, in such cases, it shall 

henceforth be necessary to intimate the criminal investigation bodies to carry 

out investigations, which may create an increase in the caseload at prosecution 

offices (criminal investigation). 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 409 The prosecutor may declare appeal on the civil side of the criminal trial in all 

cases, regardless of whether the civil part itself does or does not file appeal, 

which may lead to an increase in the caseload of HCCJ, for those crimes 

where the HCCJ is competent to settle appeals, which will also affect the 

caseload of prosecutors that must attend such hearings.  For clarity, these 

conclusions apply also to prosecutors of the special units of POHCCJ, namely 

the National Anticorruption Department and the Direction for the 

Investigation of Organzied Crime and terrorism, for those crimes that are 

within their jurisdiction.  

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal  NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the right of the civil party, and of the civilly liable 

party, to appeal a judgment in what regards the criminal-law side is limited to 

the extent to which the solution on the criminal-law side influenced the 

solution on the civil-law side of the trial, which may lead to a decrease in the 

caseload of HCCJ, and of the prosecutors within POHCCJ who must attend 

hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 409 According to NCrPC, the witness, expert, interpreter and lawyer may file 

appeal also with regard to indemnifications and judicial fines, rather than 

limitedly with regard to judicial expenses, as the CrPC provides, which may 

result in an increase in the caseload of HCCJ and of the prosecutors within 

POHCCJ who must attend hearings.. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase imediat unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 412 Grounds for appeal must be submitted with 3 days before the first hearing date 

at the latest, while the appellant is no longer allowed to formulate the grounds 

for appeal orally in court during the hearing.  This may result in a decrease in 

the number of cases on the dockets of HCCJ, hence a reduction in the 

caseload of prosecutors attending hearings, by such cases where the 

applications for appeal do not meet the formal requirements. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 426 The admissible grounds for contestations for annulment are reduced to 3, 

which may create a reduction in this type of cases on the dockets of HCCJ, 

hence in the caseload of the prosecutors who must attend such hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 427 NCrPC limits the parties that may file contestations for annulment to the 

victim, the defendant and the prosecutor, which may lead to a reduction in 

caseload for HCCJ, hence in the caseload of prosecutors who must attends 

such hearings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 433 NCrPC introduces an extraordinary means of appeal, namely the appeal in 

cassation, falling under the exclusive competence of the HCCJ, targeting the 

exercise of the lawfulness control over the final decisions settling the case on 

its merits, in the expressly and limitatively provided cases.  Under these 

circumstances, a prosecutor within the Prosecutor‟s Office attached to the 

HCCJ shall represent the State in court in such cases that were accepted by the 

filter judge. (prosecutor attending court hearings) 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC introduces a new extraordinary means of appeal, namely the 

reopening of the criminal trial in case the person was condemned after being 

judged in absentia.  This type of challenge will be judged by the court 

competent to judge the case in first instance.  The caseload of the POHCCJ 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole scope 

of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar numbers 

were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is impossible 

to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of impact on caseload  

Quantifiability of 

impact  

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

will increase accordingly, for prosecutors attending case hearings. 

Criminal NCrPC 475 NCrPC gives HCCJ (Criminal Division) jurisdiction over issuing preliminary 

judgments solving legal issues, which may determine an increase in caseload 

at this court.  The POHCCJ shall assign a prosecutor to attend the hearing 

wherein the HCCJ shall pass its ruling on the controversial legal issue.  

Howeverm since access to this procedure is conditional upon the existence of 

a controversial practice, the impact of this provision will not be immediate, 

but rather delayed, to the extent a non-unitary practice will be developed by 

the courts regarding certain legal issues. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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(v). Impact on workload in criminal law 

Impact items identified for district courts (workload/judge) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3,53 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the freedoms and 

rights judge, competent to rule on preventative measures and other 

measures restrictive of civil rights in the course of the criminal 

prosecution.  The freedoms and rights judge takes over the workload 

of current panels ruling on preventative measures.  From this 

perspective, the workload of judges in the panels hearing the merits 

of the case shall decrease.  However, an increase may be expected in 

the overall workload of the judges who are to take over the tasks of 

the freedoms and rights judge and/or of the pre-trial chamber judge 

in some circumstances, while in others they are to take over the tasks 

of the merits judge, subject to incompatibility regulations.
115

  There 

is still an incompatibility between the freedoms and rights judge and 

partially 

quantifiable 

annulled immediate not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

115 According to the Draft IL NCrPC, the proposals, applications or any other cases regarding the taking, extension, revocation, replacement or ceasing of preventative measures, during the 

course of the criminal investigation, which are pending before the first instance court upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, shall be settled by the freedoms and right judge who is competent in 

accordance with the NCrPC, as per the regulations of such NCrPC (Art.15 of Title I). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

the merits judge.  

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the pre-trial chamber 

judge
116

, whose main attribution is to verify if the intimation of the 

court, the production of evidence and the criminal prosecution were 

in accordance with law.  Pre-trial chamber judges should take over 

part of the workload of the current panels, which at the moment 

settle procedural pleas before the commencement of criminal 

prosecution.  However, an increase may be expected in the overall 

workload of the judges who are to take over the tasks of the pre-trial 

chamber judge in some circumstances, while in others they are to 

serve as merits judge, subject to incompatibility regulations.  This 

judge shall be incompatible with the members of the panels hearing 

the merits of the case.  

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

116 According to the Draft IL NCrPC (Art.96), the pre-trial chamber judge also verifies the competence of the court, a duty which he takes over from the merits court. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 2 While under the CrPC the judge ruling on measures restrictive of 

civil rights before the intimation of the merits court is incompatible 

with the judge verifying the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, the 

production of evidence and the criminal prosecution, NCrPC does 

not provide for any incompatibility between the freedoms and rights 

judge and the pre-trial chamber judge. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3,54 The district court pre-trial chamber judge shall also rule on 

challenges against the decisions not to press charges or not to issue 

the indictment taken by prosecutors from the prosecutor offices 

attached to the district courts.  His workload will appropriately 

reflect the changes in the district court‟s competence.  

quantifiable  decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 374 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  

Proceedings are confined only to the evidence produced in the 

non-

quantifiable 

decrease immediate high 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

prosecution stage, the trial duration being significantly reduced with 

the time required for evidence production
117

. 

(absolute)  

 

Criminal NCrPC 478-488 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of plea bargain.  In such 

event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the 

defendant shall operate as a document instituting proceedings, the 

court having to rule on the said bargain in a non-adversarial session. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 375 Evidence produced at the criminal prosecution stage which is not 

contested by the parties shall not be retaken during judicial 

investigation, being only subject to debates.  This may decrease the 

judges‟ workload. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 26 The criminal law court may sever the civil action from the criminal 

one and refer it for settlement to the civil court, much easier than 

under the current regulation, whenever the settlement thereof would 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

117 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

affect the reasonable duration of the criminal trial.  According to 

paras.(2)
118

 and (4), the bifurcated civil action is sent to the 

competent civil court.  As such, the district courts‟ workload may 

decrease further to the reduction of civil actions joined to the 

criminal action.  Nevertheless, considering the conditions which 

must be met for such bifurcation to take place, the strength of the 

impact is unknown.  

 

                                                      

 

118 Although, according to Art.9 of the Draft IL NCrPC, the express reference to the civil court was eliminated from para.(2) of Art.26, such reference is maintained at para.(4), which provides 

that the case is referred to the competent civil court “also in the case of the plea bargain, under the conditions provided at art.486”. 
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Impact items identified for tribunals (workload/judge) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3,53 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the freedoms and rights 

judge, competent to rule on preventative measures and other measures 

restrictive of civil rights in the course of the criminal prosecution.  The 

freedoms and rights judge takes over the workload of current panels 

ruling on preventative measures.  From this perspective, the workload of 

judges in the panels hearing the merits of the case shall decrease.  

However, an increase may be expected in the overall workload of the 

judges who are to take over the tasks of the freedoms and rights judge 

and/or of the pre-trial chamber judge in some circumstances, while in 

others they are to take over the tasks of the merits judge, subject to 

incompatibility regulations.
119

  There is still an incompatibility between 

the freedoms and rights judge and the merits judge.  

partially 

quantifiable 

annulled immediate not 

applicable 

                                                      

 

119 According to the Draft IL NCrPC, the proposals, applications or any other cases regarding the taking, extension, revocation, replacement or ceasing of preventative measures, during the 

course of the criminal investigation, which are pending before the first instance court upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, shall be settled by the freedoms and right judge who is competent in 

accordance with the NCrPC, as per the regulations of such NCrPC. (Art.15 of Title I). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the pre-trial chamber 

judge, whose main attribution is to verify if the intimation of the court, 

the production of evidence and the criminal prosecution were in 

accordance with law.  Pre-trial chamber judges should take over part of 

the workload of the current panels, which at the moment settle 

procedural pleas before the commencement of criminal prosecution.  

However, an increase may be expected in the overall workload of the 

judges who are to take over the tasks of the pre-trial chamber judge in 

some circumstances, while in others they are to serve as merits judge, 

subject to incompatibility regulations.  This judge shall be incompatible 

with the members of the panels hearing the merits of the case.  

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3 While under the CrPC the judge ruling on measures restrictive of civil 

rights before the intimation of the merits court is incompatible with the 

judge verifying the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, the production 

of evidence and the criminal prosecution, NCrPC does not provide for 

any incompatibility between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-

trial chamber judge. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3,54 The tribunal pre-trial chamber judge shall also rule on challenges 

against the decisions not to press charges or not to issue the indictment 

taken by prosecutors from the prosecutor offices attached to the 

tribunals.  His workload will appropriately reflect the changes in the 

tribunals‟ competence.  

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 204 The rights and freedoms judge at the level of the tribunal will settle, in a 

1-judge panel, the contestations against the resolutions passed by his 

homologue at the level of district court, in a 1-pjudge panel.
120

  Under 

CrPC, such minutes were subject to final appeal, settled by a panel of 3 

judges.  Accordingly, the new rules may lead to the decrease in the 

workload.  

partially 

quantifiable 

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

120 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against resolutions issued during criminal investigations regarding 

preventative measures, remain under the competence of such court of law and are tried according to the rules provided by the CrPC (Art.15 para.(2) of Title I).  Also, the final appeals which are 

pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against resolutions whereby, during the course of the trial, it was ordered that preventative measures be taken, maintained, revoked, 

replaced or ceased, remain under the competence of the same court and are tried in accordance with the regulations provided under the CrPC (Art.16 of Title I).  As such, tribunals shall continue 

to try final appeals during the transition period, in panels of 3 judges.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal  NCrPC 206 In the court trial stage, the panel judge at the level of tribunal will settle, 

in a 1-judge panel, the contestations against the resolutions passed by 

his homologue at the level of district court.  Under CrPC, such minutes 

were subject to final appeal, settled by a panel of 3 judges.  

Accordingly, the new rules may lead to the decrease in the workload. 

partially 

quantifiable  

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 347 The tribunal pre-trial chamber judges rules, in 1-judge panels, on 

challenges against resolutions given by the corresponding district court 

judges.  Under the CrPC, procedural pleas on the lawfulness of the 

court‟s intimation were subject to the same means of appeal as the 

merits judgment, tried by 2-judge panels (in the appeal stage) or 3-judge 

panels (in the final appeal stage), by reference to the means of appeal 

regulated by the law.  The ruling on such challenges in 1-judge panels 

shall lead to a workload decrease.
121

 

non-

quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

121 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against decisions whereby the case was deferred to the prosecutor, shall be 

settled in accordance with the provisions of the NCrPC, by the preliminary chamber judge with the court that is hierarchically superior to the one that were competent to try the case on its merits.  

As such, the effect shall consist in a decreasing of the workload of tribunals, considering the new formation of panels (1 judge), as compared to the previous one (3 judges). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 26 The criminal law court may sever the civil action from the criminal one 

and refer it for settlement to the civil court, much easier than under the 

current regulation, whenever the settlement thereof would affect the 

reasonable duration of the criminal trial.  As such, the courts‟ workload 

may decrease further to the reduction of civil actions joined to the 

criminal action.  Nevertheless, considering the conditions which must be 

met for such bifurcation to take place, the strength of the impact is 

unknown
122

.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 374 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  Proceedings 

are confined only to the evidence produced in the prosecution stage, the 

trial duration being significantly reduced with the time required for 

evidence production
123

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute)  

decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

122 Although, according to Art.9 of the Draft IL NCrPC, the express reference to the civil court was eliminated from para.(2) of Art.26, such reference is maintained at para.(4), which provides 

that the case is referred to the competent civil court “also in the case of the plea bargain, under the conditions provided at art.486”. 
123 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal 
 

NCrPC
 

478-488
 

NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of plea bargain.  In such 

event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the defendant 

shall operate as a document instituting proceedings, the court having to 

rule on the said bargain in a non-adversarial session.
 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 375 Evidence produced at the criminal prosecution stage which is not 

contested by the parties shall not be retaken during judicial 

investigation, being only subject to debates.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 553, 

597 

The means of appeal available against sentence enforcement judgments 

is the challenge, which is settled by one judge from the higher ranking 

court than the one having passed the decision, thereby replacing the 

current final appeal, tried by panels of 3 judges.  Also, the time limit for 

filing this means of appeal is extremely tight, of only 3 days.  This may 

relieve the workload of tribunal judges when the enforcement court is 

the district court. 

quantifiable decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595, 

597 

Challenges against the judgments rendered by district courts on 

challenges to enforcement, including those grounded on the principle of 

the application of the most favorable law, are to be solved by tribunals 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

in 1-judge panels.  Considering that such challenges were previously 

subject to final appeal tried by 3-judge panels, the new provisions may 

lead to a relative decrease of judges‟ workload.  Nevertheless, as we 

noted in our caseload impact analysis, it may be estimated that there will 

be many such cases after the NCrC and the NCrPC become effective, as 

the sanctioning regime provided by the NCrC is more lenient. 
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Impact items identified for the courts of appeal (workload/judge) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 38 

para.(2) 

NCrPC grants to the courts of appeal the general competence to rule on 

all appeals against all judgments given in first instance by district courts 

or tribunals. 
124

 

At the same time, it eliminates the final appeal.
125

  Therefore, the 

number of solved appeals is likely to be higher than the current number 

of final appeals.  

On the other hand, while final appeals were solved in 3-judge panels, 

the appeals will be ruled upon in 2-judge panels, which may trigger a 

quantifiable increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

124 In accordance with the Draft IL NCrPC, the appeals pending trial upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, shall be settled by the same court, in accordance with the procedures provided by the 

NCrPC (Art.8 of Title I).  As such, the workload of courts of appeal shall not be impacted in this respect. 
125 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against decisions for which the CrPC does not provide for the means of attack 

of the appeal, shall be settled by the same court, in accordance with the provisions contained by the NCrPC on appeals and, as such, in panels formed of 2 judges (Art.8 para.(1) of Title I).  Also, 

the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against decisions which were subjected to the means of attack of appeal as per the CrPC, remain under the 

competence of the same court and are settled as per the provisions of the CrPC on final appeals.  As such, on the one hand, the final appeals against decisions which are not subjected to appeal 

under the CrPC shall be settled in panels made up of 2 judges, instead of 3 judges, and, on the other hand, the courts of appeal shall continue to settle, during the transition period, the final 

appeals pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, in panels of 3 judges, which may lead to a temporary workload increase. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

decrease in the number of cases/judge.  

Criminal NCrPC 3, 53 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the freedoms and rights 

judge, competent to rule on preventative measures and other measures 

restrictive of civil rights in the course of the criminal prosecution.  The 

freedoms and rights judge takes over the workload of current panels 

ruling on preventative measures.  However, an increase may be 

expected in the overall workload of the judges who are to take over the 

tasks of the freedoms and rights judge and/or of the pre-trial chamber 

judge in some circumstances, while in others they are to take over the 

tasks of the merits judge, subject to incompatibility regulations.
126

  

There is still an incompatibility between the freedoms and rights judge 

and the merits judge.  

partially 

quantifiable 

 

annulled immediate not applicable 

                                                      

 

126 According to the DEL of the NCrPC, the proposals, applications or any other cases regarding the taking, extension, revocation, replacement or ceasing of preventative measures, during the 

course of the criminal investigation, which are pending before the first instance court upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, shall be settled by the freedoms and right judge who is competent in 

accordance with the NCrPC, as per the regulations of such NCrPC (Art.15 of Title I). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function
127

 of the pre-trial chamber 

judge, whose main attribution is to verify if the intimation of the court, 

the production of evidence and the criminal prosecution were in 

accordance with law.  Pre-trial chamber judges should take over part of 

the workload of the current panels, which at the moment settle 

procedural pleas regarding the lawfulness of criminal prosecution acts.  

However, an increase may be expected in the overall workload of the 

judges who are to take over the tasks of the pre-trial chamber judge in 

some circumstances, while in others they are to serve as merits judge, 

subject to incompatibility regulations.  This judge shall be incompatible 

with the members of the panels hearing the merits of the case.  

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3 While under the CrPC the judge ruling on measures restrictive of civil 

rights before the intimation of the merits court is incompatible with the 

judge verifying the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, the production 

of evidence and the criminal prosecution, NCrPC does not provide for 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

127 According to DEL of the NCrPC (Art.96 of Title I), the preliminary chamber judge also verifies the competency of the court, thus taking over this attribution from the first instance courts of 

law. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

any incompatibility between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-

trial chamber judge. 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 The pre-trial chamber judge from the court of appeal shall also rule on 

challenges against the decisions not to press charges or not to issue the 

indictment taken by prosecutors from the prosecutor offices attached to 

the court of appeal.  His workload will appropriately reflect the changes 

in the competence of the courts of appeal.  

quantifiable  decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 3, 54 As regards the challenges against the judgments given by the 

corresponding tribunal judge, the workload of the pre-trial chamber 

judge in the courts of appeal will depend on the workload of the 

corresponding judge from the lower court and respectively the 

percentage of challenged judgments. 

Currently, the procedural pleas on the legality of court‟s intimation are 

subject to the same means of appeal as the judgment on the merits  

(appeal or final appeal), and are therefore settled as part of the judgment 

in appeal or final appeal by a 2-judge, or a 3-judge panel, as the case 

may be.  Therefore, the pre-trial judge practically undertakes the  

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

relevant part that part which refers to procedural pleas and legality of 

intimation)of the attributions carried out by the current 2-judge or 3-

judge panels settling appeals or, as the case may be, final appeals, 

depending on the means of appeal available under the law.. 

Criminal NCrPC 204 The freedoms and rights judge of the court of appeal shall rule, in 1-

judge panels, on the challenges against the resolutions rendered by the 

corresponding tribunal judge.
128

  Currently, the resolutions on 

preventative measures were subject to final appeal ruled upon in 3-judge 

panels.  Ruling on such challenges in 1-judge panels, as provided by the 

NCrPC, will lead to a decrease of workload per judge.  

partially 

quantifiable 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 206 In the court trial stage, the panel judge at the level of court of appeal 

will settle, in a 1-judge panel, the contestations against the resolutions 

passed by his homologue at the level of tribunal.  Under CrPC, such 

partially 

quantifiable  

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

128 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against the resolutions issued during criminal investigation with respect to 

preventative measures, remain under the competence of the same court and are settled in accordance with the regulations of the CrPC (Art. 15 of Title I).  As such, during the transition period, 

the courts of appeal shall settle final appeals in this matter, in panels of 3 judges, which may lead to a temporary workload increase. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

minutes were subject to final appeal, settled by a panel of 3 judges.  

Accordingly, the new rules may lead to the decrease in the workload. 

Criminal NCrPC 26 The criminal law court may sever the civil action from the criminal one 

and refer it for settlement to the civil court, much easier than under the 

current regulation, whenever the settlement thereof would affect the 

reasonable duration of the criminal trial.  As such, the courts‟ workload 

may decrease further to the reduction of civil actions joined to the 

criminal action.  Nevertheless, considering the conditions which must 

be met for such bifurcation to take place, the strength of the impact is 

unknown
129

.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 374 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  Proceedings 

are confined only to the evidence produced in the prosecution stage, the 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute)  

decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

129 Although, according to Art.9 of the Draft IL NCrPC, the express reference to the civil court was eliminated from para.(2) of Art.26, such reference is maintained at para.(4), which provides 

that the case is referred to the competent civil court “also in the case of the plea bargain, under the conditions provided at art.486”. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

trial duration being significantly reduced with the time required for 

evidence production
130

. 

Criminal NCrPC 478-488 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of  plea bargain.  In such 

event, the plea bargain between the prosecutor and the defendant shall 

operate as a document instituting proceedings, the court having to rule 

on the said bargain in a non-adversarial session. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 375 Evidence produced at the criminal prosecution stage which is not 

contested by the parties, shall not be retaken during judicial 

investigation, being only subject to debates. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 420 Under the NCrPC, it shall be mandatory that the present defendant be 

heard by the appeal court in all circumstances (unlike the CrPC 

according to which, in the appeal or final appeal stage, the defendant 

was heard only if not heard in first instance and/or appeal as well as 

when these courts‟ ruling was to convict the defendant), which may 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

130 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

increase the workload of appellate judges and extend trial duration. 

Criminal NCrPC 553, 597 The challenge is the means of appeal available against sentence 

enforcement judgments, which is settled by one judge from the higher 

ranking court than the one having passed the decision, thereby replacing 

the current final appeal, tried by panels of 3 judges.  Also, the time limit 

for filing this means of appeal is extremely tight, of only 3 days.  This 

may relieve the workload of court of appeal judges when the 

enforcement court is the tribunal. 

quantifiable  decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 595, 597 Challenges against the judgments rendered by tribunals on challenges to 

enforcement, including those grounded on the principle of the 

application of the most favorable law are to be solved by one-judge 

panels.  Considering that challenges are tried by one-judge panels, as 

opposed to the currently available final appeal against solutions ruled on 

challenges to enforcement, tried by 3-judge panels, the workload per 

judge shall decrease accordingly. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal  NCrPC 38 NCrPC eliminates final appeals, which were settled by a 3-judge panels, 

and which are now replaced by appeals, settled by 2-judge panels, 

quantifiable decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

which may cause a decrease in the number of cases per judge.   
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Impact elements identified for HCCJ (workload/judges) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 40, 408 NCrPC eliminates the final appeal against judgments passed by 

courts of appeal 
131

and military courts of appeal, which was settled 

by 3-judge panels, and replaces it with the appeal, tried by 2-judge 

panels.  

Also, NCrPC eliminates the final appeal against decisions in first 

instance handed down by HCCJ‟s Criminal Law Division, replacing 

it with the appeal, which is to be tried by the 5-Judge Panel.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 3,53 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the freedoms and 

rights judge, competent to rule on preventative measures and other 

measures restrictive of civil rights in the course of the criminal 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

annulled immediate not available 

 

                                                      

 

131 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against decisions for which the CrPC does not provide for the means of attack 

of the appeal, shall be settled by the same court, in accordance with the provisions contained by the NCrPC on appeals and, as such, in panels formed of 2 judges (Art.8 para.(1) of Title I).  Also, 

the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against decisions which were subjected to the means of attack of appeal as per the CrPC, remain under the 

competence of the same court and are settled as per the provisions of the CrPC on final appeals.  As such, on the one hand, the final appeals against decisions which are not subjected to appeal 

under the CrPC shall be settled in panels made up of 2 judges, instead of 3 judges, and, on the other hand, the courts of appeal shall continue to settle, during the transition period, the final 

appeals pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, in panels of 3 judges, which may lead to a temporary workload increase. 



  

 

268 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

prosecution.  The freedoms and rights judge takes over the workload 

of current panels ruling on preventative measures. 
132

 However, an 

increase may be expected in the overall workload of the judges who 

are to take over the tasks of the freedoms and rights judge and/or of 

the pre-trial chamber judge in some circumstances, while in others 

they are to serve as merits judge, subject to incompatibility 

regulations.  There is still an incompatibility between the freedoms 

and rights judge and the merits judge. 

 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 NCrPC introduces the new judicial function of the pre-trial chamber 

judge,
133

 whose main attribution is to verify if the court‟s intimation 

as well as the criminal prosecution were in accordance with law.  

Pre-trial chamber judges should take over part of the workload of the 

current panels, which at the moment settle procedural pleas 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

132 According to the Draft IL NCrPC, the proposals, applications or any other cases regarding the taking, extension, revocation, replacement or ceasing of preventative measures, during the 

course of the criminal investigation, which are pending before the first instance court upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, shall be settled by the freedoms and right judge who is competent in 

accordance with the NCrPC, as per the regulations of such NCrPC (Art.15 of Title I).. 
133 According to Draft IL NCrPC (Art.96 of Title I), the preliminary chamber judge also verifies the competency of the court, thus taking over this attribution from the first instance courts of law. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

regarding the lawfulness of criminal prosecution acts.  However, an 

increase may be expected in the overall workload of the judges who 

are to take over the tasks of the pre-trial chamber judge in some 

circumstances, while in others they are to serve as merits judge, 

subject to incompatibility regulations.  This judge shall be 

incompatible with the members of the panels hearing the merits of 

the case.  

Criminal NCrPC 3 While, under the CrPC, the judge ruling on measures restrictive of 

civil rights before the intimation of the merits court is incompatible 

with the judge verifying the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, the 

production of evidence and the criminal prosecution, NCrPC does 

not provide for any incompatibility between the freedoms and rights 

judge and the pre-trial chamber judge. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 3, 54 HCCJ pre-trial chamber judges shall also rule on challenges against 

the decisions not to press charges or not to issue the indictment taken 

by prosecutors from the prosecutor office attached to the HCCJ.  

Their workload appropriately reflects the changes in HCCJ‟s 

competence.   

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 347 HCCJ pre-trial chamber judges shall also rule, in one-judge panels, 

on challenges against resolutions given by the corresponding judges 

from the courts of appeal, as well as against the resolutions given by 

the corresponding judges from HCCJ‟s Criminal Law Division, in 

cases where HCCJ has first instance competence. 
134

 Previously, 

procedural pleas on the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation were 

subject to the same means of appeal as the merits judgment, i.e. the 

final appeal, tried by 3-judge panels.
135

 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 204 The freedom and rights judge at the level of HCCJ shall settle, 

within a panel consisting of 1 judge, challenges against minutes of 

the correspondent judges at the level of the courts of appeal, as well 

as challenges against minutes of the correspondent judges at the 

Non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

 

decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

134 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, challenges against resolutions passed by the preliminary chamber judge within the HCCJ shall be settled in panels of 2 judges (Art. 37 of Title I). 
135 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final appeals which are pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against resolutions issued during criminal investigations regarding 

preventative measures, remain under the competence of such court of law and are tried according tot he rules provided by the CrPC (Art.15 para.(2) of Title I).  Also, the final appeals which are 

pending upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, as filed against resolutions whereby, during the course of the trial, it was ordered that preventative measures be taken, maintained, revoked, 

replaced or ceased, remain under the competence of the same court and are tried in accordance with the regulations provided under the CrPC (Art.16 of Title I).  As such, tribunals shall continue 

to try final appeals during the transition period, in panels of 3 judges. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

level of HCCJ, in those cases falling within the first instance 

competence of HCCJ.
136

 Previously, such minutes were subject to 

final appeal, settled by a panel of 3 judges.  Accordingly, this may 

lead to the decrease of workload per judge at the level of HCCJ.  

Criminal  

 

NCrPC 206 In the court trial stage, the panel judge at the level of HCCJ will 

settle, in a 1-judge panel, the contestations against the resolutions 

passed by his homologue at the level of district court, as well as 

against the resolutions passed by his homologue at the level of 

HCCJ.  Under CrPC, such minutes were subject to final appeal, 

settled by a panel of 3 judges.  Accordingly, the new rules may lead 

to the decrease in the workload. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 26 The criminal law court may sever the civil action from the criminal 

one and refer it for settlement to the civil court, much easier than 

under the current regulation, whenever the settlement thereof would 

affect the reasonable duration of the criminal trial.  As such, the 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

136 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, challenges against resolutions passed by the preliminary chamber judge within the HCCJ shall be settled in panels of 2 judges (Art. 37 of Title I) 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

workload of HCCJ criminal law judges may decrease further to the 

reduction of civil actions joined to the criminal actions in cases in 

which HCCJ is competent
137

. 

Criminal NCrPC 374 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  

Proceedings are confined only to the evidence produced in the 

prosecution stage, the trial duration being significantly reduced with 

the time required for evidence production
138

. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute)  

decrease immediate high 

 

Criminal NCrPC 478-488 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  In such 

event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the 

defendant shall operate as a document instituting proceedings, the 

court having to rule on the said bargain in a non-adversarial session. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease  immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 375 Evidence produced at the criminal prosecution stage which is not 

contested by the parties, shall not be retaken during judicial 

non-quantifiable decrease immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

137 Although, according to Art.9 of the Draft IL NCrPC, the express reference to the civil court was eliminated from para.(2) of Art.26, such reference is maintained at para.(4), which provides 

that the case is referred to the competent civil court “also in the case of the plea bargain, under the conditions provided at art.486”. 
138 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

investigation, being only subject to debates. (absolute)  

Criminal NCrPC 433, 440 NCrPC introduces, as an exceptional means of appeal, the final 

appeal for cassation,
139

 in the exclusive competence of the HCCJ, 

meant to ensure a control on the legality of the judgments passed by 

courts of appeal (except for those ordering the retrial), in the cases 

expressly and exhaustively provided by law.
140

  NCrPC also 

introduces the procedure for prima facie admission of final appeals 

for cassation, allowing the filter-judge to set aside the requests for 

final appeal for cassation found formally incompliant with legal 

requirements.  While this filtering procedure may reduce the number 

of final appeals for cassation, thereby decreasing the workload 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

139 The Draft IL NCrPC restricts the scope of application of the appeal in cassation, as regulated under the NCrPC, by repealing items 9, 13 and 14 of Art.438 NCrPC, which may lead to a 

decrease of the workload at the level of the HCCJ. 
140 As per the Draft IL NCrPC (Art.9 of Title I), the decisions passed by the courts of appeal before the entry into force of the NCrPC, in respect to which the term of ordinary appeal, as per the 

CrPC, had not expired upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, are subject to the appeal in cassation (under the principle of immediate enforcement of the criminal law), and the applications for 

final appeals submitted before the entry into force of the NCrPC shall be considered applications for appeal in cassation.  As such, the workload of the HCCJ may increase.  On the other hand, 

those former final appeals, re-qualified as ”appeals in cassation” which do not meet the formal requirements set forth by the law for the appeal in cassation shall be rejected by the filter judge, 

which may result in a decrease in the workload of the panels settling the appeal in cassation on the merits. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

accordingly, it shall generate an increased workload for the judges 

set to conduct the filtering procedure.
141

 

Criminal NCrPC 553, 597 The challenge is the means of appeal available against sentence 

enforcement judgments, which is settled by one judge from the 

higher ranking court than the one having passed the decision, 

thereby replacing the current final appeal, tried by panels of 3 

judges.  Also, the time limit for filing this means of appeal is 

extremely tight, of only 3 days.  This may relieve the workload of 

HCCJ judges when the enforcement court is the court of appeal. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 595, 597 At the HCCJ, challenges against the judgments rendered by courts of 

appeal on challenges to enforcement, including those grounded on 

the principle of the application of the most favorable law are to be 

solved by one-judge panels.  Considering that challenges are tried by 

one-judge panels, as opposed to the currently available final appeal 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

141 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, the final decisions passed before the entry into force of the NCrPC cannot be challenged with the appeal in cassation (Art.11 of Title I), so that such situations 

shall not impact the workload. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

against solutions ruled on challenges to enforcement, tried by 3-

judge panels, the workload per judge shall decrease accordingly.  
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Impact elements identified for prosecutor offices attached to district courts (workload/prosecutors) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7 para.2 Introduction of prosecutorial discretion
142

 is likely to lead to a decrease 

in the prosecutors‟ workload, especially in what regards the prosecutor 

offices attached to district courts. 
143

 Prosecutorial discretion will 

replace the current cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press 

charges or not to bring the case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1 

of the 

CrC. 

quantifiable  

 

decrease immediate high 

 

Criminal NCrPC 94 The right to consult the case file during the criminal prosecution stage 

is introduced.  It is the prosecutor‟s attribution to schedule the date and 

duration of the consultation within a reasonable time.  The prosecutor 

may only restrict the right to consult the case file for a 15-day period, 

for justified reasons.  As a result, the prosecutor‟s workload may 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

142 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, cases which are under criminal investigation upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, remain under the competence of such lawfully intimated criminal 

investigation bodies, pending solutions in accordance with the NCrPC, and the intimation of the court shall also be performed in accordance with the new competencies of the NCrPC (Art. 3 of 

Title I).  As such, during the transition period, the criminal investigation bodies may continue to handle cases that are transferred under the competence of other criminal investigation bodies, 

which may lead to a temporary increase of the workload 
143 The Draft IL NCrPC extends the scope of application of prosecutorial discretion by increasing the special maximum of the imprisonment punishment to 7 years, instead of 5, so that the result 

may be a decrease of the workload. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

increase as he shall have to settle the applications for consultation filed 

by the parties and their lawyers. 

Criminal NCrPC 145 After the surveillance measures cease, the prosecutor notifies, in 

writing, within not more than 10 days, each of the persons subject to 

such a warrant on the technical measure that has been taken with 

regard to them, in which case an increase in the prosecutors‟ workload 

may be noticed. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 211 During the criminal prosecution phase, the prosecutor shall be entitled 

to order the two new preventative measures, the judicial surveillance 

and provisional judicial surveillance on bail, for a maximum 5-day 

term, which shall be subject to the a posteriori control of the freedoms 

and rights judge.  Consequently, the prosecutor may order the measure 

and notify the freedoms and rights judge in due term, which shall 

increase the workload of the prosecutor acting with the prosecutor 

office attached to district courts.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled  immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 220 The prosecutor may notify the freedoms and rights judge and request 

enforcement of the new preventative measure of house arrest, which 

may result in an increase in the workload of the prosecutor offices 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

attached to district courts. 

Criminal NCrPC 257 The criminal prosecution summoning procedures are simplified, NCrC 

expressly providing for the possibility of verbal summoning, followed 

by registration in a minutes signed by the summoned person.
144

  This 

simplification results in quicker procedures: nevertheless, the 

prosecutor shall have to check whether the procedural act was correctly 

prepared in such cases. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 305 The stage of preparatory acts is eliminated, and the criminal 

prosecution starts in rem, with the investigation of the deed, based on a 

legal intimation act and in the absence of cases hindering the exercise 

of the criminal action.  The person shall be investigated in the second 

stage, after the suspects have been identified.  The criminal prosecution 

activity is thus simplified, and the prosecutor‟s obligation to issue a 

resolution on the grounded proposal of the criminal investigation 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled  immediate low 

 

                                                      

 

144 In accordance with the Draft IL NCrPC, minutes shall also be concluded in cases of summoning by electronic means (Art.77), which may generate a workload increase. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

bodies is eliminated.  

Criminal NCrPC 305 The initiation of the criminal prosecution shall be ordered by means of 

a reasoned ordinance issued by the criminal investigation body, which 

is subject to the prosecutor‟s confirmation.  The confirmation shall no 

longer be grounded, and the confirmation term shall be extended from 

48 hours to 5 days.  The prosecutor‟s activity is anticipated to decrease, 

correlated with a longer period for analyzing the solution of the 

criminal investigation body on the merits. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 308 A new procedure is introduced during the criminal prosecution stage, 

i.e. the anticipated production of evidence before the freedoms and 

rights judge, at the request of the prosecutor, which materializes in a 

new duty of the prosecutor during the criminal prosecution.  The 

access to such procedure shall allow the optimization of the criminal 

prosecution activity in cases where there is the risk of certain pieces of 

evidence disappearing, but it also entails additional activities for the 

prosecutor (preparation of acts, arguing claims before the freedoms and 

rights judge). 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 305-311 The procedure of disclosing the prosecution material is eliminated, 

which leads to a simplified criminal prosecution activity and speedier 

proceedings and at the same time reduces the prosecutors‟ workload. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 314-320 NCrPC simplifies the solutions not to issue the indictment available to 

the prosecutor at the end of criminal prosecution, namely closing the 

case (whenever there is a legal impediment for starting criminal action) 

and waiving the criminal trial (the opportunity principle).  It thus 

simplifies the regime of the acts concluded by the prosecutor, who is to 

issue a single reasoned ordinance, irrespective whether the case 

documents concern multiple deeds or multiple suspects or defendants 

and whether they are given different solutions. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC  316 The ordinance for closing the case is served only to the 

suspect/defendant and to the interested parties having requested it.  

Consequently, the injured party shall no longer be informed ex officio, 

but only upon request, which simplifies the activity of criminal 

prosecution bodies. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 338 Introduces the prosecutors‟ obligation to serve the ordinance, as well 

as the rationale for the decision (ratio decidendi) settling the complaint 

non-quantifiable increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

against the acts of criminal investigation bodies.  This means that both 

the solution and the rationale should be ready within the legal 20-day 

term from receipt of the complaint.  The prosecutors‟ workload may be 

expected to increase accordingly, however the double service of 

process – first the solution and then the rationale – is eliminated. 

(relative)  

Criminal NCrPC 341, 345 The prosecutor does not attend pre-trial chambers hearings, the 

proceedings being carried out in writing.  Thus, less time is allocated to 

the State‟s representation in court for solving procedural pleas 

concerning the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, although more 

time may be required for drafting deeds, requests, memorials. (The 

prosecutor may reply in writing to the pleas raised in pre-trial chamber 

proceedings by the defendant and other parties). 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal 

 

NCrPC 374 The simplified trial in case of guilty plea triggers a decrease in the 

workload of prosecutors with court representation attributions.
145

 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute)146 

decrease immediate high 

 

                                                      

 

145 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 466 NCrPC inserts a new extraordinary means of appeal for retraction, i.e. 

reopening of the criminal trial if the convict was tried in absence, in the 

competence of the courts trying the case on the merits.  As a result, the 

workload of prosecutor offices attached to district courts is expected to 

increase, as the session prosecutors are concerned. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 478 - 484 NCrPC regulates the plea bargain, to be concluded between the 

prosecutor and defendant in cases where a minimum set of evidence 

attesting to guilt is produced, accompanied by the guilty plea, in 

observance of all the other conditions provided by law.  Under such 

circumstances, the prosecutor is no longer held to produce other means 

of evidence in the case, which results in a decrease in the workload.  

The intimation of the court is the guilty plea bargain, a new act of the 

prosecutor, whose drafting may also lead to an increase in the 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

 

146 Based on the data regarding the small reform, the impact might become quantifiable.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

workload.  On the other hand, in such cases, the prosecutor no longer 

prepares the indictment, and thus, this amendment may not result in an 

increase in the workload.  

Criminal NCrPC 324, 56 The number of cases where the criminal prosecution must be carried 

out by the prosecutor is significantly reduced compared to the current 

legislation. 

partially 

quantifiable  

decrease  immediate high 
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Impact items identified for prosecutor offices attached to tribunals (workload/prosecutors) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7 para.2 NCrPC inserts the institution of prosecutorial discretion,
147

 which may 

result in a decrease in the workload of the prosecutors acting within 

prosecutor offices attached to tribunals.
148

 Prosecutorial discretion will 

replace the current cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press 

charges or not to bring the case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1 

of the 

CrC. 

quantifiable decrease immediate high 

Criminal NCrPC 94 It is inserted the right to consult the case file during the criminal 

prosecution stage.  The prosecutor is given the duty to schedule the 

date and duration of the consultation within a reasonable time.   The 

prosecutor may restrict the right to consult the case file for a 15-day 

period, at the most, for grounded reasons.  As a result, the prosecutor‟s 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

147 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, cases which are under criminal investigation upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, remain under the competence of such lawfully intimated criminal 

investigation bodies, pending solutions in accordance with the NCrPC, and the intimation of the court shall also be performed in accordance with the new competencies of the NCrPC (Art. 3 of 

Title I).  As such, during the transition period, the criminal investigation bodies may continue to handle cases that are transferred under the competence of other criminal investigation bodies, 

which may lead to a temporary increase of the workload. 
148 The Draft IL NCrPC extends the scope of application of prosecutorial discretion by increasing the special maximum of the imprisonment punishment to 7 years, instead of 5, so that the result 

may be an additional decrease of the workload. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

workload may increase as he shall have to settle the applications for 

consultation filed by the parties and their lawyers. 

Criminal NCrPC 145 After the surveillance measures cease, the prosecutor notifies, in 

writing, within not more than 10 days, each of the persons subject to 

such a warrant on the technical measure that have been taken with 

regard to them, to which effect an increase in the prosecutors‟ 

workload may be noticed. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

increase immediate unknown 

Criminal NCrPC 211 During the criminal prosecution phase, the prosecutor shall be entitled 

to order the two new preventative measures, the judicial surveillance 

and provisional judicial surveillance on bail, for a maximum 5-day 

term, which shall be subject to the a posteriori control of the freedoms 

and rights judge.  Consequently, the prosecutor may order the measure 

and notify the freedoms and rights judge in due term, which activity 

shall increase the workload of the prosecutor acting with the prosecutor 

office attached to the tribunal.  

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

annulled  immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 220 The prosecutor may notify the freedoms and rights judge and request 

enforcement of the new preventative measure of house arrest, which 

may result in an increase in the workload of the prosecutor offices 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

attached to tribunals. 

Criminal NCrPC 257 The criminal prosecution summoning procedures are simplified, 

NCrPC expressly providing the possibility of verbal summoning, 

followed by registration in a minutes to be executed by the summoned 

person.
149

  This simplification results in quicker procedures;  

nevertheless, the prosecutor shall have to check whether the procedural 

act was correctly prepared in such cases. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease  immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 305 The stage of preparatory acts is eliminated, and the criminal 

prosecution starts in rem with the investigation of the deed, based on a 

legal intimation act and in the absence of cases hindering the exercise 

of the criminal action.  The person shall be investigated in the second 

stage, after the suspects have been identified.  The criminal prosecution 

activity is thus simplified, and the prosecutor‟s obligation to issue a 

resolution on the reasoned proposal of the criminal investigation 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

annulled  immediate low 

                                                      

 

149 In accordance with the Draft IL NCrPC, minutes shall also be concluded in cases of summoning by electronic means (Art.77), which may generate a workload increase. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

bodies is eliminated.  

Criminal NCrPC 305 The initiation of the criminal prosecution shall be ordered by means of 

a reasoned ordinance issued by the criminal investigation body, which 

is subject to the prosecutor‟s confirmation.  The confirmation shall no 

longer be reasoned, and the confirmation term shall be extended from 

48 hours to 5 days.  The prosecutor‟s bureaucratic activity is expected 

to decrease, in connection with a longer period for analyzing the 

solution of the criminal investigation body on the merits. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

annulled  immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 308 A new procedure is inserted during the criminal prosecution stage, i.e. 

the anticipated production of evidence before the freedoms and rights 

judge, at the request of the prosecutor, which materializes in a new 

duty of the prosecutor during the criminal prosecution.  The access to 

such procedure shall allow the optimization of the criminal prosecution 

activity in cases where there is the risk of certain pieces of evidence 

disappearing, and it also entails additional activities for the prosecutor 

(preparation of acts, arguing claims before the freedoms and rights 

judge). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 305-311 The procedure of disclosing the criminal prosecution material is 

eliminated, which leads to a simplified criminal prosecution activity 

and speedier proceedings. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 314-320 NCrPC simplifies the solutions not to issue the indictment available to 

the prosecutor at the end of criminal prosecution, namely closing the 

case (whenever there is a legal impediment for starting criminal action) 

and prosecutorial discretion.  It thus simplifies the regime of the acts 

concluded by the prosecutor, who is to issue a reasoned ordinance 

irrespective whether the case documents concern multiple deeds or 

multiple suspects or defendants and whether they are given different 

solutions.  

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 316 The ordinance for closing the case is served only on the 

suspect/defendant and on the interested parties having requested it.  

Consequently, the injured party shall no longer be informed ex officio, 

but only upon request, which simplifies the activity of criminal 

prosecution bodies. 

non-quantifiable  

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 338 Introduces the prosecutors‟ obligation to serve the ordinance, as well 

as the rationale for the decision (ratio decidendi) settling the complaint 

non-quantifiable  increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

against the acts of criminal investigation bodies.  

This means that both the solution and the rationale should be ready 

within the legal 20-day term from receipt of the complaint.  

The prosecutors‟ workload may be expected to increase accordingly, 

however the double service of process – first the solution and then the 

rationale – is eliminated, which may decrease the workload. 

(relative)  

Criminal NCrPC 341, 

345 

The prosecutor does not attend pre-trial chamber hearings, the 

proceedings being carried out in writing.  Thus, less time is allocated to 

the State‟s representation in court for solving procedural pleas 

concerning the lawfulness of the court‟s intimation, although more 

time may be required for drafting deeds, applications, memorials. (The 

prosecutor may reply in writing to the pleas and applications raised in 

pre-trial chamber proceedings by the defendant and other parties). 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal 

 

NCrPC 374 The simplified trial in case of guilty plea triggers a decrease in the 

workload of prosecutors with court representation attributions. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute)  

decrease immediate high 

 



  

 

290 

 

 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 478 - 

484 

NCrPC regulates the plea bargain, to be concluded between the 

prosecutor and defendant in cases where a minimum set of evidence 

attesting to guilt is produced, accompanied by the guilty plea, in 

observance of all the other conditions provided by law.  Under such 

circumstances, the prosecutor is no longer held to produce other means 

of evidence in the case, which results in a decrease in the workload.  

The intimation of the court is the guilty plea bargain, a new act of the 

prosecutor, whose drafting may also lead to an increase in the 

workload.  On the other hand, in such cases, the prosecutor no longer 

prepares the indictment, and thus, this amendment may not result in an 

increase in the workload. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 
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Impact items identified for prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal (workload/prosecutors) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7 

para.(2) 

NCrPC introduces the institution of prosecutorial discretion
150

 which 

may result in a decrease in the workload of the prosecutors acting with 

courts of appeal.
151

 Prosecutorial discretion will replace the current cases 

where the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or not to bring the case 

to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1 
of the CrC. 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 56 The criminal prosecution shall be carried out by the prosecutor in cases 

when the criminal offenses fall under the de jurisdiction of the courts of 

appeal as first instance courts. 

partially 

quantifiable 

 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 94 NCrPC introduces the right to consult the case file during the criminal 

prosecution stage.  The prosecutor is given the duty to schedule the date 

non- increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

150 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, cases which are under criminal investigation upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, remain under the competence of such lawfully intimated criminal 

investigation bodies, pending solutions in accordance with the NCrPC, and the intimation of the court shall also be performed in accordance with the new competencies of the NCrPC (Art. 3 of 

Title I).  As such, during the transition period, the criminal investigation bodies may continue to handle cases that are transferred under the competence of other criminal investigation bodies, 

which may lead to a temporary increase of the workload. 
151 The Draft IL NCrPC extends the scope of application of prosecutorial discretion by increasing the special maximum of the imprisonment punishment to 7 years, instead of 5, so that the result 

may be a decrease of the workload. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

and duration of the consultation within a reasonable time.   The 

prosecutor may restrict the right to consult the case file for a 15-day 

period, at the most, for grounded reasons.  As a result, the prosecutor‟s 

workload may increase as he shall have to settle the applications for 

consultation filed by the parties and their lawyers. 

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

Criminal NCrPC 145 After the surveillance measures cease, the prosecutor notifies, in writing, 

within not more than 10 days, each of the persons subject to such a 

warrant on the technical measure that have been taken with regard to 

them, to which effect an increase in the prosecutors‟ workload may be 

noticed. 

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 211 During the criminal prosecution phase, the prosecutor shall be entitled to 

order the two new preventative measures, the judicial surveillance and 

provisional judicial surveillance on bail, for a maximum 5-day term, 

which shall be subject to the a posteriori control of the freedoms and 

rights judge.  Consequently, the prosecutor may order the measure and 

notify the freedoms and rights judge in due term, which activity shall 

increase the workload of the prosecutor acting with the prosecutor office 

attached to the court of appeals.  

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

annulled immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 220 The prosecutor may notify the freedoms and rights judge and request 

enforcement of the new preventative measure of house arrest, which may 

result in an increase in the workload of the prosecutor offices attached to 

court of appeals. 

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 257 The criminal prosecution summoning procedures are simplified, NCrC 

expressly providing the possibility of verbal summoning, followed by 

registration in minutes to be executed by the summoned person.  This 

simplification results in quicker procedures;  nevertheless, the prosecutor 

shall have to check whether the procedural act was correctly prepared in 

such cases. 

non-

quantifiable  

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 305 The commencement of prosecution is ordered by a motivated ordinance 

issued by the criminal investigation body and confirmed by prosecutor.  

The requirement to motivate the confirmation is thus eliminated and the 

confirmation term increases from 48 hours to 5 days.  A decrease in the 

prosecutor‟s bureaucratic activity may arise there from, due to a more 

extensive period for analyzing on the merits the solution issued by the 

criminal investigation body. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 305 It eliminates the preliminary acts phase and the prosecution commences 

in rem, with the investigation of the deed, based on a due intimation and 

in the absence of the cases hindering the exercise of criminal actions.  

The investigation of the individual takes place in a second stage, after the 

identification of suspects.  Prosecution is thus simplified, due to the 

elimination of the prosecutor's obligation to issue a resolution on the 

motivated proposal of the criminal investigation bodies.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 308 A new procedure is introduced in the course of the prosecution, namely 

the expedited production of evidence before the rights and freedoms 

judge, at the prosecutor's request, which materializes in a new 

prosecutorial power in the course of prosecution.  The access to this 

procedure shall allow the optimization of prosecution in those cases 

where there is a risk that the pieces of evidence disappear, but it also 

entails additional activities to be carried out by the prosecutor (drafting 

deeds, arguing in favor of the requests before the rights and freedoms 

judge). 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 305-311 The procedure of presenting the prosecution material is thus removed, 

which results in the simplification of the prosecution activity and 

non-

quantifiable 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

increases the celerity of the trial. (relative)  

Criminal NCrPC 314-320 NCrPC simplifies the solutions on the non-issuance of an indictment, 

which may be rendered by the prosecutor upon the completion of the 

prosecution, namely the closing of the case (whenever there is a legal 

impediment against the commencement of prosecution) and prosecutorial 

discretion.  The regime of the prosecutor's acts is thus simplified, the 

latter issuing a motivated ordinance in this respect, even if the case 

concerns several deeds or more suspects or defendants and even if 

different solutions were given.  

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 316 The ordinance whereby the file is closed is communicated only to the 

suspect or defendant, and to the interested persons who requested that the 

decision be communicated to them.  Therefore, the injured party will no 

longer be informed ex officio, but only upon request, which shall simplify 

the activity of the prosecution bodies. 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 338 The NCrPC requires the communication of the ordinance whereby the 

prosecutor settles the complaint filed against the prosecution acts.   

This requirement presupposes that the prosecutor must decide by way of 

non-

quantifiable 

increase immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

a motivated ordinance, within the mandatory timeline of 20 days as of 

receipt of the complaint. 

We estimate an appropriate increase in the prosecutors‟ workload, but the 

double communication - of the solution and, subsequently, of the 

motivation -is eliminated, thus determining a decrease in the workload. 

(relative) 

Criminal NCrPC 341, 

345 

The prosecutor does not attend the pre-trial chamber hearings, before 

which the procedure is carried out in writing.  It thus reduces the time 

allotted to the representation of the State in court in connection to the 

settlement of procedure pleas regarding the legality of intimation, 

although it may increase the time allotted to drawing up deeds, requests, 

memoranda.  (The prosecutor is entitled to answer in writing to the pleas 

and requests filed by defendant or other parties in the course of pre-trial 

chamber procedure). 

non-

quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal 

 

NCrPC 374 The simplified procedure in the case of plea bargain shall lead to a 

decrease in the workload of the prosecutors with attributions of 

representation before the court
152

. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

 

Criminal NCrPC 420 NCrPC regulates the mandatory hearing of the defendant present before 

the court of appeal, which may lead to an increase in the workload of the 

attending prosecutors of the prosecutor‟s office of the courts of appeal.  

Due to the increase in the number of appealed cases pending before the 

Courts of Appeal, we are able to ascertain a stronger intensity of impact. 

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 478 - 

484 

NCrPC provides for the plea bargain concluded between prosecutor and 

defendant in the cases requiring a minimum number of acknowledged 

pieces of evidence, with the fulfillment of the other requirements 

provided by law.  In these circumstances, the prosecutor is not obligated 

to produce further evidence in the case, which leads to a workload 

decrease.  

non-

quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

 

                                                      

 

152 Law No. 202/2010 introduced in the CrPC Art.320¹, which provides for the simplified trial procedure in the case of plea bargain. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

The intimation is the plea bargain, the new prosecutorial act, the drafting 

of which is likely to result in a workload increase.  On the other hand, in 

such cases, the prosecutor does not need to draw up the indictment 

report, which is why one may consider that this amendment is unlikely to 

increase the workload. 
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Impact items identified for the Prosecutor Office attached to the HCCJ (workload/prosecutors) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 7 para.2 The introduction of the prosecutorial discretion
153

 may determine a 

decrease in the prosecutor‟s workload, as well as, in theory, in the 

workload of the prosecutors of the prosecutor's office attached to the 

HCCJ, mention being made that most of the offenses falling under the 

HCCJ jurisdiction do not meet the legal requirements for the 

application of this institution.)
154

 Prosecutorial discretion will replace 

the current cases where the prosecutor resolves not to press charges or 

not to bring the case to trial, on the basis of Art.18
1 
of the CrC. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 56 The prosecutor shall mandatorily prosecute the offenses falling under 

the jurisdiction of the High Court of Cassation and Justice, as first 

non-quantifiable increase immediate unknown 

                                                      

 

153 As per the Draft IL NCrPC, cases which are under criminal investigation upon the entry into force of the NCrPC, remain under the competence of such lawfully intimated criminal 

investigation bodies, pending solutions in accordance with the NCrPC, and the intimation of the court shall also be performed in accordance with the new competencies of the NCrPC (Art. 3 of 

Title I).  As such, during the transition period, the criminal investigation bodies may continue to handle cases that are transferred under the competence of other criminal investigation bodies, 

which may lead to a temporary increase of the workload. 
154 The Draft IL NCrPC extends the scope of application of prosecutorial discretion by increasing the special maximum of the imprisonment punishment to 7 years, instead of 5, so that the result 

may be a decrease of the workload.  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

instance court.  (relative)  

Criminal NCrPC 94 NCrPC introduces the right to consult the case file during the 

prosecution.  The prosecutor has the attribution to establish the date 

and duration of consultation, within a reasonable term.  The 

prosecutor‟s motivated decision may restrict the right to consult the 

file, but only for a period that that shall not exceed 15 days.  This is 

likely to increase the prosecutor‟s workload, the latter being obligated 

to settle the consultation requests filed by the parties or by their 

attorneys. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 145 After the surveillance measures cease, the prosecutor notifies, in 

writing, within not more than 10 days, each of the persons subject to 

such a warrant on the technical measure that have been taken with 

regard to them, which may cause an increase in the prosecutors‟ 

workload. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 211 During the prosecution phase, the prosecutor may order the two new 

preventative measures, i.e. judicial surveillance and judicial 

surveillance on bail, on provisional basis, for no more than 5 days, 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled immediate low  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

which term is subject to a posteriori control of the rights and 

freedoms judge.  Therefore, the prosecutor shall issue the measure 

and duly intimate the rights and freedoms judge, which activity shall 

increase the prosecutors‟ workload.  

Criminal NCrPC 220 The prosecutor may notify the rights and freedoms judge, requesting 

the latter to take the new preventative measure of house arrest, which 

is also likely to increase the workload of the prosecutor‟s office of the 

HCCJ. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 257 It simplifies the prosecution summoning procedures, the NCrC 

expressly providing for the possibility of verbal summoning, to be 

subsequently recorded in the minutes signed by the summoned 

individual.  Such simplification expedites procedures, the prosecutor 

however being bound to check, in both cases, the accurate drafting of 

the procedural deed. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 305 NcrPC eliminated the preliminary acts phase and the prosecution 

commences in rem, with the investigation of the deed, based on a due 

intimation and in the absence of the cases hindering the exercise of 

criminal actions.  The investigation of the individual takes place at a 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

annulled immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

later time, after the identification of suspects.  Prosecution is thus 

simplified, due to the elimination of the prosecutor's obligation to 

issue a resolution on the motivated proposal filed by the prosecution 

bodies, which is likely to ensure an appropriate decrease in the 

prosecutors‟ workload. 

Criminal NCrPC 305 The commencement of prosecution is ordered by way of a motivated 

ordinance issued by the prosecution body and confirmed by 

prosecutor.  The requirement to motivate the confirmation shall be 

removed and the confirmation term is increased from 48 hours to 5 

days.  A decrease in the prosecutors‟ bureaucratic activity may arise 

therefrom, due to the more extensive period for analyzing on the 

merits the solution issued by the criminal investigation body. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 308 A new procedure is introduced in the course of the prosecution, 

namely the expedited production of evidence before the rights and 

freedoms judge, at the prosecutor's request, materializing a new 

prosecutorial power in the course of prosecution.  The access to this 

procedure shall allow the optimization of prosecution in those cases 

where there is a risk that the pieces of evidence disappear, but it also 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

entails additional activities to be carried out by the prosecutor 

(drafting deeds, argue in favor of the requests submitted with the 

rights and freedoms judge). 

Criminal NCrPC 305-311 The procedure of presenting the prosecution material is thus removed, 

which results in the simplification of the prosecution activity and 

increases the celerity of the trial. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 314-320 NCrPC simplifies the solutions on the non-issuance of an indictment, 

which may be rendered by the prosecutor when the prosecution is 

completed, namely the closing of the case (whenever there is a legal 

impediment against the commencement of prosecution) and waiver of 

prosecution (principle of opportunity).  The regime of prosecutor‟s 

acts is thus simplified, the latter issuing a motivated ordinance in this 

respect.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 316 The ordinance whereby the file is closed is communicated only to the 

suspect or defendant, and to the interested persons who requested that 

the decision be communicated to them.  Therefore, the injured party 

will no longer be informed ex officio, but only upon request, which 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

shall simplify the activity of the prosecution bodies. 

Criminal NCrPC 338 The NCrPC requires the communication of the ordinance whereby the 

prosecutor settles the complaint filed against the prosecution acts.   

This requirement presupposes that the prosecutor must decide by way 

of a motivated ordinance, within the mandatory timeline of 20 days as 

of receipt of the complaint. 

We estimate an appropriate increase in the prosecutors‟ workload, but 

the double communication - of the solution and, subsequently, of the 

motivation -is eliminated. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 341, 345 The prosecutor does not attend the pre-trial chamber hearings, before 

which the procedure is carried out in writing.  It thus reduces the time 

allotted to the representation of the State in court in connection to the 

settlement of procedure pleas regarding the legality of intimation, 

although it may increase the time allotted to drawing up deeds, 

requests, memoranda.  (The prosecutor is entitled to answer in writing 

to the pleas and requests filed by defendant or other parties in the 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

course of pre-trial chamber procedure). 

Criminal 

 

NCrPC 374 The simplified procedure in the case of plea bargain shall lead to a 

decrease in the workload of prosecutors with attributions of 

representation before the court
155

. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

 

Criminal NCrPC 420 NCrPC regulates the mandatory hearing of the defendant present 

before the court of appeal, which may lead to an increase in the 

workload of the attending prosecutors of the prosecutor‟s office 

attached to the HCCJ.   

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate unknown 

 

Criminal NCrPC 478 - 484 NCrPC provides for the plea bargain concluded between prosecutor 

and defendant in the cases requiring a minimum number of 

acknowledged pieces of evidence, with the fulfillment of the other 

requirements provided by law.  In these circumstances, the prosecutor 

is not obligated to produce further evidence in the case, which leads 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute)  

decrease immediate high 

 

                                                      

 

155 Law No. 202/2010 introduced in the CrPC Art.320¹, which provides for the simplified trial procedure in the case of plea bargain. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

to a workload decrease.  

The intimation is the plea bargain, the new prosecutorial act, the 

drafting of which is likely to result in a workload increase.  On the 

other hand, in such cases, the prosecutor does not need to draw up the 

indictment report, which is why one may consider that this 

amendment is unlikely to increase the workload. 
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(vi). Impact on duration in criminal law 

Impact items identified as to the duration of the criminal trial 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC  NCrPC provides for shorter procedural terms, which will increase 

celerity in the settlement of cases and will lead to a quicker 

decrease of courts‟ caseload. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

Criminal NCrPC 16 NCrPC regulates the parties‟ possibility to resort to criminal 

mediation, in the case of offenses for which the criminal action is 

initiated at the preliminary complaint of the injured party.  During 

the mediation procedure, trial is suspended
156

. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 20 NCrPC provides that, when there are several civil parties with no 

contrary interests, they may appoint a common representative or, as 

the case may be, the judicial body may appoint ex officio such 

representative, to whom the procedural acts will be fulfilled
157

. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease  immediate  low 

                                                      

 

156 By Law No.2002/2010, Art.10 para.1 letter h of the CrPC was amended in the same respect. 
157 By Law No.202/2010 Art.174 of the CrPC was amended in the same respect. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 23 NCrPC expressly provides for the parties‟ possibility to settle or 

resort to mediation in order to solve the civil action, which may 

lead to a quicker settlement of those cases where the civil action is 

joined to the criminal one
158

. 

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

decrease  immediate low 

Criminal NCrPC 353 The party who is present in person, by representative or chosen 

attorney at a hearing, as well as the party who, personally, by 

representative or chosen attorney or by the officer or person in 

charge with the receipt of mail, has been duly summoned for a 

hearing, shall no longer be summoned for the next hearings, except 

for the case when their presence is mandatory
159

.  As such, the 

intermediary hearings for the fulfillment of summoning procedures 

will be eliminated, thus expediting proceedings. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

                                                      

 

158 By Law No.202/2010 Art.161 was introduced in the CrPC in the same respect. 
159 By Law No.202/2010 Art.291 of the CrPC was amended in the same respect. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 343 NCrPCprovides a maximum duration of 30 days for the pre-trial 

procedure, a provision which may reduce trial duration.
160

. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

Criminal  NCrPC 364 Trial may also take place in the absence of the defendant who, 

having changed his address, failed to inform the judicial bodies.  

Moreover, the NCrPC acknowledges that the defendant has the 

right to request trial in absence, by means of a simple request 

submitted on file, even if he is under arrest, provided that he is 

represented by a chosen or ex officio attorney.  The summoning 

procedures are thus simplified and therefore expedited. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate high 

 

Criminal  NCrPC 363, 384 In the trial stage, NCrPC no longer provides for the institution of 

“returning the case to the prosecutor” to remake the criminal 

prosecution, but it expressly regulates the transfer of the active role 

from the court to the prosecutor.  Therefore, inasmuch as the 

prosecutor fails to produce evidence to the charges beyond any 

partially 

quantifiable 

 

decrease immediate unknown  

 

                                                      

 

160 Under the Draft Il NCrP, the proposed duration for the pre-trial procedure is of maximum 60 days from the date the case is registered with the court (Art. 97 of Title III). 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

doubt, the judge shall be given the possibility to intervene to 

supplement the evidence only in exceptional cases, and, in the other 

cases, he has to pass an acquittal decision.  The same case being 

successively referred to the prosecutor office and court is thus 

eliminated. 

Criminal NCrPC 375 Evidence produced at the criminal prosecution stage which is not 

contested by the parties shall not be retaken during judicial 

investigation, being only subject to debates. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate medium 

 

Criminal NCrPC 378 According to NCrPC, the refusal to make statements may not have 

legal consequences for the defendant.  In such cases, the court 

orders that he is read his previous statements in the presence of his 

attorney.  Also, if he cannot remember his previous statements, the 

court may ask for explanations and order that he is read the 

statement made in the criminal prosecution stage. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

 

decrease immediate unknown  

 

Criminal NCrPC 383 If the production of evidence in the judicial investigation stage is 

not possible, after having heard the prosecutor‟s and the parties‟ 

written submissions, the court may order that such evidence be no 

longer produced.  If the evidence was produced during the criminal 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

prosecution stage, it will be submitted to the parties‟ discussion as 

produced. 

Criminal NCrPC 388 If a party has several attorneys, only one of them, at the party‟s 

discretion, can make written submissions.  The debate suspension 

period shall be decreased from 15 to 3 days. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate low 

 

Criminal NCrPC 374 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of guilty plea.  

Proceedings are confined only to the evidence produced in the 

criminal prosecution stage, the trial duration being significantly 

reduced with the time required for evidence production
161

. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown  

 

Criminal  NCrPC 478-488 NCrPC regulates the simplified trial in case of plea bargain.  In 

such event, the guilty plea bargain between the prosecutor and the 

defendant shall operate as a document instituting proceedings, the 

court having to rule on the said bargain in a non-adversarial 

session. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown 

 

                                                      

 

161 Law No.202/2010 introduced Art.3201 of the CrPC concerning the trial in case of guilty plea. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 407 NCrPC no longer draws a distinction between the situation of the 

parties (or prosecutor) who were present and those absent from the 

court session where the judgment was passed, the latter being 

communicated a copy of the minutes and subsequently, after 

drafting, a copy of the judgment.  This provision may lead to an 

increase in the duration of the trial, since all terms of the means of 

appeal start running as of the service of the judgment.  

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase medium unknown  

 

Criminal NCrPC 413 According to NCrPC, appeal may be filed only in writing, thus 

eliminating the possibility to file the appeal orally and acknowledge 

it by minutes.  In the light of Art.407, this provision may extend the 

duration of the trial.  

non-quantifiable 

(relative) 

increase medium unknown  

 

Criminal  NCrPC 363 NCrPC expressly regulates the transfer of the active role from the 

court to the prosecutor.  Therefore, inasmuch as the prosecutor fails 

to produce evidence to the charges beyond any doubt, the judge 

shall be given the possibility to intervene to supplement the 

evidence only in exceptional cases, and, in the other cases, he has to 

pass an acquittal decision.  The same case being successively 

referred to the prosecutor office and court is thus eliminated. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

decrease immediate unknown  
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future duration impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of duration; 

Decrease = decrease of duration; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical duration change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of impact on the criminal trial duration Quantifiability 

of impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrPC 553 The means of appeal available against sentence enforcement 

judgments is the challenge, which is settled by one judge from the 

higher ranking court than the one having passed the decision, 

thereby replacing the current final appeal, tried by panels of 3 

judges.  Also, the time limit for filing this means of appeal is 

extremely tight, of only 3 days.  

partially 

quantifiable  

 

decrease immediate unknown  

 

Criminal NCrPC 420 NCrPC provides that it is mandatory for the present defendant to be 

heard by the court of appeal in all circumstances (unlike the CrPC 

according to which, in the appeal or final appeal stage, the 

defendant was heard only if not heard in first instance and/or appeal 

as well as when these courts‟ ruling was to convict the defendant), 

which may extend the trial duration in the appeal stage. 

non-quantifiable  

(absolute) 

 

increase immediate unknown  
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(vii). Impact on caseload in probation162 

Impact items identified for the probation service (caseload) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of caseload impact 

Quantifiability of 

impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrC 83-90 The new regulation on the institution of deferral of the enforcement of 

criminal punishment entails a potential rise in the number of cases 

where the intervention of probation services will be necessary during 

the execution of criminal punishments. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed high 

Criminal NCrC 99-106 The new regulations regarding conditional release and, particularly 

the provisions regarding the involvement of the probation counselors, 

are expected to generate an increase in the number of cases where the 

intervention of probation services will be necessary during the 

execution of criminal punishments. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed high 

                                                      

 

162 Given that part of the activity of probation counselors (namely drawing up evaluation reports) is not always finalized with registration of files, the Consultant shall take into account the 

number of evaluation reports drawn up by probation counselors as well when analyzing the need of human resources in probation within Interim Report III. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future caseload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of caseload; 

Decrease = decrease of caseload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical caseload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code 
Article 

number 
Description of caseload impact 

Quantifiability of 

impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrC 113-135 The amendments brought in relation to the corrective measures 

applicable to minors and, especially, the new regime of non-custodial 

educational measures may generate an increase in the number of cases 

where the intervention of probation services will be necessary during 

the execution of criminal punishments. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate high 

Criminal NCrC 91-98 As a consequence of the new provisions in the matter of suspended 

sentence under supervision, the number of cases for which the 

intervention of probation services in the enforcement phase will be 

necessary is expected to increase. 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase immediate high 
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(viii). Impact on workload in probation 

Impact items identified for probation service (workload) 

LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability of 

impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrC 83-90 Additional workload for probation staff arisies in relation to the new 

institution of deferral of the enforcement of criminal punishment, set forth 

by the CrC.  The provisions imply workload increase for probation staff 

supervising the rehabilitation of the reprieved defendants for the 2-year 

term set forth by the law.
163

 

non-quantifiable 

(absolute) 

increase delayed high 

Criminal NCrC 91-98 Further to the novelties within the supervised suspension of the 

enforcement of criminal punishments, the increase in the role and duties of 

probation offices on enforcement/criminal matters is to be expected, which 

is most likely to trigger the need to ensure qualified staff in such probation 

offices
164

. 

quantifiable increase delayed high 

                                                      

 

163 For details on the NCrC provisions concerning the deferral of the enforcement of criminal punishments, please see Interim Report I, sub-section 3(1)d. 
164 For details on the NCrC provisions concerningsupervised suspension of the enforcement of criminal punishment, please see Interim Report I, sub-section 3(1)d. 
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LEGEND 

Quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are available; 

Partially quantifiable = can be translated into numbers, for which specific statistics are partially available and do not cover the whole 

scope of the change; 

Non-quantifiable (absolute) = include impacts which are (i) novelty to the Romanian judiciary and therefore there is no relevant data 

describing such category, (ii) the nature of such impact makes exact estimation of future workload impossible, even if current similar 

numbers were available; 

Non-quantifiable (relative) = potentially could be quantified, but no relevant data was until now found available. 

Increase = increase of workload; 

Decrease = decrease of workload; 

Unknown direction = the direction is 

impossible to assess at the moment; 

Annulled direction = several of its features had 

opposite directions which leads to an apparent 

rather than practical workload change. 

Immediate impact = all changes which simplify or alter the 

existing regulations which are currently used in practice; 

Medium impact = the effects will be visible once the appeal or 

challenge phase is virtually possible to observe; 

Delayed impact = assigned to all impact items, which are not 

currently used in practice. 

Strenght of impact = 

possible impact 

volume 

Law Code Article 

number 

Description of workload impact Quantifiability of 

impact 

Impact 

orientation 

Time 

perspective 

Impact 

intensity 

Criminal NCrC 99-106 The new regulations regarding conditional release, particularly the 

provisions regarding the involvement of the probation counselors, is 

expected to lead to a more efficient social integration of convicts and also 

to prevent them from committing further offenses
165

.  

quantifiable increase delayed high 

Criminal NCrC 113-135 The amendments brought in relation to the corrective measures applicable 

to minors assign a major part to the probation offices on supervising and 

daily watching the minor.  While the first of such measures entails no direct 

involvement of the probation office.  The daily watch requires a proactive 

intervention of the probation office in preparing the daily schedule of the 

minor.  The workload increase may be even made stronger, as punishments 

applicable to criminally liable minors shall be completely dropped in favor 

of corrective measures.  The non-custodial corrective measures shall be 

taken based on an assessment report to be prepared by the probation office. 

quantifiable increase immediate high 

 

                                                      

 

165 For details on the NCrC provisions concerning conditional release, please see Interim Report I, sub-section 3(1)d. 



2. Identification of types of impact of the New Codes on judicial organization – impact 

on attributions of key roles 

2.1. Introduction 

The aim of this section is to provide an overview of changes in attributions of key roles within the 

judiciary system that shall result from the implementation of the New Codes.   

The results of the analysis of changes in attributions are presented for each court level, with changes of 

attributions for key roles within the civil and criminal sections indicated separately, as those may 

slightly differ.  In case of prosecutor offices, individualized descriptions have been prepared for the 

changes in attributions of the role of prosecutor without de-leveling into instance levels, since the 

attribution changes do not differ by reference to such indicator.  

The roles that are subject to attribution analysis are those most directly involved in the professional 

activity – both magistrates (judges and prosecutors), probation officers as well as the specialized 

auxiliary roles that partake in the activities within judicial process.  As regards these roles, the impact 

of the New Codes translates into changes in the attributions of each role.  Please note that this analysis 

does not include those roles that, by their nature and in terms of their accountabilities, are not directly 

influenced by the implementation of the New Codes. 
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Key roles within district courts 

Judges Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCPC 

Having analyzed the changes described in Interim Report I that indicate changes in judicial activity resulting from the 

implementation of the NCC and NCPC, the Consultant has the following observations: 

1. There will be no significant change with respect to the key attributions of judges (by attributions we mean the key tasks to 

be performed by judges in the course of civil proceedings, e.g.:  case solving, decision drafting, producing authorizations for 

other parties of the civil procedure to perform certain duties).  

Still, there is a number of new merit areas that would need to be accounted for within the existing set of attributions.  These, 

although not changing judges‟ attributions per se, are worth mentioning, as they would need mastering knowledge of the 

New Codes relevant for proper handling of these types of cases.  This applies, for example, to certain enforcement procedure-

related activities, such as approving enforcement of parental rights, or re-assessment of measures concerning the minor.  

2. There are certain changes in judicial activity that shall alter the manner or timing of certain activities within civil 

proceedings.  These are mainly related with the intent to enhance the celerity of the civil trial.  The examples of these are: 

a) analyzing the claims, statements of defense and responses to the statements of defense before the first hearing is 

summoned;  requiring amendments to claims in written form before the first hearing (pre-trial stage); 

b)setting the date of the first hearing which should not be later than 20 days as of the date the pre-trial procedure is 

completed.  We note that Art.13 item 40 of the Draft IL NCPC proposes that Art.196 para.(3) and (4) of NCPC be modified 

to establish a longer term wherein the first hearing date be established, in the first instance court.  According to the proposal, 

the judge shall have to establish teh first hearing within 40 days at the latest from the finalization of the written phase of the 

trial.  

c) estimating the duration of the trial (i.e., how long the settlement of the case in first instance would take); 

d) hearing the parties and deciding on matters of evidence, on pleas, motions and incidents and taking the admitted evidence 

in chambers, rather than in public session; 

e) setting short terms (next day even) in the trial stage, an attribution already introduced by Law No.202/2010. 

f) acting as translator when one of the parties can‟t speak or understand Romanian; 

g) deciding on the admissibility of interpleaded requests and of impleader requests;  

h) deciding and ordering ex officio the compulsory joinder of nonparties in the cases established by law, as well as in non-

adversarial procedures; 

i) taking the parties closing arguments in public session if the parties do not agree to having the case settled in chambers. 

3.  An important set of new attributions is established for the district court‟s chairman, who will check whether the 

application for appeal/final appeal against a district court judgment is formally compliant, and request the appellant to 

remedy formal flaws in the application, as well as orders for the application for appeal/final appeal, statement of defense, 

reply to the statement of defense to be served among the parties before sending the complete file to the superior court. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

The key change that has impact on roles and accountabilities and which results from the introduction of the NCrPC is the 

introduction of the new judicial functions, i.e:  the Rights and Freedoms Judge and the Pre-trial Chamber Judge. 

 a)  The Rights and Freedoms Judge:  the key accountability inherent in this role will be to authorize the acts and measures 

restricting the fundamental rights and freedoms of a person under prosecution.  Under the CrC these accountability was 

fulfilled by the so-called "permanence judge" who ruled on the rights and freedoms of a person during the performance of the 

criminal investigation.  This function used to be assigned by rotation to any of the judges at a given court. 

b)  The Pre-trial Chamber Judge:  the key accountability is to examine the lawfulness of the intimation of the court, of the 

criminal investigation and of the evidence gathered in the course of the criminal investigation.  We note, as regards this 
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particular judge, that his attributions are subject to very strict procedural terms, in the sense that the law provides for a 

maximum 30-day period for the entire pre-trial chamber procedure.
166

 

c)  The NCrPC provides for several changes as regards the incompatibilities between the categories of judges with specific 

roles in the criminal procedures.  

As such, the NCrPC sets forth the current incompatibility between the judge ruling on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the criminal investigation (namely, the freedoms and rights judge) and the panel 

settling the case on the merits, similar to the CrPC.  Additionally, the NCrPC sets forth a new incompatibility between the 

pre-trial chamber judge and the panel settling the case on the merits, as opposed to the CrPC, where no incompatibility 

existed between the judge who ruled on procedural exceptions related (generally speaking) to the proper intimation of the 

court and the judge settling the case on the merits.  At the same time, however, the NCrPC eliminates the incompatibility 

existing in the CrPC between the judge ruling on preventative measures in the course of the criminal investigation and the 

judge ruling on procedural exceptions related to the proper intimation of the court, lawfulness of criminal investigation or 

evidence.  In other words, no incompatibility exists in the NCrPC between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-trial 

judge.  The solution embraced by the NCrPC should insure the impartiality of the panel settling the case on the merits, in the 

sense that they gain access to the evidence / case file only after having been properly intimated with the settlement of the 

case. 

d)  The NCrPC modifies the current regulation on the active role of the judge, which is now limited, in the sense that the 

judge has less options to intervene and order new/additional evidence to be brought, corroborated with the transfer of active 

role to the prosecutor.  

2.  Changes in the judicial activity should affect the timing, as well as the manner in which procedural steps unroll, and 

which the accountabilities of the judges should mirror accordingly.  Such changes aim, mainly, to ensure a fair criminal trial, 

including as regards the reasonable term thereof.  In this respect, we refer exempli gratia, to: 

a)  setting shorter procedural terms and streamlining summoning and communication procedures; 

b)  transfer of attributions from the panels to the pre-trial judge and the settlement of procedural exceptions related (in 

general terms) to the proper intimation of the court outside the actual court-trial and within a preliminary stage, ruled by strict 

procedural terms; 

c)  abbreviated trial procedures, namely, the plea bargain and the guilty plea; 

d)  setting forth limited grounds for the motion for annulment, as well as the new regulation on motions against the 

enforcement of court decisions and, in particular, the mandatory enforcement of the most favorable criminal law. 

Professional 

support 

(clerks 

directly 

involved in 

cases 

handling) 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

The analysis of the changes implied by the NCC and NCPC brought about the following observations: 

1. There will be no major changes in attributions of judicial clerks (key tasks to be performed in the course of civil 

proceedings).  

2. The only actual change that added new area to the list of clerical attributions is transcribing the recordings of the court 

hearings at the request of one of the parties.  In addition, clerks will have to manage handling the recording of the session 

equipments, based on which transcribing will be made, as required by NCPC. 

1. 3.  It is worth mentioning that the introduction of the new summoning means, although it does not alter the attribution that 

already exists, it modifies the way this attribution is realized and may require the acquisition of practical skills to use the 

means newly introduced. 

4.  As the result of the fact that NCPC broadens the scope of incompatibility in civil proceedings, this results in a new 

accountability to be added to the job description of court clerks.  This will be the verification of judges' incompatibility cases 

as provided at Art.40 para.(1) and (2) of NCPC, and preparing a report accordingly.  

                                                      

 

166 In accordance with Draft IL NCrPC, the duration of the pre-trial chamber procedure shall be of maximum 60 days as of 

the date the case is registered on the dockets of the court (Art.97 of Title III). 
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5.  Another novelty introduced by NCPC that implies new accountability for clerks is the Court's obligation to check the 

public records when verifications are necessary for settling cases.  Consequently, this means the actual involvement of court 

clerks in verification activities and in those related to the service of the respective procedural acts. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 

Procedural 

agents 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

As the result of the analysis of possible implications on the attributions of procedural agents brought about by the New 

Codes, no major changes that would noticeably increase or decrease the list of attributions of this job have been observed.  

Still, there is one aspect that qualifies as attribution change, which is the obligation, when unable to legally hand over the 

subpoena to a summoned party, to leave a form in the addressee's mailbox, and leaving it in town hall, if the case is judged in 

a court in another territory. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above 
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Key roles within tribunals 

Judges Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

Having analyzed the changes described in Interim Report I that indicate changes in judicial activity resulting from the 

implementation of NCC and NCPC, the consultants have the following observations: 

 

1. Similar as in the case of judges in district courts, there will be no significant change with respect to the key attributions of 

tribunal judges.  Still, there is a number of new merit areas that would need to be accounted for within the existing set of 

attributions, as they require an in-depth analysis of the New Codes, in view of appropriately handling such cases.  These 

apply, for example, to judging on appeals against decisions of the lower instance courts regarding the activities related to 

enforcement procedure mentioned above.  

2. There are certain changes in judicial activity that shall alter the manner or timing of certain activities within civil 

proceedings.  These are mainly related with the intent to enhance the celerity of the civil trial.  The examples of these are: 

a) in first instance, analyzing the claims, statements of defense and responses to the statements of defense before the parties 

are summoned to the first hearing;  requiring amendments to claims in written form before the first hearing; 

b) in first instance, setting the date of the first hearing which should not be later than 20 days as of the date the pre-trial 

procedure is completed.  We note that Art.13 item 40 of the Draft IL NCPC proposes that Art.196 para. (3) and (4) of NCPC 

be modified to establish a longer term wherein the first hearing date be established, in the first instance court.  According to 

the proposal, the judge shall have to establish teh first hearing within 40 days at the latest from the finalization of the written 

phase of the trial. 

c) in appeal/final appeal, setting the date of the first hearing, which should not be later than 20 days as of the date the 

Tribunal‟s chairman, having received the complete file from the lower instance court, orders a panel to be randomly 

established, and a hearing term be set; 

d) in appeal/final appeal, rejecting the application for appeal/final appeal as inadmissible where finding that the means of 

appeal has been wrongly qualified; 

e) estimating the duration of the trial (i.e., how long the settlement of the case in first instance, appeal or final appeal would 

take); 

f) in first instance, as well as appeal/final appeal, hearing the parties and deciding on matters of evidence, on pleas, motions 

and incidents and taking the admitted evidence in chambers, rather than in public session; 

g) in first instance, appeal or final appeal, setting short terms (next day even) in the trial stage, an attribution already 

introduced by Law No.202/2010. 

h) in first instance, appeal or final appeal, acting as translator when one of the parties can‟t speak or understand Romanian; 

i) in first instance, deciding on the admissibility of interpleader requests and of  impleader requests;  

j) in first instance, deciding an ordering ex officio the compulsory joinder of nonparties in the cases established by law, as 

well as in non-adversarial procedures; 

h) in first instance, appeal or final appeal, taking the parties closing arguments in public session if the parties do not agree to 

having the case settled in chambers 

3.  An important set of new attributions is established for the tribunal chairman, who will check whether the application for 

appeal/final appeal against a tribunal‟s judgment is formally compliant, and request the appellant to remedy formal flaws in 

the application, as well as orders for the application for appeal, statement of defense, reply to the statement of defense to be 

served among the parties before sending the complete file to the superior court.  In exchange, tribunal judges are relieved of 

the attributions related to verifying and ensuring the formal compliance of applications for appeal against district courts‟ 

judgments, as well as of carrying out service of process among the parties to the appeal, which are transferred under the new 

rules to the District Courts‟ chairmen. 

 Attribution 

changes 

The key change that has impact on roles and accountabilities and which results from the introduction of the New Criminal 

Procedure Code is the introduction of the new judicial functions, i.e:  the Rights and Freedoms Judge and the Pre-trial 
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triggered by 

NCrC 

Chamber Judge.  Other sets of changes arise in relation to the modifications related to competence and the means of 

challenging criminal judicial decisions. 

a)  The Rights and Freedoms Judge:  the key accountability inherent in this role will be to authorize the acts and measures 

restricting the fundamental rights and freedoms of a person under prosecution.  Under the CrC these accountability was 

fulfilled by the so-called "permanence judge" who ruled on the rights and freedoms of a person during the performance of the 

criminal investigation.  This function used to be assigned by rotation to any of the judges at a given court. 

b)  The Pre-trial Chamber Judge:  the key accountability is to examine the lawfulness of the intimation of the court, of the 

criminal investigation and of the evidence gathered in the course of the criminal investigation.  We note, as regards this 

particular judge, that his attributions are subject to very strict procedural terms, in the sense that the law provides for a 

maximum 30-day period for the entire pre-trial chamber procedure.
167

 

c)  The NCrPC provides for several changes as regards the incompatibilities between the categories of judges with specific 

roles in the criminal procedures.  

As such, the NCrPC sets forth the current incompatibility between the judge ruling on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the criminal investigation (namely, the freedoms and rights judge) and the panel 

settling the case on the merits, similar to the CrPC.  Additionally, the NCrPC sets forth a new incompatibility between the 

pre-trial chamber judge and the panel settling the case on the merits, as opposed to the CrPC, where no incompatibility 

existed between the judge who ruled on procedural exceptions related (generally speaking) to the proper intimation of the 

court and the judge settling the case on the merits.  At the same time, however, the NCrPC eliminates the incompatibility 

existing in the CrPC between the judge ruling on preventative measures in the course of the criminal investigation and the 

judge ruling on procedural exceptions related to the proper intimation of the court, lawfulness of criminal investigation or 

evidence.  In other words, no incompatibility exists in the NCrPC between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-trial 

judge.  The solution embraced by the NCrPC should insure the impartiality of the panel settling the case on the merits, in the 

sense that they gain access to the evidence / case file only after having been properly intimated with the settlement of the 

case. 

d)  The NCrPC modifies the current regulation on the active role of the judge, which is now limited, in the sense that the 

judge has less options to intervene and order new/additional evidence to be brought, corroborated with the transfer of active 

role to the prosecutor.  

e)  The NCrPC modifies the first instance competence of the tribunal and the transfer of cases (in particular, between the 

district court and tribunal, which now settles more serious offenses, while district courts take over the less serious offenses).  

At the same time, tribunals shall not settle appeals and final appeals, but only cases in first instance and, by way of exception, 

the new challenge of contestation, set forth by the new law on specific legal matters, as detailed immediately below. 

f)  The tribunals shall perform judicial control over the decisions issued in first instance at the level of district courts on 

matters such as ruling of the pre-trial and freedoms and rights judges, rulling of the panels on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the court-trial, as well as on motions against the enforcement of criminal decisions.  

Such contestations shall be settled by a 1-judge panel, as opposed to the CrPC system, where the challenge was settled by a 

panel of two (appeal) or, as the case may be, three judges (final appeal). 

2.  Changes in the judicial activity should affect the timing, as well as the manner in which procedural steps unroll, and 

which the accountabilities of the judges should mirror accordingly.  Such changes aim, mainly, to ensure a fair criminal trial, 

including as regards the reasonable term thereof.  In this respect, we refer exempli gratia, to: 

a)  setting shorter procedural terms and streamlining summoning and communication procedures; 

b)  transfer of attributions from the panels to the pre-trial judge and the settlement of procedural exceptions related (in 

general terms) to the proper intimation of the court outside the actual court-trial and within a preliminary stage, ruled by strict 

                                                      

 

167 In accordance with Draft IL NCrPC, the duration of the pre-trial chamber procedure shall be of maximum 60 days as of 

the date the case is registered on the dockets of the court (Art.97 of Title III). 
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procedural terms; 

c)  abbreviated trial procedures, namely, the plea bargain and the guilty plea; 

d)  setting forth limited grounds for the motion for annulment, as well as the new regulation on motions against the 

enforcement of court decisions and, in particular, the mandatory enforcement of the most favorable criminal law. 

Professional 

support 

(clerks 

directly 

involved in 

cases 

handling) 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

The analysis of the changes implied by NCC and NCPC brought about the following observations: 

1. There will be no major changes in attributions of judicial clerks (key tasks to be performed in the course of civil 

proceedings).  

2. The only actual change that added new area to the list of clerical attributions is transcribing the recordings of the court 

hearings at the request of one of the parties.  In addition, clerks will have to manage handling the recording of the session 

equipments, based on which transcribing will be made, as required by NCPC. 

3.  It is worth mentioning that the introduction of the new summoning means, although it does not alter the attribution that 

already exists, it modifies the way this attribution is realized and may require the acquisition of practical skills to use the 

means newly introduced. 

4.  As the result of the fact that the New Civil Procedure Code broadens the scope of incompatibility in civil proceedings, this 

results in a new accountability to be added to the job description of court clerks and preparing a report accordingly. 

5.  Another novelty introduced by the New Civil Procedure Code that implies new accountability for clerks is the court's 

obligation to check the public records when verifications are necessary for settling cases.  Consequently, this means the 

actual involvement of court clerks in verification activities and in those related to the service of the respective procedural 

acts.   

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 

Procedural 

agents 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

As the result of the analysis of possible implications on the attributions of procedural agents brought about by the New 

Codes, no major changes that would noticeably increase or decrease the list of attributions of this job have been observed.  

Still, there is one aspect that qualifies as attribution change, which is the obligation, when unable to legally hand over the 

subpoena to a summoned party, to leave a form in the addressee's mailbox, and leaving it in town hall, if the case is judged in 

a court in another territory. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 
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Key roles within courts of appeal 

Judges Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

Having analyzed the changes described in Interim Report I that indicate changes in judicial activity resulting from the 

implementation of NCC and CPC, the Consultant has the following observations: 

1. Similar as in the case of judges in district courts and tribunals, there will be no significant change with respect to the key 

attributions of judges (by attributions we mean the key tasks to be performed by judges in the course of civil proceedings, 

e.g.:  case solving, decision drafting, producing authorizations for other parties of the civil procedure to perform certain 

duties).  Still, the aspects mentioned below are worth drawing attention to by analogy to the lower instance courts.  

2. There are changes in judicial activity that shall alter the manner or timing of certain activities within civil proceedings.  

These are mainly related with the intent to enhance the celerity of the civil trial.  The examples of these are: 

a) in first instance, analyzing the claims, statements of defense and responses to the statements of defense before the parties 

are summoned to the first hearing;  requiring amendments to claims in written form before the first hearing; 

b) in first instance, setting the date of the first hearing which should not be later than 20 days as of the date the pre-trial 

procedure is completed.  We note that Art.13 item 40 of the Draft IL NCPC proposes that Art.196 para.(3) and (4) of NCPC 

be modified to establish a longer term wherein the first hearing date be established, in the first instance court.  According to 

the proposal, the judge shall have to establish teh first hearing within 40 days at the latest from the finalization of the written 

phase of the trial. 

c) in appeal/final appeal, setting the date of the first hearing, which should not be later than 20 days as of the date the court of 

appeal‟s chairman, having received the complete file from the lower instance court, orders a panel to be randomly 

established, and a hearing term be set; 

d) in appeal/final appeal, rejecting the application for appeal/final appeal as inadmissible where finding that the means of 

appeal has been wrongly qualified; 

e) estimating the duration of the trial (i.e., how long the settlement of the case in first instance, appeal or final appeal would 

take); 

f) in first instance, as well as appeal/final appeal, hearing the parties and deciding on matters of evidence, on pleas, motions 

and incidents and taking the admitted evidence in chambers, rather than in public session; 

g) in first instance, appeal or final appeal, setting short terms (next day even) in the trial stage, an attribtion lalready 

introduced by Law No.202/2010; 

h) in first instance, appeal or final appeal acting as translator when one of the parties can‟t speak or understand Romanian; 

i) in first instance, deciding on the admissibility of  interpleader requests and of impleader requests;  

j) in first instance, deciding an ordering ex officio the compulsory joinder of nonparties in the cases established by law, as 

well as in non-adversarial procedures; 

k) in first instance, appeal or final appeal, taking the parties closing arguments in public session if the parties do not agree to 

having the case settled in chambers; 

3.  An important set of new attributions is established for the court of appeal‟s chairman, who will check whether the 

application for appeal/final appeal against a court of appeal‟s judgment is formally compliant, and request the appellant to 

remedy formal flaws in the application, as well as orders for the application for appeal, statement of defense, reply to the 

statement of defense to be served among the parties before sending the complete file to HCCJ.  In exchange, court of 

appeal‟s judges are relieved of the attributions related to verifying and ensuring the formal compliance of applications for 

appeal against tribunal‟ judgments, as well as of carrying out service of process among the parties to the appeal, which are 

transferred under the new rules to the tribunals‟ chairmen. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

The key change that has impact on roles and accountabilities and which results from the introduction of the New Criminal 

Procedure Code is the introduction of the new judicial functions, i.e.:  the Rights and Freedoms Judge and the Pre-trial 

Chamber Judge.  Other sets of changes arise in relation to the modifications related to competence and the means of 

challenging criminal judicial decisions. 
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a)  The Rights and Freedoms Judge:  the key accountability inherent in this role will be to authorize the acts and measures 

restricting the fundamental rights and freedoms of a person under prosecution.  Under the CrC these accountability was 

fulfilled by the so-called "permanence judge" who ruled on the rights and freedoms of a person during the performance of the 

criminal investigation.  This function used to be assigned by rotation to any of the judges at a given court. 

b)  The Pre-trial Chamber Judge:  the key accountability is to examine the lawfulness of the intimation of the court, of the 

criminal investigation and of the evidence gathered in the course of the criminal investigation.  We note, as regards this 

particular judge, that his attributions are subject to very strict procedural terms, in the sense that the law provides for a 

maximum 30-day period for the entire pre-trial chamber procedure.
168

 

c)  The NCrPC provides for several changes as regards the incompatibilities between the categories of judges with specific 

roles in the criminal procedures.  

As such, the NCrPC sets forth the current incompatibility between the judge ruling on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the criminal investigation (namely, the freedoms and rights judge) and the panel 

settling the case on the merits, similar to the CrPC.  Additionally, the NCrPC sets forth a new incompatibility between the 

pre-trial chamber judge and the panel settling the case on the merits, as opposed to the CrPC, where no incompatibility 

existed between the judge who ruled on procedural exceptions related (generally speaking) to the proper intimation of the 

court and the judge settling the case on the merits.  At the same time, however, the NCrPC eliminates the incompatibility 

existing in the CrPC between the judge ruling on preventative measures in the course of the criminal investigation and the 

judge ruling on procedural exceptions related to the proper intimation of the court, lawfulness of criminal investigation or 

evidence.  In other words, no incompatibility exists in the NCrPC between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-trial 

judge.  The solution embraced by the NCrPC should insure the impartiality of the panel settling the case on the merits, in the 

sense that they gain access to the evidence / case file only after having been properly intimated with the settlement of the 

case. 

d)  The NCrPC modifies the current regulation on the active role of the judge, which is now limited, in the sense that the 

judge has less options to intervene and order new/additional evidence to be brought, corroborated with the transfer of active 

role to the prosecutor.  

e)  The NCrPC modifies the first instance competence of the court of appeal, which is triggered mainly by a specific capacity 

of the perpetrator, and secondly, by the very serious nature of the offense.  At the same time, the courts of appeal are awarded 

general competence over the settlement of appeals filed against decisions ruled in first instance by district court and tribunals, 

as the only ordinary challenge against judicial decisions on the merits, correlated with the elimination of the final appeal from 

the criminal justice system.  As such, as opposed to the CrPC system, where final appeals were settled by 3-judge panels, the 

new appeals shall be settled by 2-judge panels.  

f)  The court of appeal shall perform judicial control over the decisions issued in first instance at the level of  tribunals on 

matters such as ruling of the pre-trial and freedoms and rights judges, rulling of the panels on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the court-trial, as well as on motions against the enforcement of criminal decisions.  

Such contestations shall be settled by a 1-judge panel, as opposed to the CrPC system, where the challenge was settled by a 

panel of two (appeal) or, as the case may be, three judges (final appeal). 

2.  Changes in the judicial activity should affect the timing, as well as the manner in which procedural steps unroll, and 

which the accountabilities of the judges should mirror accordingly.  Such changes aim, mainly, to ensure a fair criminal trial, 

including as regards the reasonable term thereof.  In this respect, we refer exempli gratia, to: 

a)  setting shorter procedural terms and streamlining summoning and communication procedures; 

b)  transfer of attributions from the panels to the pre-trial judge and the settlement of procedural exceptions related (in 

general terms) to the proper intimation of the court outside the actual court-trial and within a preliminary stage, ruled by strict 

                                                      

 

168 In accordance with Draft IL NCrPC, the duration of the pre-trial chamber procedure shall be of maximum 60 days as of 

the date the case is registered on the dockets of the court (Art.97 of Title III). 
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procedural terms; 

c)  abbreviated trial procedures, namely, the plea bargain and the guilty plea; 

d)  setting forth limited grounds for the motion for annulment, as well as the new regulation on motions against the 

enforcement of court decisions and, in particular, the mandatory enforcement of the most favorable criminal law. 

Professional 

support 

(clerks 

directly 

involved in 

cases 

handling) 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

The analysis of the changes implied by the New Civil and Civil Procedure Codes brought about the observations binding also 

for the lower instance courts.  They are: 

1. There will be no major changes in attributions of judicial clerks (key tasks to be performed in the course of civil 

proceedings).  

2. The only actual change that added new area to the list of clerical attributions is transcribing the recordings of the court 

hearings at the request of one of the parties.  In addition, clerks will have to manage handling the recording of the session 

equipments, based on which transcribing will be made, as required by NCPC. 

3.  It is worth mentioning that the introduction of the new summoning means, although it does not alter the attribution that 

already exists, it modifies the way this attribution is realized and may require the acquisition of practical skills to use the 

means newly introduced.  

4.  As the result of the fact that the NCPC broadens the scope of incompatibility in civil proceedings, this results in a new 

accountability to be added to the job description of court clerks and preparing a report accordingly. 

5.  Another novelty introduced by the New Civil Procedure Code that implies new accountability for clerks is the Court's 

obligation to check the public records when verifications are necessary for settling cases.  Consequently, this means the 

actual involvement of court clerks in verification activities and in those related to the service of the respective procedural 

acts.     

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 

Procedural 

agents 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

As the result of the analysis of possible implications on the attributions of procedural agents brought about by the New 

Codes, no major changes that would noticeably increase or decrease the list of attributions of this job have been observed.  

Still, there is one aspect that qualifies as attribution change, which is the obligation, when unable to legally hand over the 

subpoena to a summoned party, to leave a form in the addressee's mailbox, and leaving it in town hall, if the case is judged in 

a court in another territory. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 
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Key roles within HCCJ 

Judges Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

Having analyzed the changes described in Interim Report I that indicate changes in judicial activity resulting from the 

implementation of the NCC and NCPC, the Consultant has the following observations: 

1. Similar as in the case of judges in all lower instance courts, there will be no significant change with respect to the key 

attributions of judges (by attributions we mean the key tasks to be performed by judges in the course of civil proceedings, 

e.g.:  case solving, decision drafting, producing authorizations for other parties of the civil procedure to perform certain 

duties).  Still, the aspects mentioned below are worth drawing attention to by analogy to the lower instance courts.  

2. There are changes in judicial activity that shall alter the manner or timing of certain activities within civil proceedings.  

These are mainly related with the intent to enhance the celerity of the civil trial.  The examples of these are: 

a) after the filtering procedure is completed, and the final appeal is declared prima facie admissible, setting the date of the 

first hearing (unlike Tribunals and Courts of Appeal, HCCJ is not bound to set the first hearing in a certain interval);  

b) after the filtering procedure is completed, and the final appeal is declared prima facie admissible, solving the final appeal 

without establishing a hearing or summoning the parties, where the legal issue in question in the final appeal is not subject to 

controversy or has received the same solution constantly in practice; 

c) setting short terms (next day even) in the trial stage, an attribution already introduced by Law No.202/2010; 

d) estimating the duration of the trial; 

e) acting as translator when one of the parties can‟t speak or understand Romanian; 

f) hearing the parties and deciding on matters of evidence, on pleas, motions and incidents and taking the admitted evidence 

in chambers, rather than in public session; 

g) carrying out the expedited procedures for settlement of the application to stay the enforcement of the decision challenged 

by final appeal or of the final appeals against the resolution for the settlement of the application to stay; 

h) taking the parties closing arguments in public session if the parties do not agree to having the case settled in chambers. 

3.. HCCJ judges are relieved of the attributions related to verifying and ensuring the formal compliance of applications for 

final appeal, as well as of carrying out service of process among the parties to the final appeal, which are transferred under 

the new rules to the lower first court‟s chairmen. 

4.  Another novelty introduced by the NCPC that is bound to impact judicial accountabilities is the filtering procedure for 

final appeals.  The said procedure entails additional duties for the chairman/another member of the panel/assistant-magistrate 

(such as preparing the report, identifying the case law of the Constitutional Court, HCCJ, ECHR and ECJ and the relevant 

doctrine), of the filtering panel called to review the report and to rule whether the final appeal is admissible or not, and based 

on this decision, to pass a final decision on the merits of the final appeal.  

5. Moreover, as a novelty, NCPC introduces the procedure concerning the issuance of a preliminary judgment for the 

settlement of a legal issue, which will also have an impact on the judicial accountabilities. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

The key change that has impact on roles and accountabilities and which results from the introduction of the NCrPC is the 

introduction of the new judicial functions, i.e.:  the Rights and Freedoms Judge  

and the Pre-trial Chamber Judge.  Other sets of changes arise in relation to the modifications related to competence and the 

means of challenging criminal judicial decisions, as well as new procedures aiming to ensure the unitary case-law of the 

courts, set forth by the NCrPC. 

a)  The Rights and Freedoms Judge:  the key accountability inherent in this role will be to authorize the acts and measures 

restricting the fundamental rights and freedoms of a person under prosecution.  Under the CrC these accountability was 

fulfilled by the so-called "permanence judge" who ruled on the rights and freedoms of a person during the performance of the 

criminal investigation.  This function used to be assigned by rotation to any of the judges at a given court. 

b)  The Pre-trial Chamber Judge:  the key accountability is to examine the lawfulness of the intimation of the court, of the 

criminal investigation and of the evidence gathered in the course of the criminal investigation.  We note, as regards this 

particular judge, that his attributions are subject to very strict procedural terms, in the sense that the law provides for a 
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maximum 30-day period for the entire pre-trial chamber procedure.  

c) The NCrPC provides for several changes as regards the incompatibilities between the categories of judges with specific 

roles in the criminal procedures.  

As such, the NCrPC sets forth the current incompatibility between the judge ruling on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the criminal investigation (namely, the freedoms and rights judge) and the panel 

settling the case on the merits, similar to the CrPC.  Additionally, the NCrPC sets forth a new incompatibility between the 

pre-trial chamber judge and the panel settling the case on the merits, as opposed to the CrPC, where no incompatibility 

existed between the judge who ruled on procedural exceptions related (generally speaking) to the proper intimation of the 

court and the judge settling the case on the merits.  At the same time, however, the NCrPC eliminates the incompatibility 

existing in the CrPC between the judge ruling on preventative measures in the course of the criminal investigation and the 

judge ruling on procedural exceptions related to the proper intimation of the court, lawfulness of criminal investigation or 

evidence.  In other words, no incompatibility exists in the NCrPC between the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-trial 

judge.  The solution embraced by the NCrPC should insure the impartiality of the panel settling the case on the merits, in the 

sense that they gain access to the evidence / case file only after having been properly intimated with the settlement of the 

case. 

d) The NCrPC modifies the current regulation on the active role of the judge, which is now limited, in the sense that the 

judge has less options to intervene and order new/additional evidence to be brought, corroborated with the transfer of active 

role to the prosecutor.  

e) The NCrPC modifies the first instance competence of the HCCJ, which is triggered mainly by a specific capacity of the 

perpetrator, and secondly, by the highly serious nature of the offense.  At the same time, the HCCJ shall not settle final 

appeals in a 3-judge panel, but appeals, in a 2-judge panel, filed against the first instance decisions ruled by courts of appeal.  

HCCJ shall settle appeals in a 5-judge panel against decisions ruled by the Criminal Division of the HCCJ.   

f) The HCCJ shall perform judicial control over the decisions issued in first instance at the level of the courts of appeal on 

matters such as ruling of the pre-trial and freedoms and rights judges, rulling of the panels on preventative measures and 

freezing/seizure of assets in the course of the court-trial, as well as on motions against the enforcement of criminal decisions.  

Such contestations shall be settled by a 1-judge panel, as opposed to the CrPC system, where the challenge was settled by a 

panel of two (appeal) or, as the case may be, three judges (final appeal).  At the same time, the HCCJ shall perform judicial 

control over the decisions issued in first instance at the level of the Criminal Division of HCCJ on matters such as ruling of 

the pre-trial and freedoms and rights judges, in a 2-judge panel
169

 (consisting of, as the case may be, freedoms and rights or 

pre-trial judges), as well as over the ruling of the panels on preventative measures and freezing/seizure of assets in the course 

of the court-trial, in those cases over which the HCCJ is awarded competence in first instance. 

2.  Another novelty introduced by the NCrPC hat is bound to impact judicial accountabilities is the filtering procedure for 

final appeals.  

The said procedure entails additional duties for the chairman/another member of the panel/assistant magistrate (such as 

observing the communication procedure and preparing the report on the application for appeal in cassation, , of the filtering 

1-judge panel called to review the report and to rule whether the final appeal is admissible or not, and, in those cases where 

the  application of appeal in cassation has been confirmed by the filter-judge, to pass a final decision on the merits of the final 

appeal).  

3. New accountabilities for the judges and assisting-magistrates arise with regard to the new procedure of intimation of the 

HCCJ on a contradictory matter of law (preparing the report, identifying the case law of the Constitutional Court, HCCJ, 

ECHR and ECJ and the relevant doctrine). 

4.  Changes in the judicial activity should affect the timing, as well as the manner in which procedural steps unroll, and 

which the accountabilities of the judges should mirror accordingly.  Such changes aim, mainly, to ensure a fair criminal trial, 

                                                      

 

169 In accordance with the Draft IL of the NCrPC. 
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including as regards the reasonable term thereof.  In this respect, we refer exempli gratia, to: 

a)  setting shorter procedural terms and streamlining summoning and communication procedures; 

b)  transfer of attributions from the panels to the pre-trial judge and the settlement of procedural exceptions related (in 

general terms) to the proper intimation of the court outside the actual court-trial and within a preliminary stage, ruled by strict 

procedural terms; 

c)  abbreviated trial procedures, namely, the plea bargain and the guilty plea; 

d)  setting forth limited grounds for the motion for annulment, as well as the new regulation on motions against the 

enforcement of court decisions and, in particular, the mandatory enforcement of the most favorable criminal law.  

Professional 

support 

(clerks 

directly 

involved in 

cases 

handling) 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

The analysis of the changes implied by the NCC and NCPC brought about the observations binding also for the lower 

instance courts.  They are: 

1. There will be no major changes in attributions of judicial clerks (key tasks to be performed in the course of civil 

proceedings).  

2. The only actual change that added new area to the list of clerical attributions is transcribing the recordings of the court 

hearings at the request of one of the parties.  In addition, clerks will have to manage handling the recording of the session 

equipments, based on which transcribing will be made, as required by NCPC. 

3.  It is worth mentioning that the introduction of the new summoning means, although it does not alter the attribution that 

already exists, it modifies the way this attribution is realized and may require the acquisition of practical skills to use the 

means newly introduced. 

4.  As the result of the fact that NCPC broadens the scope of incompatibility in civil proceedings, this results in a new 

accountability to be added to the job description of court clerks.  This will be the verification of judges' incompatibility cases 

and preparing a report accordingly.  

5.  Another novelty introduced by NCPC that implies new accountability for clerks is the Court's obligation to check the 

public records when verifications are necessary for settling cases.  Consequently, this means the actual involvement of court 

clerks in verification activities and in those related to the service of the respective procedural acts.     

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 

Procedural 

agents 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCC 

As the result of the analysis of possible implications on the attributions of procedural agents brought about by the New 

Codes, no major changes that would noticeably increase or decrease the list of attributions of this job have been observed.  

Still, there is one aspect that qualifies as attribution change, which is the obligation, when unable to legally hand over the 

subpoena to a summoned party, to leave a form in the addressee's mailbox, and leaving it in town hall, if the case is judged in 

a court in another territory. 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

See above. 
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Prosecutors 

Prosecutors Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

As regards the position of a prosecutor, the main change that will be introduced within the content of its job is related with 

the so-called prosecutorial discretion - a newly introduced competence.  This competence applies with respect to the 

initiation of criminal proceedings;  when the prosecutor believes that the performance of the investigation is not within public 

interest, they can decide not to launch it. 

The second aspect that is related to future set of accountabilities is the plea bargain:  under the NCrPC, the prosecutor has an 

option to conclude a plea bargain with the offending.  This applies to offences for which the maximum punishment is 7 years. 

A novelty that is introduced by the NCrPC is that the Prosecutor intimates the Rights and Freedoms Judge. 

Under the NCrPC, the Prosecutor has an option to request for the expedite production  of evidence in front of the Rights and 

Freedoms Judge in case of the risk that certain pieces of evidence cannot be subsequently administrated in front of the court. 

The NCrPC stipulates that prosecutor is bound to carry our criminal proceedings only in a limited number of cases (in case of 

offences for which the first instance competence pertains to the High Court of Cassation and Justice or to the court of appeal, 

in case of offences provided by Art.188-191 of the CrC, in case of offences committed with oblique intent, followed by the 

person's death or in other cases provided by law.)  The general jurisdiction for conducting criminal proceedings is to be held 

by investigation bodies of the judicial police, while prosecutor manages and controls the proceedings.  Still, prosecutors are 

authorized to carry out any criminal prosecution proceedings in the cases they manage.  New set of changes arise in relation 

to the streamlining of the criminal investigation from the viewpoint of the prosecutor‟s acts and solutions, which have a more 

coherent and less burocratic regime under the NCrPC. 

As regards the accountabilities that shall cease to be binding under the NCrPC, one should mention the fact that it is no 

longer the obligation of the prosecutor to present the criminal investigation material to the defendant before intimating the 

court.  

As regards prosecutors representing the State in court, the changes in their attributions are linked to the changes in the 

competences of the courts whereby their relevant prosecutor‟s offices are attached, as well as the changes in the structure of 

the criminal proceedings.  As such, we note that the prosecutors shall no longer attend court sessions where procedural 

exceptions referring (in general terms) to the proper intimation of the court are being settled, as these have been replaced by 

the pre-trial chamber procedure, which is a written one.  At the same time, we note the transfer of active role between the 

panel and the prosecutor in the court-trial stage. 
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Probation officers 

Probation 

officers 

Attribution 

changes 

triggered by 

NCrC 

As the result of the changes introduced by the NCrC and the NCrPC, the following aspects related to the attributions of 

probation office should be mentioned: 

1. The NCrC establishes that the convict is to be supervised during the 2-year probation term in case of deferral of the 

enforcement of criminal punishment.  New accountabilities for probation counselors refer to:  visiting the convict at their 

domicile / residence;  unrolling or, as the case may be, organize, in cooperation with other community bodies, social 

rehabilitation programs;  make recommendation to the court as regards the additional obligations which may be imposed on 

the defendant during the 2-year supervision term, idenfifying/organizing community service etc. 

2. The NCrPC establishes how the convict is to be supervised whenever supervised suspension of the enforcement of 

criminal punishments is ordered by the court.  New accountabilities for probation counselors arise (for the suspension term of 

2 to 4 years) related to:  visiting the convict at their domicile;  unrolling or, as the case may be, organize, in cooperation with 

other community bodies, social rehabilitation programs;  informing the court of any ground for modifications or any breach 

of the obligations ordered by the judge idenfifying/organizing community service. 

3. The NCrPC establishes how the convict is to be supervised after conditional release.  New accountabilities for probation 

counselors arise mainly in relation to the new accountabililties of the probation counselors (for the suspension term of 2 to 4 

years) related to:  visiting the convicts for which the remaining punishment is imprisonment of 2 years or more at their 

domicile;  unrolling or, as the case may be, organize, in cooperation with other community bodies, social rehabilitation 

programs;  informing the court of any ground for modification or any breach of the obligations ordered by the judge;  

idenfifying/organizing community service. 

4. Probation office will prepare assessment reports in order for the court to select educatory measures to be applied in case of 

minors.  Such reports should include proposals of the nature and length of the reintegration programs to be followed by the 

minor. 

5.  Another change in attributions of probation office related to minors is the obligation of the probation service, in case the 

corrective measure of the civic training course is imposed on a minor, to coordinate all aspects requiring the enforcement of 

the correctional measure in such a way that it does not collide with the juvenile's school schedule. 

6. Within the accountability to co-ordinate the activities within the measure of daily assistance, the probation office needs to 

be actively involved, e.g. drafting the detailed schedules of a minor, daily programs, terms and    prohibitions for the juvenile 

under this measure.   

7. Probation office's accountability is to coordinate and supervise the measure of "home detention during the weekend".  

8. Probation services will supervise whether the newly established obligation, ie to do unpaid community service is observed. 
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3. Impact of the new legislation on staffing in the judicial system – preliminary 

analysis 

3.1. Analysis of current staffing and workload of courts, prosecutor offices and 

probation service.  Identification of staffing drivers 

3.1.(a). Introduction 

Workload and staffing analyses of the current judicial organization shall serve as the basis for 

consecutive stage of analyses, concentrating on assessment of impact resulting from the introduction 

of provisions of the New Codes. 

Before moving to the assessment phase, the Consultant needs to understand the structure and all 

identifiable internal correlations.  It is of fundamental importance that the core data (statistics) are 

complete and coherent, and include detailed breakdowns of respective sub-categories.  Quality 

statistics allow for work with real life information, particularly for precise reallocation of categories 

identified as being impacted by the provisions of the New Codes.  Also, realistic estimates of expected 

impact could be modeled on the basis of such statistics. 

In order to fulfill one of the crucial aspects of this Project, i.e estimation of the future impact on 

headcount of courts, prosecutor offices and probation service, analysis of the current headcount and 

workload data was performed, aiming at: 

- identification of the drivers having impact on staffing levels on each court and prosecutor office 

level (correlation analyses); 

- developing future headcount modeling tools (regression analyses), on the basis of the set of 

identified drivers.  

Since the number of full time equivalents (FTEs) is not specifically regulated by separate legal acts, 

plus no workforce planning tools are in place within the Romanian judicial system, the Consultant 

carried out a series of statistical analyses in order to best describe the current practice and to determine 

how specific variables impact headcount levels. 

3.1.(b). Identification of the base (reference) year for analyses 

Initially, set of general statistics covering period 2007-2009 and first-half of 2010 was examined.  The 

year 2009 has been selected as the base year for the above mentioned analyses of staffing drivers, as 

the statistical data obtained by the Consultant for such year have been complete for the purposes of the 

Project. 

Since the analyses required juxtaposing workload numbers, headcount numbers and other data 

possibly relevant to identify staffing drivers, the Consultant looked for availability of comparable data 

representing such information, from the same period of time.  After comparing all the data available 

from official sources and obtained from the Beneficiary, the 2009 appeared as the most recent full year 

period meeting such condition.  
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Although some statistics were also available for the period of the first semester of 2010, they would 

not be time-consistent with other information made available to the Consultant (e.g. with headcount 

data).  Furthermore, a 6-month period is not representative for a realistic picture of courts, prosecutor 

offices and probation service workload, since it would not allow for capturing seasonality in flow of 

cases and various lengths of proceedings.  

The Consultant would like to underline, that performing the actual estimation of future staffing needs 

shall be done with the relevant data most recent possible.  Such data shall be 2010 numbers retrieved 

from various available sources.  While gathering such data, which included conducting a specialized 

survey in each court and prosecutor office, the Consultant devoted some time to have relevant proof of 

how various variables impact the staffing levels in general in the Romanian judicial system.  This is 

why, the Consultant used 2009 data to best understand and quantify the internal relationships between 

number of magistrates, number of cases, population numbers, etc.. 

In practice this means that using the 2009 data, being most comprehensive for the time of preparation 

of this Report was applied only to identify the staffing drivers, i.e., variables which influence the level 

of staffing in courts, prosecutor offices and probation offices.  Such approach allows the Consultant to 

eliminate from the analyses those variables which are not relevant, and the fact that such elimination is 

based on 2009 data does not impact such elimination.  For instance, the staffing drivers analysis 

showed to the Consultants that the number of IT specialists in tribunals is not at all driven by the 

number of judges or cases in those courts, but is highly correlated with the total staff number.  Such 

correlation is not expected to change in the year of 2010, and at the moment of preparing for data 

update and, in the meantime, modeling tools for future staffing estimation, it allows to eliminate the 

not relevant variables from the model (more detailed information on the regression modeling 

methodology is provided in further parts of this chapter). 

For the purpose of constructing the most complete and coherent set of annual 2009 statistics which 

were to allow for the staffing drivers analysis, the following sources of core data were explored (the 

detailed source tables of compiled statistics can be found in Appendix 1 to this Report): 

(i). Data regarding headcount in the judicial system 

Source 1.1.:  Headcount tables for courts, provided by the Ministry of Justice (Human Resources 

Department). 

Data from this source was applied in the analyses in order to provide insight into headcount numbers 

and identify staffing drivers which, once the data is updated to 2010, will further on allow for 

headcount estimations on individual court level. 

Data aggregation:  Total FTEs in individual courts broken down by positions, including probation 

service officers.  The detailed and complete data was available for 45% of district courts, for 44% of 

tribunals and for 1 court of appeal.  No data for HCCJ was provided for the Consultant, therefore this 

court was not included at current stage of the analyses. 

Source 1.2.:  Headcount tables for prosecutor offices, publicly available on the Public Ministry's 

website: 

http://www.mpublic.ro/state_functii_TARA.htm. 

http://www.mpublic.ro/state_functii_TARA.htm
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Data from this source was included in the analyses to provide insight into headcount statistics and 

identify staffing drivers which, will further on allow for application in headcount estimations, on 

individual prosecutor office level. 

Data aggregation:  Total FTEs in individual prosecutor offices broken down by positions.  The 

detailed data was available for 100% prosecutor offices attached to district courts, tribunals and courts 

of appeal. 

(ii). Statistics regarding workload in judicial institutions 

Source 2.1.:  Annual report on courts activity ("RAPORT PRIVIND ACTIVITATEA INSTANŢELOR 

DE JUDECATĂ ÎN ANUL 2009") prepared by Superior Council of Magistracy and publicly available 

on its website:  

http://www.csm1909.ro/csm/index.php?cmd=2301. 

This type of information was included in the analyses in order to juxtapose them with staffing levels, 

since they were deemed the key possible drivers for magistrates' headcount.  Juxtaposition of 

workload data was performed for various headcount cuts in order to assess which jobs depend in the 

key workload driver and which do not (this applies to all below mentioned workload data). 

Data aggregation:  Total workload, defined as number of cases unsolved from the previous year (2008) 

plus number of cases which were registered during 2009, available for each single court in Romania. 

No further cases breakdown into 1
st
 instance rulings, appeals or final appeals was available at the level 

of each individual court in Superior Council of Magistracy‟s report or in any other of the sources 

analyzed. 

Source 2.2.:  Annual statistical tables on courts activity prepared by the Superior Council of 

Magistracy, made available to the Consultant at its request (the so-called "Centralizator" tables). 

Data from this source was included in the analyses in order to provide insight into workload statistics 

how they correlate with headcount numbers.  The Consultant took into account the specificity of each 

type of procedure (first instance rulings, appeals, final appeals, etc.) in order to be later able to capture 

changes brought to such procedures by the New Codes. 

Data aggregation:  Total workload for each type of courts, except for HCCJ.  Data in this source 

represented numbers of cases registered on the country level only, separate statistics prepared for 1
st
 

instance rulings, appeals and final appeals, broken down by type of civil litigation or criminal offence.  

Further on, for each case or offence type, the caseload was broken down by the following categories:  

number of cases remaining unsolved from the previous year, number of cases registered in 2009, total 

number of cases solved, unsolved and suspended, number of cases solved in given timeframe and 

method of solving. 

Source 2.3.:  Annual report on prosecutor offices activity ("RAPORT PRIVIND ACTIVITATEA 

PARCHETELOR ÎN ANUL 2009") prepared by the Superior Council of Magistracy and published on 

its website:  

http://www.csm1909.ro/csm/index.php?cmd=2302. 

http://www.csm1909.ro/csm/index.php?cmd=2301
http://www.csm1909.ro/csm/index.php?cmd=2302
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Data from this source was used in order to juxtapose them with staffing levels, since they were 

deemed the key possible drivers for magistrates' headcount. 

Data aggregation:  Total workload of all prosecutor offices defined as sum of works performed (the 

number of cases settled by indictment;  the number of cases finalized with non-initiation of the 

criminal proceedings;  the number of cases finalized with initiation of criminal proceedings;  the 

number of cases finalized with the termination of the criminal prosecution according to Art.18 of the 

CrC;  the number of criminal cases filed before the courts;  the number of declined criminal cases;  the 

number of suspended criminal cases;  the number of connected criminal cases;  the unsolved criminal 

cases at the end of period;  the number of criminal cases with unidentified offenders).  

This source provided information on total workload in each individual prosecutor office attached to 

district courts, tribunals and courts of appeal, but without breakdowns by the activities specified.  

General Prosecutor Office workload was not identified.  

Source 2.4.:  Annual statistical tables on prosecutor offices activity prepared by the Public Ministry, 

made available to the Consultant at their request 

Data from this source was included in the analyses in order to provide insight into how workload 

statistics correlate with headcount numbers. 

Data aggregation:  Data available for each prosecutor office with detailed breakdown into various 

prosecutorial activities and into types of offences.  This source provided information for each 

individual prosecutor office attached to district courts, tribunals and courts of appeal.  General 

Prosecutor Office workload data were not available to the consultants.  

Source 2.5.:  Workload data regarding probation service, provided by the Ministry of Justice 

(Probation Department) at the Consultant‟s request  

Data from this source provided insight into how workload numbers correlate with headcount statistics. 

Data aggregation:  Data available at the level of tribunals from where probation officers run their 

activities.  Detailed information available regarding number of each probation office's protégés 

divided into adults and minors.  Additional information on events observed throughout the year within 

the supervised population (protégés taken in, released, protégés who committed offences during 

supervision, etc.). 

One additional source of information on workload of courts has been identified in just few weeks 

before submission of this document to the Beneficiary, in the form of electronic database from the 

Ministry of Justice - the ABAC system.  Data categories used in ABAC are of the same type as in 

Source 2.2., still they are available on individual court level and their timeframe is limited to period 

beginning with the year 2010.  

The data is available in raw (not aggregated) form as well as – according to specialists from the IT 

Department in the Ministry of Justice - not all courts supported the system with information on their 

activities.  At the stage of Interim Report II, the Consultant treated the ABAC data as supplementary 

(possible to use in absence of other sources).  Please find attached in Annex No.6 hereto a list of the 
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courts which have not provided, or not fully provided their 2010 input on caseload to the ABAC 

system. 

As mentioned above, while performing the analyses described in this chapter of the Report, the 

Consultants were making efforts to gather relevant data extracts from the ABAC system and to ask 

individual courts and prosecutor offices for additional data items dated 2010 for further processing.  

It is very possible, that ABAC source of statistics would be used by the Consultant much more 

intensively in the course of work on preparation of Interim Report III, particularly in detailing the 

types of impacts contained in this Report and updating the data for the year 2010. 

(iii). Demographic data 

Source 3.1.:  Population data (number of Romanian citizens) living within the territorial jurisdiction of 

each court, provided by Gallup, based on statistics from the National Statistics Institute  

Population data from this source enriched the analyses with elements from outside the judicial system 

per se, still being standard factors used in addressing staffing levels of government bodies which aim 

at serving the local population.  

Data aggregation:  Number of Romanian population living within each court's territory presented for 

all court levels (i.e, the aggregation was adjusted to court's jurisdiction over territories and over lower 

instance courts' territories).  The total population numbers for district courts' territorial jurisdiction, 

tribunals' territorial jurisdiction and territorial jurisdiction of courts of appeal should theoretically 

always match perfectly the corresponding numbers of Romanian population.  Due to the fact that 

territorial division of the country applied by the National Statistics Institute varies from the territorial 

competence in the judicial system, the numbers do not always match in 100%. 

Source 3.2.:  Urban population data (number of Romanian citizens) living within the territorial 

jurisdiction of each court, provided by Gallup, based on statistics from the National Statistics Institute. 

Data from this source enriched the analyses with elements from outside the judicial system per se, still 

being standard factors used in addressing staffing levels of government bodies which aim at serving 

the local society;  easier access of citizens living in urban areas to judicial system being a possible 

driver of courts workload;  higher criminality levels observed in urban areas in Europe, being also a 

possible driver of prosecutor offices workload. 

Data aggregation:  Number of Romanian population living in urban areas within each court's territory 

corresponding with all court levels (i.e, the aggregation was adjusted to court's jurisdiction over 

territories and over lower instance courts).  

Source 3.3.:  Data regarding number of active companies within the territorial jurisdiction of courts, 

provided by Gallup, based on statistics collected from the National Statistics Institute  

Data from this source enriched the analyses with variables from outside the judicial system per se, still 

being standard factors used in addressing staffing levels of government bodies which aim at serving 

the local population;  the fact that the statistics provided by the Superior Council of Magistracy 

indicate that commercial litigations represent a substantial part of total civil litigations in Romanian 

courts.  
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Data aggregation:  Number of active companies located within each court's territory, presented for all 

tribunals and courts of appeal.  Statistics for smaller territories under district courts jurisdictions were 

not available. 

Based on the listed above data sources - publicly available or made available to the Consultant - a 

selection of key data sets was performed.  On this occasion, it was found that only part of the data 

obtained from the aforementioned sources have met the quality requirements, respectively the 

completeness requirements in order to identify all staffing drivers.  

The data tables in Appendix 1 to this Report present the selected information, accepted for further 

analysis. 

3.1.(c). Description of the statistical methods applied 

Proven methods of applied statistics have been selected by the Consultant in order to secure 

appropriate tools for precise determination of relations between variables.  Such methods are meant as 

supporting to the actual analyses, and allowing for calculation of the actual estimations of identified 

impacts.  

Consultant performed correlation and regression analyses on the basis of data selected from available 

sources.  

Correlation analyses aimed at: 

- identifying staffing drivers (judges, prosecutors, probation officers and for support staff in 

judicial organizations), while excluding data sets which do not prove to be related with staffing 

levels; 

- applying those drivers in creation of statistical models explaining how changes in staffing 

drivers may impact changes in headcount.  

Regression analyses aimed at developing the above mentioned statistical models. 

More detailed introduction to respective methodologies applied as well as set of results of Consultant‟s 

analyses is presented below. 

(i). Correlation analysis 

Correlation is one of the most commonly used and reliable statistical techniques that can show 

whether and how strongly pairs of variables are related.  The correlation represents the degree to 

which two or more quantities are linearly associated.  In a two-dimensional plot, the degree of 

correlation between the values on the two axes is quantified by the so-called correlation coefficient.  

There are several different correlation techniques.  The most frequently used correlation coefficient is 

Pearson's coefficient ("Pearson's “r").  The test underpinning this correlation measure evaluates the 

strength of a monotonous relationship between the two variables.  Pearson‟s “r” varies from -1 to 1, 

with 0 indicating no relationship and 1 indicating perfect positive relationship.  The closer “r” is to +1 

or -1, the more closely the two variables are related: 

- if “r” is close to 0, there is no relationship between the variables; 

- if “r” is positive, it means that when one variable increases the other variable increases as well; 
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- if “r” is negative it means that as one variable increases, the other variable decreases (often 

called an "inverse" correlation). 

 

The Pearson's correlation coefficient is calculated as:  

,  

where:  

- cov(x,y) is correlated variance between variable X and variable Y; 

- σx – standard deviation of variable X; 

- σy – standard deviation of variable Y. 

The purpose of applying correlation analysis to current headcount, staffing and demographic data was 

to identify the staffing drivers.  In this way, all drivers which are not correlated with staffing level 

were eliminated from further regression analyses.  As regards those variables that showed correlation 

with staffing, the Consultant was able to see interdependencies which provided additional valuable 

information for regression calculations, since according to statistical rules, one variable (in our 

instance – staffing levels) cannot be explained in regression equations with two variables which are 

highly correlated between themselves.  

(ii). Regression analysis  

Regression analysis is a statistical tool for further investigation of the relationship between variables.  

It concentrates on finding the casual effect of one variable upon another.  

To explore such issues, the investigator assembles data on the underlying variables of interest and 

employs regression to estimate the quantitative effect of the casual variables upon the variable that 

they influence.  

The investigator also typically assesses the statistical significance of the estimated relationship, that is, 

the degree of confidence that the true relationship is close to the relationship estimated in the 

regression modeling.  

The regression can be described as: 

Y = α + β1X1+ β2X2 + … + βnXn + ε 

where: 

- Y is the dependent or variable (variable to be explained); 

- α is a constant amount; 

- β – the impact variable X has on variable Y; 

- X variables are referred to as ”casual” or “explanatory variables”, since they explain the 

behavior of variable Y; 
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- ε is the so-called "noise" factors which reflect other undefined phenomena that influence 

variable Y. 

Beta (β) coefficients are they key products of the regression analysis.  They indicate the quantitative 

impact a given explanatory variable has on the variable being explained.  

Validity of beta coefficients is checked using the coefficient of determination:  R
2
.  R

2
 is a measure of 

regression model fitting, i.e, it verifies how well the regression equation explains the behavior of the 

dependent variable.   

R
2
 is determined through verifying how far away the real data points are from the regression line 

drawn by the model.  If data points are dispersed, R
2
 is lower (closer to 0).  If they are located close 

around the regression line, R
2
 is closer to 1; 1 being the maximum determination coefficient. 

3.1.(d). Adjustments made to data available, in order to align them with the nature and 

specificity of changes in legislation, which have HR-related impact 

(i). Adjustments introduced in caseload data 

As described in chapter A.1., presenting legal changes‟ impact on workload in the judicial system, the 

New Codes trigger changes in workload numbers, those changes being of different nature.  Most 

distinguishable types of changes are:  shifts between substantial competence of court levels and 

changes in appeal regulations.  

Therefore, to be able to process both types of changes and translate them into workload modifications 

and estimations, the Consultant recalculated the data available as described below.  

(a) Detail of the approach adopted by the Consultant 

Due to the above mentioned 2009 sources not providing detailed and complete information specifying 

how many cases in each court are civil cases and how many of them are criminal cases, and due to 

lack of court-by-court detailed breakdown indicating how many cases are 1
st
 instance rulings, appeals 

and final appeals, the Consultant decided to use the countrywide level data and extrapolated the 

proportion of civil cases judged in 1
st
 instance, appeals in civil cases, final appeals in civil cases and 

the same information for criminal cases to each individual court.  

Further on, in order to be able to analyze both competence and appeal regulation alterations, the 

Consultant developed a calculation unit, for the specific purpose of these analyses, called "judge-

case".  The concept of judge-cases it is similar to the well-known "man-days" concept, which 

represent the work one person can perform within one working day.  Therefore, the concept of “judge-

cases” is meant to reflect both number of cases and the number of judges involved in ruling in the 

respective cases.  

In practice, the aforementioned approach meant that each time a number of cases judged in final 

appeal stage was analyzed, it was re-calculated into three judge-cases (for instance 50 final appeals 

meaning 150 judge-cases).  Similarly, each case judged in appeal stage was re-calculated into two 
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judge-cases.  Total number of judge-cases was subsequently calculated for each court showing the 

total current capacity of each unit (e.g., if a sigle court judged 500 cases in first instance, 500 cases in 

appeal and 500 in final appeal, the total judge-cases in this court were 3000).170 

Such approach will enable the Consultant to include into the analysis performed on 2010 data (i.e. data 

summarising cases judged under the current codes) changes in the codes which aim at reducing 

individual judges' workload, these changes brought both by the New Codes and relevant draft 

implementation laws. 

The main purpose for judge-case approach application was to better reflect the mixed nature of legal 

changes which are expected to impact workload (per judge and per unit), at the moment and later in 

the analysis - under the provisions of New Codes.  E.g., cases of a certain type are expected to migrate 

from district courts to tribunal, which triggers a simple, direct shift of caseload.  But at the same time, 

due to replacement of certain final appeals in tribunals by ordinary appeals, the number of such cases 

remains the same, but the number of judges needed to solve those decreases.  Judge-case approach 

enables for taking into account two change types at the same time. 

Total number of judge-cases, headcount data, population and active companies‟ statistics were then 

used for correlation analysis and regression analysis, which were aimed at developing statistical 

models explaining how changes in staffing drivers may impact changes in headcount. 

One must nevertheless remember that the validity of such models is impacted by the fact that the 

number of judge-cases in individual courts was estimated on the basis of case structure representative 

for the entire country (due to scarcity of appropriate detailed statistics, not available to the Consultant 

in the course of this phase of the Project).  

(ii). Adjustments introduced in headcount data 

Within the staffing drivers‟ analyses and headcount estimation model development, headcount data 

sets played two different roles.  

Headcount information for judges, prosecutors and probation officers was: 

- the primary dependent variable to be explained within regression models; 

- the independent variable when headcount of other staff within judicial institutions was analyzed 

(e.g., number of judges proved to be the key driver for auxiliary jobs headcount). 

Headcount of all staff except judges, prosecutors and probation officers was explained by other 

variables, i.e, its role was always to be the dependent variable.  

Such setup stems from the special character of jobs and procedures within the judicial system - judges, 

prosecutors and probation officers have mostly operational, front line roles, while the purpose of the 

remaining jobs is to provide support and necessary infrastructure for key procedures to run.  

                                                      

 

170 Mention should be made that specific situations of analyzed matters, namely civil and criminal, such as incompatibilities 

etc, were taken into consideration everytime such general methodology has been applied. 
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In order to ensure efficiency of the correlation and regression analyses, the Consultant grouped the 

identified jobs on the basis of the following criteria: 

- jobs similarity, i.e.: 

o aggregation of jobs performing similar tasks irrespective of job seniority level (e.g., 

clerks with different grades were grouped together into "Professional support" category); 

o aggregation of jobs with similar proximity to the professional judicial activities; 

- jobs categorization applied by the HR Department in the Ministry of Justice, in the headcount 

tables provided. 

 

Detail of the respective support groups defined is specified below. 

 

(a) Courts. 

Judge: 

Judecător  

Preşedinte secţie  

Vicepreşedinte  

Professional support: 

Grefier, gradu I 

Grefier, gradul II 

Grefier, gradul III 

Grefier, gradul, debutant 

Grefier, treapta I 

Grefier, treapta II 

Grefier, treapta III 

Grefier, treapta, debutant 

Statisticians:  

Grefier statistician, gradul I 

Grefier statistician, gradul II 

Grefier statistician, gradul III 

Grefier statistician, debutant 
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Grefier statistician, treapta I 

Grefier statistician, treapta II  

Grefier statistician, treapta III 

Grefier statistician, debiutant 

Documentarians: 

Grefier documentarist, gradul I 

Grefier documentarist, gradul II 

Grefier documentarist, gradul III 

Grefier documentarist, debiutant 

Grefier documentarist, treapta I 

Grefier documentarist, treapta II 

Grefier documentarist, treapta III 

Grefier documentarist, debiutant 

IT specialists: 

Specialist IT 

Informatician, gradu I 

Informatician, gradu III 

Informatician, debiutant 

Archivists: 

Grefier arhivar treapta I 

Grefier arhivar treapta II 

Grefier arhivar treapta III 

Grefier arhivar debiutant 

Registrars: 

Registrator treapta I 

Registrator treapta II 

Registrator treapta III 
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Registrator debiutant 

Procedural agents: 

Agent procedural 

Back-office staff: 

Aprod 

Şofer 

Other support staff: 

Manager economic 

Group of consiliers 

Group of experts 

Group of auditors 

Group of Referents de specialitate 

Group of Referents 

Contractual staff: 

Referent 

Refernt specialitate 

Expert 

Mercelog 

Group of magazinier 

Tehnician 

Bibliotecar 

Documentarist 

Group of muncitors 

Îngrijitor 

Paznic, portar 

(b) Prosecutor offices. 

Prosecutor: 
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 Procuror 

 Procuror şef secţie 

 Procuror general adjunct 

Professional support: 

Prim grefier 

Grefier sef secie 

Grefier 

IT specialists: 

Grefier informatician 

Archivists: 

Grefier arhivar 

Back-office staff: 

Şofer 

Procedural agents: 

Agent procedural 

Other support staff: 

Manager economic 

Cosilier 

Expert 

Auditor 

Referent 

Contractual staff: 

Muncitor 

Îngrijitor 

Crime technicians: 

Technican Criminalist 

Probation personnel (probation staff reported within tribunal court headcount tables). 
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Consilier de probaţiune gradul I 

Consilier de probaţiune gradul II 

Consilier de probaţiune gradul III 

Consilier de probaţiune debutant 
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3.1.(e). Correlation analysis findings – identified staffing drivers 

The section below contains the summary of key results of the correlation analysis performed on 2009 

data.  

The Consultant juxtaposed all data sets against one another in order to identify the interdependencies 

between them.  

The tables below present detailed information of how all variables correlate with each other, out of 

which the following conclusions can be drawn: 

- number of front-line jobs (judges, prosecutors and probation officers) is first of all driven by 

their workload (respectively:  cases, total workload, protégés); 

- number of support staff closest to judicial activities is driven by the number of judges; 

- headcount of other support staff is correlated either with the sum of employee population within 

their institutions, or with total number of judges, or with none of the analyzed populations (e.g., 

when there's one FTE per position regardless of the caseload and total headcount). 

The tables below present Pearson correlation coefficients for all data juxtapositions. 

“Sig.” is what we report as the p-value to tell readers, if the result is significant.  The “P-value” is a 

probability which ranges from 0-1.  Usually, if Sig. is less then 0.05 then the effect is significant.  If it 

is .000000 then it means at some point it is 0.00000...1, meaning that the effect is significant because it 

is less than 0.05. 

(**) means that correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

(*) means that correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

(a) means that data cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is constant. 
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(1) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for district courts (2009 data).  
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Total number of 

cases 

Pearson 

Correlation 1 .962(**) .944(**) .940(**) .499(**) .(a) 

-

.016 .806(**) .003 .551(**) .532(**) 

-

.016 -.128 .925(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 . .890 .000 .980 .000 .000 .889 .260 .000 

Number of judges 

(planned 

headcount) 

Pearson 

Correlation .962(**) 1 .974(**) .975(**) .531(**) .(a) .030 .797(**) .021 .538(**) .551(**) 

-

.034 -.128 .941(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 . .792 .000 .850 .000 .000 .770 .261 .000 

Total number of 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .944(**) .974(**) 1 .995(**) .449(**) .(a) .055 .806(**) .034 .493(**) .627(**) .001 -.065 .974(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 . .628 .000 .764 .000 .000 .996 .572 .000 

Professional 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .940(**) .975(**) .995(**) 1 .466(**) .(a) .067 .762(**) .043 .467(**) .605(**) 

-

.013 -.101 .973(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 . .555 .000 .708 .000 .000 .908 .374 .000 

Statisticians 

Pearson 

Correlation .499(**) .531(**) .449(**) .466(**) 1 .(a) 

-

.022 .325(**) 

-

.063 .415(**) .053 

-

.023 -.207 .478(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . . .845 .003 .580 .000 .638 .843 .067 .000 

Documentarians 

Pearson 

Correlation .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

IT specialists 

Pearson 

Correlation -.016 .030 .055 .067 -.022 .(a) 1 -.097 

-

.036 .022 -.101 

-

.013 .169 .074 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .890 .792 .628 .555 .845 . . .390 .752 .852 .372 .910 .137 .512 

Archivists 

Pearson 

Correlation .806(**) .797(**) .806(**) .762(**) .325(**) .(a) 

-

.097 1 

-

.076 .485(**) .425(**) 

-

.046 

-

.232(*) .802(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .003 . .390 . .505 .000 .000 .688 .040 .000 

Registrars 

Pearson 

Correlation .003 .021 .034 .043 -.063 .(a) 

-

.036 -.076 1 .014 -.038 

-

.036 -.199 .028 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .980 .850 .764 .708 .580 . .752 .505 . .902 .738 .756 .079 .805 

Procedural agents 

Pearson 

Correlation .551(**) .538(**) .493(**) .467(**) .415(**) .(a) .022 .485(**) .014 1 -.084 .022 -.156 .509(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .852 .000 .902 . .466 .851 .174 .000 

Back-office staff 

Pearson 

Correlation .532(**) .551(**) .627(**) .605(**) .053 .(a) 

-

.101 .425(**) 

-

.038 -.084 1 

-

.005 -.029 .576(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .638 . .372 .000 .738 .466 . .964 .799 .000 

Other support staff 

Pearson 

Correlation -.016 -.034 .001 -.013 -.023 .(a) 

-

.013 -.046 

-

.036 .022 -.005 1 .169 -.013 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .889 .770 .996 .908 .843 . .910 .688 .756 .851 .964 . .139 .912 

Contractual staff 

Pearson 

Correlation -.128 -.128 -.065 -.101 -.207 .(a) .169 -.232(*) 

-

.199 -.156 -.029 .169 1 -.106 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .260 .261 .572 .374 .067 . .137 .040 .079 .174 .799 .139 . .352 

Romanian 

population living 

within court's 

Pearson 

Correlation .925(**) .941(**) .974(**) .973(**) .478(**) .(a) .074 .802(**) .028 .509(**) .576(**) 

-

.013 -.106 1 
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territorial jurisdiction 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .512 .000 .805 .000 .000 .912 .352 . 

 

(2) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for tribunals (2009 data). 
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Total number of 

cases 

Pearson 

Correlation 1 .984(**) .257 .235 .307 

-

.019 .299 .194 

-

.109 .717(**) -.119 .367 .125 .904(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) . .000 .274 .319 .188 .936 .200 .413 .647 .000 .618 .112 .599 .000 

Number of 

judges (planned 

headcount) 

Pearson 

Correlation .984(**) 1 .085 .072 .326 .063 .146 .062 

-

.181 .488(*) -.195 .229 -.019 .922(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 . .723 .764 .160 .792 .539 .795 .445 .029 .410 .332 .937 .000 

Total number of 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .257 .085 1 .984(**) .430 .199 .600(**) .792(**) 

-

.077 .511(*) .827(**) .605(**) .828(**) .121 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .274 .723 . .000 .058 .401 .005 .000 .748 .021 .000 .005 .000 .634 

Professional 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .235 .072 .984(**) 1 .372 .204 .512(*) .790(**) 

-

.108 .479(*) .838(**) .473(*) .795(**) .048 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .319 .764 .000 . .107 .389 .021 .000 .650 .033 .000 .035 .000 .851 

Statisticians 

Pearson 

Correlation .307 .326 .430 .372 1 .157 .482(*) .029 .099 .250 .481(*) .487(*) .210 .146 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .188 .160 .058 .107 . .508 .032 .902 .678 .288 .032 .029 .375 .564 

Documentarians 

Pearson 

Correlation -.019 .063 .199 .204 .157 1 -.014 .020 

-

.157 -.031 .352 -.068 .213 .206 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .936 .792 .401 .389 .508 . .953 .933 .508 .896 .128 .776 .367 .413 

IT specialists 

Pearson 

Correlation .299 .146 .600(**) .512(*) .482(*) 

-

.014 1 .432 .109 .202 .328 .823(**) .354 .285 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .200 .539 .005 .021 .032 .953 . .057 .646 .394 .157 .000 .126 .251 

Archivists 

Pearson 

Correlation .194 .062 .792(**) .790(**) .029 .020 .432 1 

-

.156 .419 .492(*) .435 .635(**) .229 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .413 .795 .000 .000 .902 .933 .057 . .512 .066 .028 .055 .003 .361 

Registrars 

Pearson 

Correlation -.109 -.181 -.077 -.108 .099 

-

.157 .109 -.156 1 -.053 -.008 .011 -.175 -.250 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .647 .445 .748 .650 .678 .508 .646 .512 . .826 .972 .964 .460 .317 

Procedural 

agents 

Pearson 

Correlation .717(**) .488(*) .511(*) .479(*) .250 

-

.031 .202 .419 

-

.053 1 .207 .364 .448(*) .541(*) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .029 .021 .033 .288 .896 .394 .066 .826 . .382 .115 .047 .021 

Back-office staff 

Pearson 

Correlation -.119 -.195 .827(**) .838(**) .481(*) .352 .328 .492(*) 

-

.008 .207 1 .321 .625(**) -.262 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .618 .410 .000 .000 .032 .128 .157 .028 .972 .382 . .168 .003 .294 

Other support 

staff 

Pearson 

Correlation .367 .229 .605(**) .473(*) .487(*) 

-

.068 .823(**) .435 .011 .364 .321 1 .480(*) .430 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .112 .332 .005 .035 .029 .776 .000 .055 .964 .115 .168 . .032 .075 



  

 

350 

 

 

Contractual staff 

Pearson 

Correlation .125 -.019 .828(**) .795(**) .210 .213 .354 .635(**) 

-

.175 .448(*) .625(**) .480(*) 1 .123 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .599 .937 .000 .000 .375 .367 .126 .003 .460 .047 .003 .032 . .628 

Romanian 

population living 

within court's 

territorial 

jurisdiction 

Pearson 

Correlation .904(**) .922(**) .121 .048 .146 .206 .285 .229 

-

.250 .541(*) -.262 .430 .123 1 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .634 .851 .564 .413 .251 .361 .317 .021 .294 .075 .628 . 
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(3) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for courts of appeal (2009 data). 
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Total number of 

cases 

Pearson 

Correlation 1 .984(**) .257 .235 .307 

-

.019 .299 .194 

-

.109 .717(**) -.119 .367 .125 .904(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) . .000 .274 .319 .188 .936 .200 .413 .647 .000 .618 .112 .599 .000 

Number of 

judges (planned 

headcount) 

Pearson 

Correlation .984(**) 1 .085 .072 .326 .063 .146 .062 

-

.181 .488(*) -.195 .229 -.019 .922(**) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 . .723 .764 .160 .792 .539 .795 .445 .029 .410 .332 .937 .000 

Total number of 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .257 .085 1 .984(**) .430 .199 .600(**) .792(**) 

-

.077 .511(*) .827(**) .605(**) .828(**) .121 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .274 .723 . .000 .058 .401 .005 .000 .748 .021 .000 .005 .000 .634 

Professional 

support 

Pearson 

Correlation .235 .072 .984(**) 1 .372 .204 .512(*) .790(**) 

-

.108 .479(*) .838(**) .473(*) .795(**) .048 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .319 .764 .000 . .107 .389 .021 .000 .650 .033 .000 .035 .000 .851 

Statisticians 

Pearson 

Correlation .307 .326 .430 .372 1 .157 .482(*) .029 .099 .250 .481(*) .487(*) .210 .146 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .188 .160 .058 .107 . .508 .032 .902 .678 .288 .032 .029 .375 .564 

Documentarians 

Pearson 

Correlation -.019 .063 .199 .204 .157 1 -.014 .020 

-

.157 -.031 .352 -.068 .213 .206 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .936 .792 .401 .389 .508 . .953 .933 .508 .896 .128 .776 .367 .413 

IT specialists 

Pearson 

Correlation .299 .146 .600(**) .512(*) .482(*) 

-

.014 1 .432 .109 .202 .328 .823(**) .354 .285 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .200 .539 .005 .021 .032 .953 . .057 .646 .394 .157 .000 .126 .251 

Archivists 

Pearson 

Correlation .194 .062 .792(**) .790(**) .029 .020 .432 1 

-

.156 .419 .492(*) .435 .635(**) .229 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .413 .795 .000 .000 .902 .933 .057 . .512 .066 .028 .055 .003 .361 

Registrars 

Pearson 

Correlation -.109 -.181 -.077 -.108 .099 

-

.157 .109 -.156 1 -.053 -.008 .011 -.175 -.250 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .647 .445 .748 .650 .678 .508 .646 .512 . .826 .972 .964 .460 .317 

Procedural 

agents 

Pearson 

Correlation .717(**) .488(*) .511(*) .479(*) .250 

-

.031 .202 .419 

-

.053 1 .207 .364 .448(*) .541(*) 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .029 .021 .033 .288 .896 .394 .066 .826 . .382 .115 .047 .021 

Back-office staff 

Pearson 

Correlation -.119 -.195 .827(**) .838(**) .481(*) .352 .328 .492(*) 

-

.008 .207 1 .321 .625(**) -.262 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .618 .410 .000 .000 .032 .128 .157 .028 .972 .382 . .168 .003 .294 

Other support 

staff 

Pearson 

Correlation .367 .229 .605(**) .473(*) .487(*) 

-

.068 .823(**) .435 .011 .364 .321 1 .480(*) .430 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .112 .332 .005 .035 .029 .776 .000 .055 .964 .115 .168 . .032 .075 

Contractual staff 

Pearson 

Correlation .125 -.019 .828(**) .795(**) .210 .213 .354 .635(**) 

-

.175 .448(*) .625(**) .480(*) 1 .123 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .599 .937 .000 .000 .375 .367 .126 .003 .460 .047 .003 .032 . .628 
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Romanian 

population living 

within court's 

territorial 

jurisdiction 

Pearson 

Correlation .904(**) .922(**) .121 .048 .146 .206 .285 .229 

-

.250 .541(*) -.262 .430 .123 1 

  

Sig. (2-

tailed) .000 .000 .634 .851 .564 .413 .251 .361 .317 .021 .294 .075 .628 . 

(4) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for prosecutor offices attached to district courts (2009 data). 
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s
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Number of prosecutors (planned 

headcount) Pearson Correlation 1 .948(**) .952(**) .(a) .758(**) -.117 .930(**) .970(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 . .000 .118 .000 .000 

Total number of support Pearson Correlation .948(**) 1 .984(**) .(a) .672(**) .021 .912(**) .895(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 . .000 .779 .000 .000 

Professional support Pearson Correlation .952(**) .984(**) 1 .(a) .655(**) -.137 .921(**) .901(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . . .000 .067 .000 .000 

Archivists Pearson Correlation .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) .(a) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . . . . . . . . 

Back-office staff Pearson Correlation .758(**) .672(**) .655(**) .(a) 1 -.092 .644(**) .779(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . . .223 .000 .000 

Contractual staff Pearson Correlation -.117 .021 -.137 .(a) -.092 1 -.137 -.132 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .118 .779 .067 . .223 . .068 .078 

Romanian population living 

within court's territorial 

jurisdiction Pearson Correlation .930(**) .912(**) .921(**) .(a) .644(**) -.137 1 .886(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .068 . .000 

Total workload (total 

prosecutorial activities) Pearson Correlation .970(**) .895(**) .901(**) .(a) .779(**) -.132 .886(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .078 .000 . 
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(5) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for prosecutor offices attached to tribunals (2009 data). 
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Number of 

prosecutors 

(planned 

headcount) Pearson Correlation 1 .627(**) .971(**) .975(**) .578(**) .923(**) .191 .863(**) .917(**) .835(**) .925(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .221 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Prosecutors 

vacancies as 

reported by SCM Pearson Correlation .627(**) 1 .613(**) .593(**) .587(**) .587(**) .(a) .676(**) .625(**) .504(**) .639(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .001 .000 

Total number of 

support staff Pearson Correlation .971(**) .613(**) 1 .979(**) .693(**) .887(**) .426(**) .890(**) .959(**) .881(**) .880(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Professional 

support Pearson Correlation .975(**) .593(**) .979(**) 1 .572(**) .921(**) .285 .826(**) .908(**) .842(**) .880(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .061 .000 .000 .000 .000 

IT specialists Pearson Correlation .578(**) .587(**) .693(**) .572(**) 1 .364(*) .943(**) .857(**) .768(**) .503(**) .811(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 . .015 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 

Procedural agents Pearson Correlation .923(**) .587(**) .887(**) .921(**) .364(*) 1 .033 .691(**) .818(**) .804(**) .811(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .015 . .830 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Crime technicians Pearson Correlation .191 .(a) .426(**) .285 .943(**) .033 1 .672(**) .531(**) .252 .(a) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .221 . .004 .061 .000 .830 . .000 .000 .099 . 

Back-office staff Pearson Correlation .863(**) .676(**) .890(**) .826(**) .857(**) .691(**) .672(**) 1 .917(**) .667(**) .797(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 

Other support staff Pearson Correlation .917(**) .625(**) .959(**) .908(**) .768(**) .818(**) .531(**) .917(**) 1 .777(**) .857(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 

Contractual staff Pearson Correlation .835(**) .504(**) .881(**) .842(**) .503(**) .804(**) .252 .667(**) .777(**) 1 .747(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .000 .000 .001 .000 .099 .000 .000 . .000 

Romanian 

population living 

within court's 

territorial jurisdiction Pearson Correlation .925(**) .639(**) .880(**) .880(**) .811(**) .811(**) .(a) .797(**) .857(**) .747(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 . 
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(6) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal (2009 data). 
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Number of prosecutors (planned 

headcount) Pearson Correlation 1 .973(**) .970(**) .692(**) .729(**) .993(**) .809(**) .497 .891(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .004 .002 .000 .000 .059 .000 

Total number of support Pearson Correlation .973(**) 1 .986(**) .668(**) .761(**) .949(**) .782(**) .634(*) .914(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .006 .001 .000 .001 .011 .000 

Professional support Pearson Correlation .970(**) .986(**) 1 .601(*) .740(**) .945(**) .759(**) .556(*) .877(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .018 .002 .000 .001 .031 .000 

IT specialists Pearson Correlation .692(**) .668(**) .601(*) 1 .615(*) .681(**) .578(*) .300 .740(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .004 .006 .018 . .015 .005 .024 .277 .002 

Back-office staff Pearson Correlation .729(**) .761(**) .740(**) .615(*) 1 .681(**) .310 .425 .846(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .001 .002 .015 . .005 .260 .114 .000 

Procedural agents Pearson Correlation .993(**) .949(**) .945(**) .681(**) .681(**) 1 .831(**) .460 .873(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .005 .005 . .000 .084 .000 

Other support staff Pearson Correlation .809(**) .782(**) .759(**) .578(*) .310 .831(**) 1 .334 .675(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .001 .024 .260 .000 . .224 .006 

Contractual staff Pearson Correlation .497 .634(*) .556(*) .300 .425 .460 .334 1 .534(*) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .059 .011 .031 .277 .114 .084 .224 . .040 

Romanian population living 

within court's territorial 

jurisdiction Pearson Correlation .891(**) .914(**) .877(**) .740(**) .846(**) .873(**) .675(**) .534(*) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 .006 .040 . 

 



  

 

355 

 

 

(7) Staffing drivers‟ analysis for probation service (2009 data). 
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Number of probation employees 

(actual headcount) Pearson Correlation 1 .862(**) .634(**) .821(**) .816(**) .856(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

Total Accused in 2009 Pearson Correlation .862(**) 1 .809(**) .709(**) .761(**) .890(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 

Total Minor Accused 2009 Pearson Correlation .634(**) .809(**) 1 .596(**) .455(**) .620(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 . .000 .003 .000 

Protégés: minors (registered only 

the active cases) Pearson Correlation .821(**) .709(**) .596(**) 1 .732(**) .711(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 

Protégés: adults (registered only the 

active cases) Pearson Correlation .816(**) .761(**) .455(**) .732(**) 1 .841(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .003 .000 . .000 

Population within jurisdiction of the 

given tribunal Pearson Correlation .856(**) .890(**) .620(**) .711(**) .841(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 . 
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3.1.(f). Regression analysis findings – estimated headcount models 

The section below contains the summary of key results of the regression analysis performed on 2009 

data selected based on the above staffing drivers identification.  Detailed tables with regression 

parameters are presented in Appendix 2 to this Report.  

In some cases the initially identified staffing drivers (correlations) were excluded from regression 

models.  This stems from the fact that if two explanatory variables are interdependent between each 

other, the regression model excludes one of them and selects the explanatory variable that better 

explains the dependant variable.  

The regression models developed based on 2009 data again aim at researching the type, direction and 

strength of how staffing drivers impact the staffing levels.  The Consultant drew them for illustrative 

purposes, for the Beneficiary to see what is the strength of impact an increase in staffing drivers is 

expected to have on staffing levels. 

We precede the developed regression equations with a detailed instruction and examples helping to 

read them properly. 

There are two types of regression equations that resulted from the analyses performed by the 

Consultant:  linear and lognormal regressions. 

The choice of regression form is driven by the characteristics (density) of the variables used in the 

analyses.  If a specific form of regression proves to produce a regression model which is better aligned 

to the real data (R
2
 is higher), than such form is preferred.  In case of modeling the staffing, workload, 

and demographic data regressions, it was observed that the density distributions are very similar to the 

graph of lognormal density distribution in case of judges and prosecutors.  In case of all other staff, 

linear regression form proved to be better fitted.  

The lognormal regression form has the following format: 

Ln(Y) = α + β1*ln(X1) + β2lnX2 + … + βnXn + ε 

The lognormal regression explains how percentage increase of an explanatory variable triggers a 

percentage increase of the dependent variable. 

We shall describe below several calculation methods, meant to exemplify the manner in which these 

formulas shall be applied in practice, more exactly within Interim Report III. 

Signally, the calculations described below are meant to emphasize the bond currently existing between 

the number of magistrates and the number of auxiliary staff.  This bond, calculated with regard to each 

court level, shall be used, within Interim Report III, as a base for the projections of the necessary staff.  

Mention should be made that we shall take into consideration the effectively, current and forthcoming, 

required staff when making projections within Interim Report III. 

 

Example 1: 

Current number of judge-cases: 2 340 
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Future number of judge-cases: 2 500 

Current number of judges: 37 

 

The lognormal model is: 

Ln (number of judges) =-5.005 + 0.745 * ln (total number of judge-cases) 

which should be interpreted as follows:  an increase in the number of judge-cases by 1% will trigger 

an increase in the number of judges by 0,745%.  

Applying this model to the above data will produce the following result:  number of judge-cases 

increases by 6,838% ([2.500 – 2.340]/2.340 x 100%);  therefore the number of judges is expected to 

rise by 5,094% (0,745*6.838/1).  The new number of judges is therefore 39. 

 

The linear regression form has the following format:  

Y = α + β1X1+ β2X2 + … + βnXn + ε 

The linear lognormal regression explains how nominal increase of an explanatory variable triggers a 

nominal increase of the dependent variable. 

 

Example 2: 

Current number of judges in appeal courts: 1000 

Future number of judges in appeal courts: 1500 

Current number of professional support staff in appeal courts: 900 

 

The linear model is: 

Professional support = -1.986 + 0.971 * number of judges in court of appeal 

which should be interpreted as follows:  an increase in the number of judges by 100 will trigger an 

increase in the number professional support by 97.  

Applying this model to the above data will produce the following result:  number of judge‟s increases 

by 500;  therefore the number of professional support staff is expected to rise by 485 (97*500 / 100).  

The new number of professional support staff is therefore 1385.  

 

(i). Staffing regression models for district courts 
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Judges: 

Ln(number of judges)  = -5.560 + 0.882 * ln(total number of judge-cases) 

Professional support: 

Professional support = 5.134 + 1.259 * number of judges in districts 

Archivists: 

Archivists = 1.403 + 0.158 * number of judges in districts 

Procedural agents: 

Procedural agents = 0.418 + 0.044 * number of judges in districts 

Back-office staff:  

Back-office staff= 1.514 + 0.058 * number of judges in districts 

Positions excluded from regressions: 

- Contractual staff - regression analysis for contractual staff gave a low value of the R
2
.  It may be 

assumed that the number of judges is not a significant determinant of the contractual staff 

headcount. 

- Statisticians, Documentarians, Other support staff, Registrars - for the over 90 % of the 

observations their values equal to 0. 

(ii). Staffing regression models for tribunals 

Judges: 

Ln(number of judges)  = -6.815 + 0 .678 * ln(total number of judge-cases) 

 

At the level of tribunals the regression analysis for other jobs was not performed.  The detailed and 

complete headcount data was available for only 20 out of 45 tribunals which would not give reliable 

regression equation (the sample is not numerous enough plus it is not representative – please see 

source tables in the Appendix 1.2).  Therefore, the Consultant used averages to calculate the 

interdependencies between tribunal staff. 

Average staff per one judge: 
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0.5451664 0.014263 0.00317 0.080032 0.002377 0.026149 0.102219 0.131537 0.07607 

 

For the number of IT specialists the same approach was adopted, again due to large data gaps.  The 

relationship of IT specialists is nevertheless juxtaposed with the total number of judges and support 

staff both in tribunals and district courts within each tribunal's jurisdiction, as IT in tribunals serves not 

only the court it is located in, but also the lower instance courts. 
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Average number of IT Specialists per one judge is 0.0223. 

(iii). Staffing regression models for courts of appeal 

Judges: 

Ln(number of judges) =-5.005 + 0.745 * ln(total number of judge-cases) 

Professional support:  

Professional support = -1.986 + 0.971 * number of judges in court of appeal 

Archivists: 

Archivists = 2.110 + 0.098 * number of judges in court of appeal 

Procedural agents:  

Procedural agents = 0.176 + 0.058 * number of judges in court of appeal 

Back-office staff: 

Back-office staff = 4.156 + 0.044 * number of judges in court of appeal 

Other support staff: 

Other support staff = 8.604 + 0.41* number of judges in court of appeal 

Contractual staff: 

Contractual staff = 4.403 + 0.032 * number of judges in court of appeal 

IT Specialists: 

IT Specialists= 1.832 + 0.012 *  number of support and  judges in court of appeal 

Positions excluded from regressions: 

- Registrars – for only one court of appeal there were two FTEs in register position.  For the 

remaining courts the FTE number was 0. 

- Statisticians – there is 1 FTE for 70% of courts.   

- Documentarians - there is 1 FTE for 80% of courts.   

(iv). Staffing regression models for prosecutor offices attached to district 

courts 

Prosecutors: 

Ln(number of prosecutors)  = -3.286 + 0.619 * ln(total workload of prosecutors) +0.109 

ln*(urban_population)  

Professional support: 

Professional support = 1.302 + 0.398*number of prosecutors in district offices 

Back-office staff:  

Back-office staff= 0.856 + 0.028 * number of prosecutors in district offices 
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Positions excluded from regressions: 

- Archivists – for most prosecutor offices there were 0 FTEs in the Archivist position. 

- Procedural agents – for most of prosecutor offices there was 1 FTE in procedural agents 

position (for other units there were 0 FTEs). 
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(v). Staffing regression models for prosecutor offices attached to tribunals. 

Prosecutors: 

Ln(number of prosecutors)  = -4.595 + 0.125 * ln(total workload of prosecutors) + 0.424*ln(Romanian 

population) 

Professional support:  

Professional support = -0.315 + 0.516 * number of prosecutors in tribunal offices 

Back-office staff:  

Back-office staff= 1.216 + 0.057 * number of prosecutors in tribunal offices 

Other support staff:  

Other support staff = 2.628 +0.190 *number of prosecutors in tribunal offices 

Contractual staff:  

Contractual staff = -0.376 + 0.160 * number of prosecutors in tribunal offices 

IT specialists: 

IT specialists = 1.490 + 0.005 * (number of total support staff in tribunal offices + number of total 

support staff in district offices + number of prosecutors in tribunal offices + number of prosecutors in 

district offices) 

 

Positions excluded from regressions: 

- Procedural agents - for only one prosecutor office this positions was filled.  

- Crime technicians – the number of crime technicians is 1 in each prosecutor office.   

(vi). Staffing regression models for prosecutor offices attached to courts of 

appeal. 

Prosecutors: 

Ln (number of prosecutors)  = -6.782 + 0.223 * ln(total workload of prosecutors) + 

0.560*ln(Romanian population) 

Professional support:  

Professional support = 1.811 + 0.459*number of prosecutors in court of appeal offices 

Procedural agents:  

Procedural agents= -0.366 + 0.028* number of prosecutors in court of appeal offices 

Back-office staff:  

Back-office staff = 1.362 + 0.076 * number of prosecutors in court of appeal offices 

Other support staff:  

Other support staff = 6.474 + 0.110 * number of prosecutors in court of appeal offices 
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IT Specialists:  

IT Specialists = 5.816 + 0.062 * (number of prosecutors + support staff in court of appeal offices) 

(vii). Headcount models for probation service. 

Number of probation employees= 3.844 + 0.06 * Protégés:  minors + 0.01 * Protégés:  adults 



  

 

363 

 

 

3.2. Estimation of staffing levels required after enforcement of the New Codes 

3.2.(a). Introduction 

In this section of the Report, the Consultant presents a detailed description of the developed 

methodology for estimating the future headcount in Romanian judicial system. 

The main assumptions taken into account when designing the approach were the following:  

- the methodology applied should be to the greatest possible extent driven by real data:  it should 

link the in-depth legal analysis and impact identification with statistics.  This shall provide the 

Beneficiary with the most objective assessment of the impact the New Codes shall have on the 

human resources; 

- the results should be calculated for each individual court, prosecutor office and probation office 

which is expected to be affected as of the effective date of the New Codes.  

The process of estimating future staffing levels (based on the above mentioned priorities) which is 

planned to be undertaken by the Consultant comprises the following steps: 

Step 1) Matching the statistical data with each impact item identified and described in chapter A.1. of 

this Report, categorized as "quantifiable". 

Step 2) Processing the statistical data in a way the impact item description suggests (e.g., shifting X 

number of cases from one court type to another if courts competence is changed;  or reducing number 

of judge-cases for a certain case type by 1/3, if appeal regulations change).  The effect of Step 2 is a 

set of workload "deltas" for each court, each of these deltas representing a given quantifiable impact 

item (e.g. shifting 50,000 judge-cases from district courts to tribunals results in a delta amounting to 

minus 50,000 in district courts and a delta of plus 50,000 in tribunals). "Deltas" can be therefore 

defined as a difference a single impact item will trigger in courts' or prosecutor offices' workload.  

At this moment it is important to mention again that the Consultant will work with 2010 data when 

performing the analysis and estimations.  The Consultant is aware that the Law introduced on the 25 

November 2010 enforced some regulations from the New Codes earlier than the enforcement of the 

codes per se.  Nevertheless, the 2010 data the Consultant is possessing at the moment and which is 

being gathered, is very unlikely to reflect any changes brought by the so-called "Small Reform" from 

end November 2010.  Therefore the Consultant deems justified to compare the previous Codes with 

the New Codes while translating impact items into caseload and workload impact numbers.  Any data 

dated later than 25 November 2010, if available, may have an indicative value for the Consultant to 

assess the possible impact of the regulations new to the previous Codes which is non-quantifiable in its 

nature, since regulations are new to the Romanian society. 

Step 3) Summing up all workload deltas identified for each court to see the total quantifiable change 

the workload of courts, prosecutor offices and probation services.  

Step 4) Assessing the volume of the additional non-quantifiable impact items shall bring.  At this 

point, the Consultant is aware of the fact that translating the non-quantifiable impact items into 

workload numbers should be done with utmost care, since such assessment is of very judgmental and 

discretionary nature.  In order to gather the most reliable basis for such estimations, the Consultant 
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used the Gallup survey run within the Project to ask a series of questions specifically designed to 

assess the potential non-quantifiable impact the New Codes shall have on the total workload.  Based 

on the information expected from the survey, the next step in the estimation is to translate survey 

answers into: 

- potential workload changes in the short term (sum of expected workload deltas for impact items 

with immediate impact); 

- potential workload changes in the long term (sum of expected workload deltas for impact items 

with  medium or delayed impact). 

Step 5) Calculating the impact of new regulations which aim at increasing cases celerity.  Here, again 

in order to receive the most valid information from reliable sources, specific questions were 

introduced into the Gallup questionnaire for the survey.  Upon the receipt and analysis of the answers, 

the Consultant shall calculate the additional annual caseload solved throughout the year, triggered by 

the fact that cases shall be resolved faster than currently. 

Step 6) Adjusting the numbers for total quantifiable workload change in courts, prosecutor offices and 

probation service calculated in Step 3 with the results calculated in Step 4, and subsequently adjusting 

the results by outcomes of Step 5.  Calculating the total expected workload changes for each 

institution and expressing them both as nominal and percentage changes in comparison to the current 

workload. 

Step 7) Applying the staffing models developed through the regression analyses to calculate the 

percentage and nominal change in headcount of judges, prosecutors and probation officers (calculated 

total change in workload of a given type of institution will then be the explanatory variable).  Based on 

that, calculating the estimated future number of judge, prosecutor and probation officer FTEs.  

Step 8) Applying the staffing models developed through the regression analyses to calculate the 

percentage and nominal change in headcount of support functions (calculated total change in judges 

and prosecutors headcount will then be the explanatory variable).  Based on that, calculating the 

estimated future number of support function FTEs.  

Step 9) Verifying the outcomes of the above analyses (and possibly applying some adjustments) 

within the context of European benchmarks: 

- estimated number of magistrates vs. estimated workload in Romania vs. European countries; 

- estimated number of support staff vs. estimated number of magistrates in Romania vs. European 

countries. 

Step 9 will be especially important in case of analyzing the impact on the probation services.  As seen 

in the previous sections of this Report, there are a vast number of workload changes to be absorbed by 

probation service, which diminishes the role of current data being good basis for future estimations.  

For other jobs and institutions, the European benchmarks are planned to play a supplementary role.  

Juxtaposition of the outcomes of the above calculations with an external picture should be taken into 

account, since the correlation and regression analysis was based on the current staffing and workload 
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information, and the current capacity of courts and prosecutor offices most probably has an 

improvement potential, which is in fact one of the purposes sought by the New Codes.  

From the implementation perspective, the outcomes of the above calculations are the entry information 

for the Consultant to allow it to make recommendations for taking HR-related steps, aimed at ensuring 

smoothness of organizational changes and their adequate timeline.  Once the net result of changes 

brought by the New Codes implementation is calculated, the Consultant shall also take into 

consideration the time perspective related to the fact that at the moment of New Codes are enforced, 

all cases being in progress will continue to be ruled according the current legislation.  Therefore the 

changes in headcount numbers will be planned in time, by also taking into account the length of 

proceedings.  

The key success factor for the above scenario to produce valuable results is a solid set of data with the 

following crucial characteristics: 

- data on current number of cases of all types that the quantifiable impact items imply (format of 

data and its aggregation adjusted to impact items); 

- data at the level of each court and prosecutor office; 

- data coming from official sources – the judicial institutions themselves. 

While providing the Beneficiary with valid results is the top priority for the Consultant, the challenge 

that arose on the way to estimate the net result of human resource impacts of the new the legislation 

was the scarcity of statistical data that would meet the above criteria.  

While matching the quantifiable impact items with the data sources outlined in the previous sections 

of this chapter, the Consultant identified such matches only for selected impact items.  For the 

remaining, potentially quantifiable impacts, the format and aggregation level of the currently available 

data did not allow for such match.  E.g., in case of fraud offences with severe consequences (the value 

of damage exceeding 1,000,000 RON), which are supposed to be ruled in 1
st
 instance by district courts 

(meaning they will migrate from tribunals), the SCM statistics turned out not to differentiate frauds by 

weight of their consequences, but by fraud type.  This made SCM statistics not applicable to this 

specific impact item. 

As the Consultant encountered such issue from the first stage of the Project, it developed a set of data 

requests included in the Gallup survey, designed to gather information in a specific format and 

aggregation level, which would enable the Consultant to conclude Steps 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the estimation 

which nevertheless is dependant on the response rate and completeness and quality of responses 

provided in the survey.  
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3.2.(b). Sample application of the developed methodology 

To picture the methodology presented, below we show a sample calculation based only on the data 

matched to selected impact items, for tribunals. 

This example is based on country data. 

 

Current workload: 

(1) Number of civil cases judged in 1st instance 383 975 

(2) Number of appeals (civil) 30 092 

(3) Number of final appeals (civil) 148 459 

(4) Number of criminal cases judged in 1st instance 34 603 

(5) Number of appeals (criminal) 16 169 

(6) Number of final appeals (criminal) 33 538 

(7) 
Total number of judge-cases  

1 + 4 + (2 + 5)x2 + (3 + 6)x3 
1 057 091 

Workload deltas: 

(8) 
NCPC:  final appeals against district courts rulings will be replaced by appeals 

(reduction of 1/3 of judge-cases)  
- 148 459 

(9) 
NCPC:  tribunals will take over civil cases (1st instance rulings) the value of 

which is between 100 and 500 000 from district courts  
+ 370 277 

(10) 
NCPC:  tribunals will give away appeals on civil cases the value of which is 

between 100 and 500 000 to courts of appeal 
- 15 918 

(11) 
NCrPC:  Tribunals will take over 1st instance rulings on embezzlement of funds 

from district courts 
+ 679 

(13) 
NCrPC:  Tribunals will take over 1st instance rulings on failure to comply with 

laws re. regime of explosive materials from district courts 
+ 5 

(14) 
NCrPC:  Tribunals will give away all final appeals against decisions of district 

courts to courts of appeal (except final appeals re. preventative measures) 
- 41 844 

(15) 
NCrPC:  The number of judges in a panel ruling challenges against judgments on 

preventative measures will be reduced for tribunals (from 3 to 1 judge)  
- 39 180 

(16) 
NCrPC:  Tribunals will give away all appeals against the decisions ruled in 1st 

instance by district courts to courts of appeal (already in place since Nov 2010) 
- 32 338 

(17) 
NCrPC:  The number of judges in appeals re. motions against enforcement will 

be reduced for tribunals  
- 103 
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(18) 

NCrPC:  Tribunals will take over 1st instance rulings on offenses for which the 

criminal investigation is mandatorily performed by special criminal investigation 

bodies from district courts 

+ 1 443 

(19) 

NCrPC:  Tribunals will take over 1st instance rulings on abuse of function 

perpetrated against the interest of persons, against public interests and by 

restriction of certain rights from district courts 

+ 337 

(20) 
NCrPC:  Tribunals will take over 1st instance rulings on negligent performance of 

office from district courts 
+ 41 

(21) 
Net result of the above items 

(sum of rows 8 to 20) 
94 940 

Judge headcount estimation for tribunals: 

(20) Current number of judges 1 262 

(21) Headcount model for tribunals 

Ln(number of judges)  =  

-6.815 + 0.678 * ln(total 

number of judge-cases) 

(22) 
Calculated % increase in judge-cases  

(19) / (7) 
8.98% 

(23) Estimated increase in number of judges 6.09% 

 

Since there are many non-quantifiable impact items that apply to tribunals, one may easily deduct that 

the result that can be achieved using the above data which is available at the moment, is of very poor 

quality and may lead to erroneous results and further cost calculations.  The case may be that once the 

remaining impact items are included in the analysis, the total change brought by the New Codes in 

tribunals' workload shall be glaringly different.  Furthermore, many of impact the impact items 

identified for courts shall be mirrored by prosecutor offices, therefore the quality of estimation of 

prosecutor offices' workload is heavily dependant on the quality of workload estimation for courts. 

The challenging situation with data scarcity stems from the fact that the data hitherto collected by the 

Ministry of Justice, the Superior Council of Magistracy and the Public Ministry was aligned with 

needs and categories other than those implied by the changes brought by the New Codes.  Therefore, 

as mentioned before, the Gallup survey performed in May 2011 is expected to bring information 

suitable for the above described calculations and modeling. 
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3.3. HR-related conclusions 

Based on the results of the analysis of the impact of the New Codes both on the workload of specific 

judicial institutions and key roles within their structures, as well as taking into account the landscape 

of changes in attributions of key roles, the Consultant has drawn conclusions that regard the 

implications of the defined impacts for Human Resources procedures.  

(i). Training and development process 

What appears evident is that successful implementation of the New Codes, apart from other aspects 

that are of a more structural or organizational nature will require a substantial educational effort on the 

part of the professional judiciary staff.  

Future professional training requirements for the key judicial roles appear to stem from the two 

sources described hereinafter. 

- the necessity to master the knowledge of the New Codes in order to conduct the professional 

judiciary activities in line with the regulations in force.  This shall be very important from the 

point of view of the quality as well as efficiency of the judiciary system as such; 

- on the other hand, the new legislation itself imposes certain knowledge requirements on the 

magistrates, which from the legal point of view will be the obligation of the role they hold.  

This, for instance, regards the command of the European Union legislation. 

The other type of training requirements that appear valid in the terms of implementing the New Codes, 

are of a more technical or tool-based nature and concern the auxiliary staff roles.  This regards for 

example the introduction of the new summoning means and the necessity for the clerical roles to be 

able to proficiently operate all technical devices that are to be used for the purpose of the newly-

regulated procedures. 

(ii). Workforce supply management 

As regards potential conclusions that would regard the implications of the introduction of the New 

Codes on the workforce supply processes (recruitment, out-placement), any valid observations can be 

shared when the indispensable set of data is obtained from the Beneficiary and subsequently processed 

in a way that allows for acquisition of credible and reliable results.  Therefore, at this stage, the 

Consultant is not able to provide any conclusions regarding this HR process and potential required 

initiatives therein. 
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4. Human Resource systems and policies 

4.1. Evaluation system of judges and prosecutors 

The purpose of this part of the Report is to analyze and discuss the existing HR systems and policies in 

the context of the HR best practice as well as their general impact on the functioning of the judiciary 

system in Romania.  

The key system that shall be subject to discussion and Consultant's comments is the system of 

evaluation of judges and prosecutors.  This is due to the fact that the potential impact of the evaluation 

practice in any organization is of significant importance on its capability to execute desired 

performance goals and consequently to successfully implement its mission and strategy through the 

people who are part of it.  Therefore, the analysis of this system and finding potential improvement 

areas seem valuable in the terms of providing insights for improvement that would impact the 

judiciary system and its image as a whole. 

Although the evaluation system of judges and prosecutors does not have the direct relevance with the 

implementation of the New Codes, the Consultant provided the Beneficiary with a comprehensive 

presentation of the theoretical and best-practice related background of this system, assuming it may 

constitute a valuable input in the long-term perspective, which may be referred to anytime the 

Beneficiary plans to undertake any revisions in this area.  Sections 1-4 are devoted to the general 

presentation of the HR practice related to evaluation systems, while sections 5-6 provide the 

assessment of the system in place and indications for potential improvements respectively.  In order to 

make observations and draw conclusions regarding the above mentioned system, the following sources 

and materials have been analyzed: 

- regulation on the evaluation of the judges and prosecutors professional activity (adopted by 

Decision no.676/2007); 

- Law No.303/2004; 

- statistical summary reports of the evaluation process provided by the Ministry of Justice (for a 

sample report, please refer to Appendix 3 to this Report); 

- opinions of magistrates gathered through qualitative interviews performed within the first phase 

of this Project by Gallup. 

The aim of this section of the Report is to answer the following questions: 

- Is the system designed in a way that supports its purpose? 

- Does it comply with widely acknowledged HR best practices regarding employee appraisal? 

- Does it fulfill the key functions of employee appraisal as part of the performance management 

process? 

In order to provide answers to the questions above, this section of the Report has been divided into the 

three following parts. 

(i). Purpose of the evaluation system within the context of HR best practice 

and performance management process 



  

 

370 

 

 

The aim of any evaluation system is to ensure objective process and reliable basis for fact-based 

discussion regarding employee performance against pre-agreed goals in order to guide and motivate 

them towards focused development and expected performance.  This relates to both business 

organizations as well as can be deemed relevant for the non-profit or public organizations. 

Therefore, the key functions of employee evaluation system can be listed as follows: 

- To communicate organization‟s mission, strategy and goals and translate them into individual, 

specific goals for an employee taking part in the process.  What is worth mentioning, is that for 

non-profit organizations it its mission and guiding principles that are key aspects to be 

communicated. 

- To define expectations towards the evaluated both in terms of the expected quantitative as well 

as qualitative output on their part. 

- To help persons subject to evaluation process develop in a focused and systematic way towards 

better effectiveness and maturity in their role and to progress within the organization structure. 

- To exchange information and provide feedback to the evaluated person. 

- To monitor performance and have a reliable basis for discussions regarding performance and 

results. 

- To have objective and comprehensive basis for personnel-related decisions. 

(ii). Employee evaluation system as a key component of performance 

management process 

In order for any employee appraisal system to be effective, it should function within the global process 

of the performance management which consists of the following steps: 

- Understanding the mission (strategy and general business goals are relevant aspects for business 

organizations, whereas for public, non-profit organizations the focus is placed on its mission) so 

that participants of the evaluation process are able to understand the overall organizational 

context and to be able to comprehend how their work contribute to its realization. 

- Goal setting that is specific for a given role held by any person within a given time period. 

- Performance monitoring in order to provide the evaluated with feedback on their on-going 

performance, make necessary modifications and provide necessary support so that the agreed 

goals are realized. 

- Assessment of the actual performance against agreed goals and targets. 

- Development and reward follow-up that is consequent of and aligned with actual performance 

within a given time period. 

 

Therefore, it is both the contents and the underlying concept of the system, as well as the actual 

process according to which it is implemented and maintained, that should be taken into account for the 

discussion of any evaluation system whatsoever. 
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(iii). Key elements of employee evaluation system 

Key evaluation components, which in practical terms translate into specific criteria that evaluation is 

based upon, should reflect both the “what” is done as well as the “how” it is actually delivered.  This 

significantly contributes to complete realization of the system's functions (defined earlier in this 

section).  Therefore, the quantitative (result-based) aspect as well as qualitative one (skills, knowledge, 

competencies) should be accounted for in evaluation system.  

The result based part of the evaluation system can either be defined through expected financial or 

productivity criteria (which is typical for specific functions in business organizations) or any criteria 

that can be translated into quantitative measures, e.g. number of specific activities that are performed 

within a given time span.  

The qualitative part of the evaluation system is usually defined with reference to quality of the 

deliverables produced by the evaluated person as well as compliance with the organization's values.  

The assessment of compliance with values can only be made when a given set of organizational values 

is appropriately translated into specific attitudes and behaviors that are required from people working 

within a given organization.  

From a technical point of view, these attitudes and behaviors that can be observed, developed and 

assessed are oftentimes referred to as competencies.  

Taking a more general perspective, competencies (with a set of desired competencies referred to as 

competence model) can be defined as a vehicle that drives the realization of the strategic 

organization's mission, materially supports implementation of organizational culture, as well as 

provides operational translation of organization's values;  all of these mentioned are based upon the 

definition of the desired behaviors.  

A good illustration of the differentiation between values and competencies can be made by means of 

positioning the two concepts as answers to the following questions: 

- What is the organization's promise made to its key stakeholders? What are its guiding principles 

that are communicated internally as well as externally? 

- What behaviors and attitudes on the part of employees should enable this promise to be 

delivered? 

While the answers to the first set of questions constitute the basis for organizational values, the answer 

to the other one provides conceptual basis for defining competencies that support the implementation 

of those values. 

The set of competencies that are derived from organizational values are oftentimes called the "core 

competencies", them being required from every person within a given organization, regardless of their 

specific jobs and levels within organization structure. 

On the other hand, it is a common HR practice to develop and use competencies sets additional to the 

core competencies.  These are dedicated to specific job groups (sometimes referred to as "job 

families") and are defined based on specific mission of these jobs.  In this case, behaviors desired for 

realization of this mission (-s) are identified and described.   
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(iv). The process of evaluation 

In order to implement, maintain and ensure it fulfills its key functions, an evaluation system must 

comply with certain process-related related rules that can be summarized as follows: 

(a) Process participants 

In order for the evaluation system to function properly, it has to allow for active participation of at 

least the two following parties:  the assessed employee himself/herself and the assessing party.  Within 

the realm of business organizations where the Labour Code is the guiding regulation for labour 

relations, these are by a general rule the manager and their subordinates. 

However, there are organizations where the assessed–assessor relation is not equivalent to employee-

manager, and the purposes of the organization itself, as well as its activities, attributions, relations with 

other institutions, are highly regulated by law, as their activity is to provide an essential public service 

within a certain legal framework.  It is the case of judges, who by definition are and have to be 

independent, and also of prosecutors who, while subject to hierarchical control, have their activities 

governed by the principles of legality and impartiality;  the magistrates, as described by the regulations 

mentioned at the beginning of this section, are evaluated by evaluating commissions established in 

accordance with the law. 

In all cases, the above mentioned assessed party and assessing party (be it a person or a body) are key 

participants of the traditional evaluation process.  It is commonly recommended that there is a 

secondary reference one may appeal their evaluation result to in case agreement between the assessed 

and the assessing party cannot be met. 

However, in a multi-rater approach (the so-called 180 degrees or 360 degrees feedback) the 

assessment is performed by manager, peers and (in case of managerial positions) subordinates of a 

given person.  Still, this practice is more common and easier to apply in business environment, with 

traditional evaluation process in place.  

In either of the approaches, it is key that the parties performing the assessment have objective and 

reliable, communicated and known to process participants basis for the performance of the evaluation. 

(b) Key steps of the evaluation process 

The nature of the evaluation process assumes that this is a cyclical approach, the one including the 

subsequent steps: 

- Goal setting and agreement for a given period of time:  this should take the form a dialog 

between the assessed party and the assessing party.  The outcome of the goal setting meeting 

should be the agreed goals (quantitative and qualitative as well as developmental) to be reached 

by the employee throughout a given period of time.  

o Performance monitoring, on-going support and feedback:  this element is a key in 

terms of its coaching and development that one's manager can and should provide.  

This activity should be taking place whenever it is necessary throughout the 

evaluation period.  Still, this assumption can only be implemented in case where the 

manager-subordinate relation exists and can be executed without limitations or 
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violations of any binding legal regulations.  In case of the magistrates evaluation, due 

to the binding regulations defining the statue of judges and prosecutors (including a 

clearly defined career path, evaluation process, training requirements) this 

assumptions would be impossible to apply 

o Mid-period review:  although not a final assessment itself, it serves the purpose of 

assessing the status of goals' realization by a given employee.  

At this moment solutions that enhance the chances of goals achievement at the end of 

the evaluation period can be discussed and agreed.  In cases when it is objectively 

justified, goals can be verified at this stage.  Similar to goal setting session, this should 

take the form of direct interaction between the assessed and his/her manager.  Again, 

this element of the evaluation process is much easier and more natural to be applied in 

cases where the manager exists formally. 

- Assessment:  At this stage, which is the closing one for a given evaluation period, the goals 

agreed for this period are discussed and the level of their realization agreed mutually between 

the evaluated and the evaluator.  

(c) Frequency of the evaluation 

In order for the evaluation system to effectively fulfill its functions, it should assume appropriate 

frequency of the evaluation activity itself.  This in turn is directly related to the nature of work 

performed by the evaluated party and, what relates thereto, the character of goals that can be assigned.  

In other words, before setting the evaluation frequency within an evaluation system, it should be 

considered what is the realistic time perspective for the realization of the goals to be assigned, both 

quantitative as well as the qualitative ones.  It should also be taken into account that if the evaluation 

takes place less frequently than yearly, there is a real risk that the process lacks coherence and 

continuity.  It so happens in such case due to the fact that it may be detached from the actual on-going 

activities and situations and therefore the chance to provide valuable-fact based, meaningful and 

motivational feedback to personnel is lost. 

(v). Assessment of the evaluation system of judges and prosecutors in place 

within the judiciary system in Romania 

Based on the sources of information mentioned in the first part of this section, the following can be 

observed: 

- The goal of the system as specified in "Regulation on the evaluation of the judges and 

prosecutors professional activity - adopted by Decision no.676/2007", apart from the aspects 

that are inherent in any employee appraisal foundations, includes one distinctive element that 

underpins the concept and purpose of the evaluation system for judges and prosecutors, i.e., “to 

increase the public confidence in the Judiciary, maintaining and strengthening its quality”.  

This held in mind, the qualitative aspect of judicial activity that can be felt and observed by 

actual stakeholders of the judicial activity gains significantly on its weight and importance.  

Apart from the aspects that are related to the judiciary procedure that is regulated by specific 

laws and regulations and which definitely influence the actual stakeholder experience (e.g., 
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length of proceedings, level of bureaucracy), but which are nor solely under the influence of 

magistrates, actual attitudes and behaviors of the persons holding magistrates positions are very 

significant factors of shaping the level of confidence and trust in the Judiciary.  

This aspect of judicial performance, i.e the actual behavior at court sessions and attitude 

towards participants of the trial were indicated as lacking in the evaluation and at the same time 

significant by the judges that were interviewed in by Gallup in the first stage of this Project.  

One of the recurring aspects raised by the interviewed judges was related to the character of the 

assessment criteria which are perceived by some of the practitioners as impossible to assess 

against, since they are not observable and defined in a way that does not provide clear grounds 

for assessing and, what is more important, for differentiating performance of individual judges 

or prosecutors.  

Key observation that can be made at this stage, taking into account the key aspects of evaluation 

defined in the relevant law, is that the underlying concept of structuring the criteria for 

evaluation into those of quantitative and qualitative aspects ("efficiency, quality of activity and 

the integrity, with an obligation to attend continuous training seminars and to graduate 

specialization courses") seems aligned with the purpose of the system and general HR practice.  

Still, in the terms of the evaluation activity itself, the criteria can be described as not fully 

operational, them being not specific enough to make actual differentiations between individual 

magistrates.  

It may also be concluded that the quality within the evaluation system currently in place is 

assessed mainly through the quality of the legal activity (documents, decisions drafted), while 

the remaining aspects that are more behaviorally-anchored, although nominally present within 

the system (e.g., "professionalism in social interactions") are at relatively general level that is 

not specific enough to constitute the basis for proper assessment and consequently valuable, 

developmental feedback. 

- The second aspect that was observed and should be considered is the evaluation process itself, 

both in the terms of its frequency as well as the participants thereof.  The first aspect worth 

drawing attention to is the fact that the frequency of the evaluation of judges and prosecutors is 

established for every 3 years.  This time span between the evaluations is questionable and 

undermines the efficiency of the evaluation system itself.  Assuming that the evaluation activity, 

aimed as means of performance management process, is to provide efficient and focused 

feedback, 3 years time span between evaluations may not provide actual chance for this to 

happen.  As regards further aspects of the evaluation process that should be mentioned at this 

point, is its participants and their roles in the evaluation activity. 

What is a commonly used HR practice, to be found also in the evaluation system of judges and 

prosecutors are the practice of self-assessment to be done by the employee.  This helps to 

position the evaluation process as a two-way, dialog – based process and is aligned with the HR 

best practice in this area 

Another, process-related aspect of the evaluation system is the specificity of the evaluating 

body, namely the evaluating commission, formed of a pre-determined number of persons, 
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generally the president of the court or chief of the prosecution office where the judge or 

prosecutor subject of evaluation works, and generally 2 judges/prosecutors appointed by the 

managing body of the respective organization;  the persons who form the commission are in 

turn evaluated by similar commissions established at the court or prosecution office superior to 

the one they belong to.   Still, there is an issue to be noticed, especially based on the analysis of 

the results of the interviews with practitioners.  A significant number of those who related to 

this topic, expressed an opinion (some of them with experience as members of such 

commissions) that the fact that evaluation commissions include fellow-magistrates of the 

evaluated one cause a situation that may lead to a tendency not to differentiate evaluations, to 

grant highest ranks due to the evaluator‟s potential reluctance to "undermine a colleague's 

career".  

This, in turn, relates to one of the opinions of the interviewed magistrates that might be 

indicating one of the reasons affecting the approach of evaluators.  This is a reportedly common 

view among evaluators that generally, the lack of objectivity prevails and therefore being 

objective while evaluating would automatically place the evaluated fellow-judges at relatively 

inferior position against those in other courts.  This view seems worth noticing especially in 

view of the fact that that evaluation results are the basis for entry into examination process for 

promotion into subsequent levels of judicial career.   

- One should also take notice that the result of the evaluation has a one-dimensional impact, 

related only to the possibility (or theoretically lack of it) of progressing along judicial career 

levels, or to be more specific to be admitted for the examination process that itself is decisive 

for being promoted into next career level.  This fact seems to strengthen the attitude of not 

differentiating the evaluation results as it is seen to be designed solely for this purpose. 

- Based both on the analysis of the evaluation statistics provided by the Beneficiary as well as on 

the opinions of the interviewed magistrates, the system does not fulfill the function to 

differentiate between good and bad performers, as vast majority of the evaluation results are the 

highest ranks possible.  The insufficient differentiation power of the system may significantly 

undermine its perceived value and credibility in the eyes of those who partake in it.  

(vi). Indications for potential improvements within the existing system of 

evaluating judiciary personnel 

Taking into account both the best HR practices in the area of evaluation systems as well as the 

observations made on the basis of the analysis of the system of evaluation of the judges and 

prosecutors professional activity, indications for potential improvements of this system can be 

summarized in the following: 

- System content / evaluation criteria. 

In order to enhance its credibility and to supplement the existing concept with elements related 

to the conduct and behavior, we recommend to consider designing and subsequently 

incorporating into the system sets of behavioral assessment criteria.  These would be means of 

communicating, monitoring and assessment of those behaviors and attitudes that are desired in 
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view of enhancing public image of the judiciary as well as of implementing the desired culture 

within the system. 

Revising the existing criteria of evaluation in order to ensure they are clear, transparent and 

leave the least possible room for misinterpretation is also recommended. 

- Evaluation process and its participants 

In the terms of the actual evaluation process we recommend to consider the following: 

o Increasing the frequency of the evaluation activity in such a way that it the time period 

between subsequent evaluations does not exceed 1 year. 

o Designing and implementing a training program that would aim at communication and 

education regarding the principles and target process of evaluating judiciary personnel. 

- Relation of the evaluation system with other key HR systems. 

In order to position evaluation system as the key element of the overall performance 

management system, we recommend considering to interrelate the evaluation with other HR 

processes, especially those related to recognition and possibly even reward.  Still, this should be 

carefully considered especially in view of the potential effort to implement a different pay 

system than the existing one and with the necessity of extensive training effort in order to 

communicate and afterwards manage pay progression system.  

In order to constitute an internally consistent HR systems environment, the evaluation system 

should also be aligned with a development program.  This should include not only the 

professional aspects of the judiciary, but also the behavioral aspects such as for e.g. 

communication, managerial skills, or social interactions.  Ideally, based on the identification of 

developmental areas (defined through the pre-defined evaluation criteria), adequate set of 

development interventions could be defined for a given magistrate. 
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5. Stakeholder impact summary 

5.1. High-level summary of the Romanian judiciary system environment 

For the purpose of the analysis aimed at identification of the key issues that shape and drive the public 

image of the judiciary system, the following activities have been undertaken: 

(a) analysis of the press coverage devoted to the broadly understood realm of the judiciary 

system, covering press releases regarding news in Romanian judiciary system in 2010 

(Romanian Press Survey Report, by Media Monitoring Institute, 2010, in three popular 

daily press titles: “Adevarul”, “Jurnalul National”, and “Romania Libera”); 

(b) study of the Final Report on the Results of the Opinion and Attitude Survey by Gallup (the 

survey of opinion and attitude, carried out by Gallup in December 2010/January 2011 through 

semi-structured interviews with 96 practitioners); 

(c) analysis of the results of the interviews with practitioners conducted by Gallup within Interim 

Report I of this Project; 

(d) analysis of the periodical European Commission reports, covering progress in reforming 

Romanian judiciary system (Report from the European Commission to the European 

Parliament and the Council on Progress in Romania under the Co-operation and Verification 

Mechanism – Brussels, 2010-2011).  

The selection of the press medium was based on the finding contained within the Gallup survey, which 

ranked the sources of information for the public opinion about the Romanian system of justice.  

According to the results obtained, the second highest rank was given to the press (53% of the 

respondents indicated this source of information as important:  combination of the "very important" 

and "important enough" ranks).  Although the second highest after the television news, this source of 

information was selected for the purpose of this research as being more feasible to recover, identify 

and exactly refer to.  

The second important assumption for the analysis of the environment of the judiciary system in 

Romania was derived from the finding of the Gallup survey already quoted above which sets a ranking 

of institutions that are associated with the notion of "justice".  The highest rank was given to trial 

courts, with the Prosecutor's offices coming third in the line (Police was indicated as the second 

association;  however this institution does not fall within the scope of the analysis made within this 

Project).  

This finding in turn was taken as basis for press monitoring approach.  In this activity we mainly 

concentrated on press releases that dealt with these two most powerful drivers of public image of the 

judiciary system, i.e. all aspects related to the institutions and personnel of both courts and prosecutor 

offices.  

Having analyzed the above mentioned aspects of press releases, we developed the structured summary 

of key areas, having the most significant presence in daily journals, therefore belonging to image-

shapers with the biggest potential range of coverage and impact.  Most distinguishing features 

characterizing key areas identified are summarized below. 
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- Corruption remains among the most widely mentioned offences.  Cases of corruption are 

usually mentioned in the context of misconduct of certain professionals, as one of the 

allegations.  Besides individual cases, corruption is generally mentioned as ever-present 

problem with deep roots across judicial institutions.  Press releases present corruption as 

causing particularly adverse impact on the image of the entire judiciary system, also because it 

tops the list of most comprehensible offences, perceived by the general public. 

- Bribery seems to attract attention of the press at two levels.  It has been mentioned as an offence 

accompanying corruptionary allegations towards particular judges, accused for favoring interest 

of their own or acting on behalf of other parties.  Similarly to corruption, bribery is also 

presented as a systemic problem. 

- Unethical/ unprofessional conduct category includes broad range of professional offences 

commented in the press, ranking from glaring impartiality of judges at various stages of court 

trials, low standards of communication, adherence, to various forms of overstretching 

privileges.  Number of releases associated misconduct with certain consequences, mainly 

impunity of judges.  Press releases seem to favor presentation of various aspects of professional 

misconduct, propagating awareness of the numerous ways public trust in legal professions can 

be violated.  Therefore, various aspects of misconduct can be ranked among the most influential 

image-shapers. 

- Traffic of influence and forgery had been mentioned almost exclusively in the context of cases 

of scandalous misconduct, among the most unethical deeds committed by professionals favored 

with particular public trust.  

- Double standards are among the most observable issues;  also they are largely associated with 

misconduct of high-ranking officials.  One registered case of application of different set of 

standards in SCM or among prosecutors is reminded to readers in successive articles, following 

developments of the main story.  

- So called “dubious job appointments and promotions” influence general public‟s perception due 

to the broadly publicized and commented conflict of members of the SCM.  This category can 

be found more often in various press releases, as allegations (often unfounded) surrounding jobs 

tend to be taken relatively lightly.  Although they can be included in the category of 

misconduct, due to particularly intensive coverage, frequency of appearance and connection 

with high-ranking individuals, such cases can have very adverse effect on long-term image of 

institutions in question. 

- Disciplinary exclusions – this group of has solid place among press top-stories.  Besides the 

scandalous aspect of exclusion of an important official, this group could offer very positive 

message to the public:  cases of misconduct indeed can be punished.  Popular perception of 

justice appreciates immediate and decisive measures and stories describing fate of the persons 

who commit misconducts or even offenses appear immediately in daily journals, irrespective of 

their political orientation.  Series of such releases could promote positive image, suggesting 

„wind of change‟. 
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- Conflicts between institutions and the highest authorities can shape public‟s perception towards 

indifference (fights not affecting life of ordinary people) or impression of thing hopelessly gone 

wrong.  

- Reforming and upgrade efforts of various bodies are sought after messages.  Most attention in 

this category was drawn to developments surrounding the Small Reform of Law, publicized and 

commented with significant dose of political orientation.  Potentially, this category offers 

highest possibility for various commentaries, promoting legal awareness and education of 

public.  Considering sizes and form of articles about reforms, available for our review, the 

educational aspect was still underused. 

- European Commission – sourced criticism (opinions released by various bodies and officials) 

had been noticed regularly in the leading press titles.  Perceived as external and objective, 

criticism towards broad range of aspect of functioning of the judiciary system appeared 

regularly.  Due to the broad range of subjects commented, this area was and will probably 

remain very popular image-shaper, particularly for the part of public suspicious towards 

domestic sources. 

As a general note, daily press sources show a tendency to appreciate and favor the value of “news” 

and headline-strong statement, without venturing into in-depth evaluation of the problem.  As a rule, 

discussion on the subject and evaluation of the problem are attributed to specialized periodicals.  

Nevertheless, the popular press titles remain factual source in shaping up general public‟s awareness 

of directions of changes in the judiciary system. 

Intensity of appearance in press releases, in terms of number of releases versus depth of coverage (X – 

XX – XXX) in the table below is supposed to summarize the actual impact of this source on shaping 

knowledge, awareness and perception of general public.  Lack of any indicators denotes that certain 

type of problem was either recorded in singular cases or was not registered at all, in the given 

timeframe. 
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Elements of public image, as perceived by daily press releases. 

 Corruption Bribery 

Unethical/  

unprofessional 

conduct 

Traffic of 

influence and 

Forgery 

Double 

standards 

“Dubious” job 

appointments/ 

promotions 

Disciplinary 

dismissals 

Conflicts with 

the highest 

authorities 

Reforming and 

upgrade efforts  

(incl.SRL) 

EC-sourced 

criticism 

Courts  XXX XX XX  XX  XX X X XX 

HCCJ   XX XX  XX XX  XX X 

Prosecutor 

Offices 
XX X XX X XX  XX   XX 

SCM X  XX  XX XXX XX XXX XX XX 

Ministry of 

Justice 
X        XX XXX 

Judiciary 

system- 

general 

XX XX XX X X X XX  X XXX 
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5.2. Practitioners’ look at the issue of improving public image 

For the purpose of identification of representative views, opinions and approaches towards the 

problem of public image, we analyzed a set of responses, offered by a group of practitioners.  

The opinion survey was carried out by Gallup.  The answers were provided freely and anonymously, 

and covered unrestricted range of opinions and approaches.  The group of respondents involved cannot 

be considered fully representative, nevertheless in our opinion the most interesting and unique set of 

observations collected through this survey justifies a review, for the purpose of enriching observations 

gathered within this Project.  

In total, the survey included opinions of 64 individuals (of the 96 practitioners approached), including 

very significant representation of judges:  

- 38 judges; 

- 13 prosecutors; 

- 6 auxiliary court personnel; 

- 4 attorneys; 

- 3 representatives of non-governmental institutions. 

The main purpose of this review is to identify and discuss the range of attitudes and expectations, 

which can be considered as practical indicators in broader discussion regarding means of 

strengthening public trust in the judiciary system. 

Individual replies have been divided into groups according to type of approach represented and nature 

of message contained therein.  Similarities identified in the replies allowed for establishing specific 

groups of replies-approaches to the problem.  

The original replies collected during original survey have been rephrased by the Consultant, solely for 

the purpose of this Report and clarity of presentation. 
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5.2.(a). How to strengthen public trust in the Romanian judiciary system – summary of 

approaches 

(i). Systemic Reform: 

"Meritorious changes are needed in the form of structural-type reforms to the judiciary system" 

- the actual problem is not the image, it is the foundations of functioning of the judiciary system; 

- real progress can be achieved through reforming the current system; 

- favorable image is a natural consequence of modernized system; 

- higher standards represented by the system promote upgrade among the public. 

This approach is particularly strongly represented among judges inquired (9 replies), with symbolic 

representation among other participants. 

(ii). Mentality change among practitioners: 

"Changes in the old fashion approach towards public"  

- it is the lawyers who should bridge the gap between judiciary and general public; 

- traditional image of a judge can be effectively improved through real change of mentality 

among lawyers (practitioners). 

Replies referring to mentality change are often correlated with postulate of systemic reform. 

(iii). Public image is largely a bogus problem: 

"There is no need to bother about image of judiciary system" 

- lawyers should concentrate on fulfilling their mission; 

- general public can never be satisfied, it is not worth bothering; 

- as long as one‟s duties are properly fulfilled, there is no need to pay attention to image; 

- problems with image are minor, and easy to rectify through application of administrative 

measures; 

Within this set of replies, source of image problems are often associated with allegedly irresponsible 

and subjective media.  Such radical approach was recorded almost exclusively among prosecutors 

(half of the prosecutors inquired).  

(iv). Systematic legal education of general public: 

"Improvement of image is a process of building awareness and education" 

- improvement of image can be achieved through promoting legal culture and awareness among 

people; 

- only consequent education of general public in legal matters could permanently improve the 

image;  

- elements of legal education should be introduced at early level of general education;  



  

 

383 

 

 

- promotion of legal education is obligation of the State (information campaigns, etc.); 

- legal education is fundamental for one‟s readiness to participate in any court trial. 

Very popular type of approach, represented across entire inquired group.  Type and means of 

education may vary, but the message clearly indicates necessity of a long-term, systemic solution to 

the problem.  

(v). Funneling communication with general public through dedicated 

spokesman: 

"Problems affecting the image could be officially explained, if only addressed by the proper person"  

- improving celerity of court cases and publicizing it would dramatically improve public‟s 

perception of judiciary; 

- judiciary system has enough capabilities for „self-cleaning‟, without revolutionary interventions. 

This type of approach seems to have modest, evenly spread representation among all respondents.  

(vi). Transparency and popularization of knowledge about work in courts: 

"Popularization of friendly image through institutionalized communication" 

- general public shall learn about the work of magistrates in order to appreciate it; 

- institutional support to popularization is necessary; 

- popularization should involve all available communication channels; 

- closer working relationship with press would be a natural „alliance'.  

Comments are focused on courts and magistrates rather than wider problems of judiciary.  Current 

situation could be remedied by institutionalized popularization, not just as spokesman.  Quite 

naturally, this approach can be associated with judges.  

(vii). Systemic problems outside the system are marring achievements of 

individuals: 

"Judiciary system is made of dedicated, hard working professionals" 

- systemic problems experienced by the State mar the image of judiciary; 

- too much public/political noise every day cause the problem for hard working professionals; 

- SCM should assume responsibility for shaping up the image of judiciary. 

Very popular kind of opinion, typically presented by the judges inquired.  It is usually tied with 

postulate of stronger presence of the State in shaping up the public debate. 

(viii). Image of the system is simply marred by individuals: 

"There is nothing wrong with the judiciary system, it‟s just some individuals" 

- some politicians are responsible for the bad image; 

- my own conduct is not the problem for the system, but there are some "black sheep".  
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Interestingly, such profile of opinion could be associated only with auxiliary personnel.  

Having juxtaposed the two sets of analyses, it is worth indicating that in view of potential 

improvements of the public image that could be driven by HR initiatives, the key "problem zones" 

identified as those that could be affected by HR-related initiatives are "unprofessional conduct" and 

possibly so-called "dubious job appointments". 

As regards the potential improvements on the first of the aspects mentioned, it appears that a long-

term culture-change program, based on the definition of a set of values and translation of them into 

appropriate competence models for the judiciary personnel would have the highest impact potential.  

Still, it should be borne in mind that once the values and competencies are defined, it is critical that 

they are effectively implemented into the evaluation mechanisms.  Specific aspects related to 

development of competence models based on organization values are described in the previous section 

of this Report.   

As far as the problem that has been categorized as so-called "dubious job appointments" is concerned, 

although this would require further investigation, it appears that the definition, communication and 

actual implementation of the principles of admission into the institutions most affected by this problem 

area (HCCJ and Superior Council of Magistracy) could constitute one of the remedies. 
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B. IDENTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT OF THE BUDGETARY IMPLICATIONS OF THE 

ENFORCEMENT OF THE NEW CODES 

The enforcement of the provisions of the New Codes is expected to trigger a change in the workload 

of the various types of courts and prosecution offices, which will have significant implications on the 

need of staff thereof.  The variation in the staffing needs in courts and prosecutor offices, further to the 

implementation of the New Codes, is the main driver which will impact the physical and IT 

infrastructure.  

In a first stage, based on the conclusions of Interim Report I, changes brought by the New Codes with 

a direct impact on the staff workload and headcount needs in the judiciary system were identified in 

Section A above.  These changes will also have an immediate impact on the judiciary institutions‟ 

needs for physical and IT infrastructure. 

Besides the provisions in the New Codes which will have a direct impact on the human resources and 

thereby, indirectly an impact on the physical and IT infrastructure, the main provisions in the New 

Codes which will trigger changes in the needs for physical and IT infrastructure are those concerning 

the development of trials.  In this respect, the main relevant provisions in terms of impact on the 

physical and IT infrastructure are as follows: 

(a) Restructuring the manner in which the civil trial is settled by the first instance court 

NCPC restructures of the manner in which the civil trial takes place before the first instance court.  

The new regulation on the adversarial proceedings‟ stages – the written stage (consisting in a possible 

exchange of correspondence between the court and the plaintiff in view of rendering compliant the 

statement of claim, and in view of serving the statement of defense and the counterclaim, if any), the 

pre-trial stage (which takes place in the council chamber and is not public) and the stage of debates on 

the case merits (which usually takes place in public session and is finished by deliberations and the 

issuance of a judgment) - will have a direct impact on the courts' physical and IT infrastructure.  In 

light of these changes, the Consultant assessed the courts‟ current physical infrastructure, to determine 

to what extent the existing premises (offices, courtrooms, council chambers) may be used in the new 

stages of the civil trial.  The final estimate will be made on the basis of the calculation reflecting the 

courts' workload. 

In addition, in order to estimate the financial and budgetary impact of the new provisions, the IT 

facilities existing in the courts must also be taken into account, since the written stage of the trial 

involves an exchange of correspondence between the court and the litigant, in view of complying with 

the formal conditions of the statements of claim, while in the pre-trial stage the debates must be 

recorded and the recordings must be transcribed. 

(b) Final appeals filtering procedure before the HCCJ  

The introduction of the procedure of selection of final appeals is estimated to have an important 

impact, both from a financial and budgetary perspective and from that of the human resources that 

need to be allocated.  

The enforcement of this procedure may lead to an additional need of physical infrastructure (judge or 

clerk offices, areas to be used as archive, etc.) and corresponding IT equipment for the court.  
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The estimated impact of these provisions on the physical and IT infrastructure of the HCCJ depends 

upon the results of the analysis of the impact of these provisions on the human resources of this court. 

(c) The introduction of new judiciary positions – the rights and freedoms judge and the pre-trial 

chamber judge  

NCrPC restructures the criminal trial following the introduction of two new judiciary positions: (i) the 

rights and freedoms judge, who will authorize any measure of restriction of rights on the suspect or the 

defendant (for example, preventive detention, house arrest, etc.), and (ii) the pre-trial chamber judge, 

who will mainly rule on the lawfulness of the indictment, of the administration of evidence and of the 

manner in which procedural acts were carried out by the criminal investigation bodies. 

The enforcement of the NCrPC provisions referring to new judiciary positions requires an analysis of 

existing human resources (magistrates, auxiliary staff) and of the related logistics (judge offices, 

clerks, areas for archive, etc.) and technical capacities and, to the extent to which following such 

analysis a distinct need deriving from the enforcement of such provisions will result, their resizing so 

as to ensure that these new functions are efficiently carried out within the criminal procedure will be 

taken into account. 

In addition to the New Codes provisions indicated in Section A of this Report and those mentioned 

above, the New Codes also contain provisions which will have a direct impact on the IT infrastructure 

and other cost elements at the level of courts.  These provisions are detailed below: 

(a) Service of process (summoning and communication of procedural acts) 

Service of process shall mainly suffer the following changes:  service of process shall be made by 

sealed envelope;  more detailed procedures are provided for service of process by modern means (e-

mail, telefax etc.) which ensure the text is transmitted and the receipt is confirmed, service of process 

abroad, service of process by publicity or on the website of the court as well as at the last known 

domicile, communication of procedural acts by bailiff or fast courier at the request and on the expense 

of the interested party.  The rule that summons are issued for the first hearing only has already been 

introduced by Law No.202/2010.  The rule only applies where the party is presumed aware of the term 

set for hearing, meaning:  where the party submitted the claim personally or by proxy and was 

informed of the hearing date;  or where the party was present at the first hearing personally or by 

proxy and was informed of the next hearing date;  as well as where the party was handed a summons 

for the hearing.  Compared to CPC as amended by Law No.202/2010, Art.224 para.(2) NCPC provides 

more situations where the party/its proxy may not be presumed to have known the date set for the 

hearing, including the case where the court judging the appeal or the final appeal sets a hearing date 

for a retrial on the merits after the first court‟s judgment was annulled or quashed and withheld for 

retrial, or whenever the court deems summoning is required for each hearing. 

To the extent courts do not already have the necessary technical equipment to carry out service of 

process according to NCPC rules, the use of modern means of communication may require additional 

initial investments in necessary equipment for the courts (IT, telefax, etc.). 

On the other hand, the enforcement of the new provisions in the matter of summoning, such as 

detailing thereof through modern means of communication, the extension of the cases in which the 
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party is presumed aware about the term, , the new provisions with regard to the summoning of those 

who are abroad, might lead, on the long term, to the reduction of the duration of and of the expenditure 

related to the communications, as a result of increased efficiency of this procedure. 

Similarly to the relevant provisions in civil matters, the NCrPC regulates, in criminal matters as well, 

the possibility to communicate procedural acts by modern electronic means.  The enforcement of these 

provisions might trigger additional costs needed to ensure the required material base (electronic 

systems of communication or technical means of certification of the electronic signature). 

The assessment of the impact of such changes on the judiciary system is conditioned by obtaining 

complete data further to the Gallup survey carried within this project.  In lack of such data, the 

identification of financial implications is either extremely difficult, or not properly grounded. 

(b) The compulsory recording of court sessions  

The enforcement of the provisions in the NCPC which regulate the obligation to record court sessions 

by audio/video means is estimated to have a financial impact on the judiciary system, since the 

corresponding technical equipment (audio/video, etc.) will have to be ensured, and the auxiliary staff 

will have to be trained to operate such equipment. 

There is worth noting, however, that the obligation regarding the recording of the trial sessions by 

audio/video means both in case of civil and criminal matters was entered by Art.13 in Law 

No.304/2004, while the enforcement of such provisions was postponed to 1 February 2012. 

In this case also, the assessment of the impact of such changes on the judiciary system is conditioned 

by obtaining complete data further to the Gallup survey carried during this project. 

(c) The obligation to transmit to the higher court a certified copy of the case file, any time an 

appeal/final appeal is filed against a resolution delivered by the court which handles the case  

The new provision in the NCPC according to which, if a means of appeal is exercised against the 

resolution, the file will be sent to the higher court in certified copy, is estimated to incur additional 

costs for making available adequate technical and physical means to the courts.  Considering the 

difficulty to estimate the number or frequency of such appeals/final appeals, the Consultant‟s opinion 

is that it would be difficult and insufficiently substantiated to quantify ex ante the impact of these 

provisions. 

(d) The court‟s obligation to check the public registries when verifications are needed to handle the 

cases   

The new prerogatives of the court of law of fulfilling any procedural act necessary to handle the case, 

including inquiring the registries provided by special laws, may have a financial impact on the 

judiciary system, as financial resources will be needed to make availabe IT equipment to ensure such 

authorities‟ access to databases.  In anticipation of the prerogatives above, Art.I point 5 in Law 

No.202/2010 provided for the courts right to access electronic databases or other information sources 

owned by public authorities and institutions.  In order to make use of such right, Art.XXVII in the 

same law provides for the conclusion of agreements with such authorities or institutions.  At the same 

time, anticipating the supplementation of Art.149 of the NCPC, the Draft IL NCPC reiterates, in 
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Art.13 point 33, the provisions entered by Law No.202/2010 as regards the courts access to the 

electronic databases of institutions and authorities, for purposes of carrying out the prerogatives of the 

judgement activities. 

Since the need to perform inquiries will be assessed by the court according to the concrete status of 

each case, in the Consultant‟s opinion it would be difficult to quantify such impact. 

(e) The new prerogatives of the courts the judgments of which are appealed with regard to the 

registration of files and the rules of communication  

The amendment of the procedures of registration and communication of the appeal/of the final appeal 

by transferring the prerogatives of verification and communication thereof to the courts the judgments 

of which are challenged, is estimated to incur additional costs for such courts.  These costs will be due 

to the new procedures of communication of the appeal/final appeal and of the statement of defense, as 

well as to the needs to adequately supplement the IT infrastructure.  

Correspondingly, the courts of appeal/courts of final appeal will be released from the obligations 

regarding the verification and the transmittal of the appeal/final appeal and of the statement of defense.  

Such aspects are intended to lead to a reduction of the costs borne by such courts. 
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1.1. Physical infrastructure 

1.1.(a). Presentation of the current status regarding the physical infrastructure 

The regulations of the New Codes are expected to have an impact in the physical infrastructure related 

to courts, probation services, prosecutor offices and penintentiaries. 

 
 

(i). Status of the courtrooms 

The operation of any court depends to a very large extent on three key areas which are essential for a 

good operation of judiciary procedures, in order to obtain and ensure a high quality judicial process.  

These key areas are the courtrooms, the judge offices and the clerk offices.  Considering the 

regulations introduced by the New Codes, these three main areas will be supplemented by a fourth 

one, namely the council chambers, which will play an important role in the process of operation of the 

courts.   

Theoretically, the size of each courtroom should vary depending on the type of cases to be judged in 

that area (civil/criminal), also depending upon the activities a courtroom must host.  The quality of the 

judicial process may be deemed as being to a very large extent influenced by the availability and 

adequacy of courtrooms.  

The implementation of the concept of “quality of the judicial process” requires, inter alia, the 

measuring of the level of “legal services” offered by a functional judiciary system, including by 

making available courtrooms able to supporting this system as well as any changes and improvement 

processes which might be forecasted in the near or farther future.  The quantification of the operational 

• Judges’ offices 
• Clerks’ offices 
• Courtrooms 
• Council Chambers 

District Courts 

• Judges’ offices 
• Clerks’ offices 
• Courtrooms 
• Council Chambers 

Tribunals 
• Judges’ offices 
• Clerks’ offices 
• Courtrooms 
• Council Chambers 

Courts of  
Appeal 

• Judges’ offices 
• Clerks’ offices 
• Courtrooms 
• Council Chambers 

HCCJ 

• Prosecutors’  
offices 

Prosecutor’s  
offices 

• Detention facilities 

Penitentiaries 

• Probation  
counselors’ offices 

Probation  
System 
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performance will facilitate planning, performance and control of the process of rendering quality act of 

justice to the litigants. 

In order to reach a level which allows quantification, this concept of “quality of the judicial process” 

must be operationally defined.  The implementation of a concept means passing from a concept to 

dimensions, variables, indicators and specific indices.  The concept is defined through elements which 

can be noticed and measured.  One of the main stages of implementation is the elaboration of the 

indicators.  Indicators are elements directly noticeable and measureable, which allow characterizing 

the qualities of the object subject to analysis.  

From a temporal perspective, the degree of availability of courtrooms can be studied and measured 

either in cross-section or in a longitudinal one.  The variables under analysis measured in a cross-

section reflect the status of courtrooms at a certain point in time.  The variables measured in a 

longitudinal section indicate the evolution in time of the capacity of ensuring a certain number of 

courtrooms within the courts.  Considering that the current status is particularly important, during the 

analysis of the courtroom status the Consultant opted to use a cross-section to measure the variables.  

The variables used to analyze the degree of availability of courtrooms are both absolute and relative 

parameters. 

An important aspect in the process of analysis and interpretation of data and further on, of estimating a 

future status is the degree of data aggregation.  A high degree of aggregation is chosen when a general 

analysis of the status of the infrastructure related to the courtrooms in the entire judiciary system is 

necessary.  A low degree of aggregation is preferred if the target is to understand the level of 

equipping with physical infrastructure related to courtrooms in a certain court/institution in the 

judiciary system.  Considering that a high degree of data aggregation may hide possible problems 

existing at court level and related to the availability of insufficient spaces, or to an inadequate 

distribution thereof on functionalities, the Consultant chose to use a low degree of aggregation, in 

order to process and analyze data as complete as possible. 
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(a) District Courts 

Currently, in the 179 district courts, there are 392 courtrooms, divided on three types:  courtrooms used 

for civil cases, courtrooms used for criminal cases and courtrooms where both civil and criminal cases are 

judged (in the analysis they were called mixed cases).   

The analysis of the data collected revealed that 

31% of the total number of district courts (55 

courts) includes only one courtroom, while 44% 

(79 courts) have two courtrooms.  Approximately 

23% of the district courts have 3 to 5 courtrooms.  

Only 4 of the district courts have more than 5 

courtrooms:  the District Court in Cluj-Napoca (6 

courtrooms), the District Court in Craiova (6 

courtrooms), the District Court in Timisoara (11 

courtrooms) and the District Court in Arad (7 

courtrooms).     

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Currently, at aggregated level, within district 

courts, there are 181 courtrooms for civil cases, 128 

courtrooms for criminal cases and 83 courtrooms 

for mixed cases (both civil and criminal).    

Major discrepancies among the district courts were found from the perspective of the area of courtrooms 

according to the use thereof (according to the type of cases pending before the court, assigned as per the 

specific use of each courtroom).  Thus, there are district courts which have courtrooms with minimum 

areas of approximately 12 to 37 sqm, while others use courtrooms with minimum areas of 100 to 150 

sqm.  For example, the District Court in Slatina has 3 courtrooms – two of them are used for civil cases, 

while the third one is used for criminal cases – the smallest courtrooms for civil cases having an area of 

12.15 sqm.  On the other hand, the District Court in Motru has two courtrooms, the smallest of which, 

with an area of 104.66 sqm, being used for criminal cases.    

A similar status can be found with regard to the maximum areas of courtrooms:  there are courts in which 

the maximum area of the courtroom barely exceeds 50 sqm (the District Court in Cornetu), while in 

others the maximum area used for trials can reach over 150 sqm (the District Court in District 6 

Bucharest, the District Court in Sighetu Marmatiei or the District Court in Sibiu, which has the largest 

courtroom used for criminal cases, with an area of 177.84 sqm).      

Considering the differences found at the level of the ldistrict courts with regard to the infrastructure 

corresponding to courtrooms, the intensity of the correlation between the workload of such courts (i.e. the 

number of civil and criminal cases to handle) and the total number of courtrooms thereof should be 

analyzed.  

31%

44%

12%

7%
4%

2%

Status of district courts depending on the number of court 

rooms 

Holding 1 court room Holding 2 court rooms

Holding 3 court rooms Holding 4 court rooms

Holding 5 court rooms Holding over 5 court rooms

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 181 12,15 66,46 151,90

Criminal 128 16,20 79,27 177,84

Mixt 83 37,50 71,27 122,00

Total district courts 392 12,15 71,74 177,84

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within district courts

Type of cases judged
Number of 

court rooms

Area of court rooms
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the volume of 

activity of the district courts and the total number 

of courtrooms thereof, the simple Pearson 

correlation coefficient171 is of 0.7533, which means 

a positive, good enough correlation between the 

two variables under analysis.  This means that the 

high values of the variable “total volume of 

activity” are partially associated with the high 

values of the other variable, namely “total number 

of courtrooms”.  The indicator calculated shows 

that the district courts which have a high volume of 

activity of civil and criminal cases do not 

necessarily have a higher number of courtrooms for 

such trials.     

At a de-aggregated level, the analysis of collected 

data indicated differencies among the courts 

classified according to their volume of activity (i.e. 

the number of files to be solved) as regards the 

number of courtrooms.  Thus, the courts with a 

high volume of clauses to be solved have generally 

a higher number of courtrooms available.  For 

example, courts registrering less than 3,000 cases 

to be solved have an average of one courtroom, 

while courts with a volume of activity over 30,000 

cases have an average of 5 courtrooms. 

 

 

At an aggregated level, the district courts appear as having an average number of 2 courtrooms available. 

 

 

The analysis of the status of the areas of 

courtrooms according to the type of district courts, 

grouped by the volume of activity, shows that the 

courtrooms in disctrict courts with a volume of 

activity over 30,000 cases have a minimum area 

exceesing 30.00 sqm, while in case of courts with a 

volume of activity between 15,000 and 20,000 

cases there are courtrooms with a maximum area of 

13.00 sqm  (the District Court in Slatina).  

                                                      

 

171 The Bravais-Pearson coefficient describes the relation between the two variables and may register values between -1 and +1. The extreme 
values indicate a perfect correlation between the variables, either positive or negative, while the nule indicates the lack of a linear relation 

between the variables subject to analysis. The calculation of this coefficient requires the assessment of the relative variations of the values 

associated to the two distributions as compared to their corresponding environments. 
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Correlation between the volume of activity (number of civil and criminal 
cases) and the number of court rooms

District courts with a volume of activity of maximum 3.000 cases 1

District courts with a volume of activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 2

District courts with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 2

District courts with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 3

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 3

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 4

District courts with a volume of activity of minimum 30.001 cases 5

Total district courts 2

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within district courts

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity

Average number of 

court rooms per 

type of district court

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with a volume of activity of maximum 3.000 cases 17,00 67,74 112,80

District courts with a volume of activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 20,38 74,79 136,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 22,70 71,26 151,90

District courts with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 42,00 79,42 144,65

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 12,15 76,37 136,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 16,20 71,77 177,84

District courts with a volume of activity of minimum 30.001 cases 33,00 70,61 131,30

Total district courts 12,15 71,74 177,84

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within district courts

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity
Area of court rooms (sqm)
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A clearer picture on the major differences between district courts from the perspective of the 

infrastructure of courtrooms can be obtained by comparing the average areas of such courtrooms.   Thus, 

in the case of a district court with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases (as the case stays with the 

District Court in Brasov or the District Court in Constanta), the courtrooms have, on average, an area of 

approximately 70 sqm, while the district courts with a volume of activity between 10,001 and 15,000 

cases (the District Court in Bistrita, for example), and, between 15,001 and 20,000 cases, respectively (the 

District Court in Baia Mare and the District Court in Giurgiu, for example), have, on average, an area of 

approximately 100 sqm for courtrooms.  At the level of all district courts, the average area of a courtroom 

is around 71.74 sqm.  

(b) Tribunals 

Currently, in the 44 tribunals included in the analysis, there are 170 courtrooms, divided on three types:  

courtrooms used for civil cases, courtrooms used for criminal cases and courtrooms used for both civil 

and criminal cases (in the analysis they were called mixed cases).  

At the same time, the analysis included in addition Cluj Commercial Tribunal, the Commercial Tribunal 

in Arges and the Tribunal for Juvenile and Family in Brasov, for which the Beneficiary provided data. 

The analysis of the data collected showed that 

only 5 tribunals include only one courtroom (the 

Tribunal for Juvenile and Family in Brasov, the 

Commercial Tribunal in Cluj, the Tribunal in 

Salaj, the Tribunal in Tulcea and the Commercial 

Tribunal in Arges), while 25% (i.e. 11 courts) 

have two courtrooms each.  As many courts have 

4 to 5 courtrooms, while 21% of total number of 

tribunals have 3 courtrooms.  Eight of the 

tribunals have more than 5 courtrooms, among 

which the Tribunal in Bucharest has the highest 

number of courtrooms – 22.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Currently, at aggregate level, the tribunals have 109 

courtrooms used for civil cases, 53 courtrooms for 

criminal cases and 8 courtrooms for mixed cases 

(both civil and criminal).  

 

Major differences between tribunals are found with respect to the areas of courtrooms according to the 

use thereof (in accordance with the type of cases pending before the court, assigned according to the 

specific use of each courtroom).  Thus, there are tribunals which have courtrooms with minimum areas of 

approximately 22 to 60 sqm, while others use courtrooms use minimum areas between 80 and 100 sqm.  

For example, the Tribunal in Buzau has 3 courtrooms – two of them are used for civil cases, while the 

third one is used for criminal cases – the smallest courtroom for civil cases is of 22.60 sqm.  On the other 

11%

25%

21%

11%

14%

18%

Status of tribunals depending on the number of court 

rooms 

Holding 1 court room Holding 2 court rooms

Holding 3 court rooms Holding 4 court rooms

Holding 5 court rooms Holding over 5 court rooms

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 109 22,60 70,14 150,00

Criminal 53 36,80 91,76 153,86

Mixed 8 60,58 85,80 115,10

Total tribunals 170 22,60 78,50 153,86

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms in tribunals

Type of causes 

judged

Number of court 

rooms 

Area of court rooms
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hand, the Tribunal in Braila has two courtrooms, out of which the smallest is used for criminal cases and 

has an area of 93 sqm.  

A similar status can be found in the case of maximum areas of courtrooms:  there are courts in which the 

maximum area of courtrooms barely exceeds 36 sqm (the Tribunal in Ialomita), but also others in which 

the maximum area of the area used for trials can reach over 110 sqm (the Tribunal in Mures, the Tribunal 

in Bihor or the Tribunal in Satu Mare, which has the largest courtroom used for criminal cases – each 

with an area of 153.86 sqm).    

Considering the differences found at the level of tribunals from the perspective of the infrastructure of 

courtrooms, the intensity of the correlation between the volume of activity of tribunals (the number of 

civil and criminal cases to handle) and the total number of courtrooms should be analyzed.  

  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the volume of 

activity of tribunals and the total number of 

courtrooms thereof, the simple Pearson correlation 

coefficient is of 0.8924, which indicates a strong, 

positive correlation between the two variables 

under analysis.  This means that the high values of 

the variable “total volume of activity” are strongly 

associated with the high values of the other 

variable, namely “total number of courtrooms”.  

The indicator calculated shows that the tribunals 

with a high number of civil and criminal cases 

generally have a higher number of courtrooms for 

such cases.      

When analyzing the number of courtrooms in 

tribunals, major differencies are found among these 

institutions depending on the volume of activity.  

The number of courtrooms modifies proportionally 

to the volume of activity of each court.  For 

example, tribunals with a volume of activity less 

than 5,000 cases to handle have on average one 

courtroom, while tribunals with a volume of 

activity between 10,001 and 20,000 cases have on 

average 4 such courtrooms available. 

 

In the case of tribunals with a volume of activity of over 30,001 cases the influence of the Tribunal in 

Bucharest (which has 22 courtrooms) distorts the result of the analysis.  Beside the Tribunal in Bucharest, 

there is only one tribunal with a volume of activity over 30,000 cases annually – the Tribunal in Dolj – 

which has only 6 courtrooms.    

At an aggregated level, the tribunals in Romania appear as having on average 4 courtrooms available.  
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Correlation between the volume of activity (number of civil and criminal 
cases) and the number of court rooms  

Tribunals with a volume of activity under 5.000 cases 1

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 3

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 4

Tribunals with a volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 4

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 5

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 14

Total tribunals 4

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms in tribunals

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Average number 

of court rooms 
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The analysis of the status of the areas of 

courtrooms according to the type of tribunals, 

grouped by the volume of activity, indicates that 

the minimum area of a courtroom within the 

tribunals with a volume of activity less than 5,000 

cases is of 32.26 sqm (the Tribunal in Covasna), 

while in the case of tribunals with a volume of 

activity between 5,000 and 10,000 cases, the 

minimum courtroom has an area of 22.60 sqm.  

A clearer picture on the major differences between tribunals from the perspective of the infrastructure of 

courtrooms can be obtained by comparing the average areas of such courtrooms.  Thus, in the case of a 

tribunal with a volume of activity between 20,001 and 30,000 cases (as the Tribunal in Constanta or the 

Tribunal in Iasi), the average area of a courtroom is around 65 sqm, while the tribunals with a volume of 

activity between 5,001 and 10,000 cases (the Tribunal in Giurgiu or the Tribunal in Olt, for example), 

have an average area of approximately 100 sqm for courtrooms.  At the level of all tribunals, the average 

area of a courtroom is of approximately 78.50 sqm.   

 

(c) Courts of Appeal 

Currently, in the 15 courts of appeal included in the analysis, there are 56 courtrooms, used for civil cases 

and for criminal cases.  

 

The analysis of the data collected showed that 

currently there is no court of appeal with less than 

two courtrooms available.  Three of the courts of 

appeal include two courtrooms each (the Court of 

Appeal in Pitesti, the Court of Appeal in Ploiesti 

and the Court of Appeal in Iasi), while 7 courts of 

appeal have three courtrooms each.  The Court of 

Appeal in Timisoara has 5 courtrooms, while the 

Court of Appeal in Bucharest is the only one with 

12 courtrooms.      

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Currently, at aggregate level, the courts of appeal 

have 36 courtrooms used for civil cases and 20 

courtrooms used for criminal cases.  There is a 

clear specialization and delineation between the 

types of cases (civil and criminal) with regard to 

the use of courtrooms for these cases.  

At the level of the courts of appeal there are no courtrooms for trials of mixed cases (both civil and 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with a volume of activity under 5.000 cases 32,26 59,79 86,15

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 22,60 81,54 150,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 24,00 82,97 153,86

Tribunals with a volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 27,55 77,35 141,45

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 30,00 77,86 107,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 31,90 62,87 92,40

Total tribunals 22,60 78,50 153,86

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms in tribunals

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Area of court rooms (sqm)

0%

20%

46%

20%

7%

7%

Status of courts of appeal depending on the number of 

court rooms

Holding 1 court room Holding 2 court rooms

Holding 3 court rooms Holding 4 court rooms

Holding 5 court rooms Holding over 5 court rooms

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 36 23,20 88,17 211,60

Criminal 20 29,20 101,70 210,40

Total courts of appeal 56 23,20 85,86 211,60

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within courts of appeal 

Type of court room
Number of court 

rooms

Area of court rooms 
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criminal). 

Major differences between the courts of appeal are found with regard to the areas of courtrooms 

according to the use thereof (in accordance with the type of cases pending before the court, assigned 

according to the specific use of each courtroom).  There are courts of appeal which have courtrooms with 

minimum areas of approximately 23 to 43 sqm, while other courts of appeal use courtrooms with 

minimum areas between 60 and 130 sqm.  For example, the Court of Appeal in Pitesti has 2 courtrooms – 

one for civil cases and the second for criminal cases – the smallest courtroom for civil cases in Romania 

having 23.20 sqm.  On the other hand, the Court of Appeal in Ploiesti has two courtrooms, each with an 

area of 135 sqm (one for civil cases and the other one for criminal cases).  

A similar status can be found in the case of the maximum areas of courtrooms:  in the case of the Court of 

Appeal in Pitesti, the maximum area of the courtrooms barely exceeds 29 sqm, while in the case of the 

Court of Appeal in Alba Iulia and that in Cluj, the maximum area of the space used for trials exceeds 150 

sqm.  The Court of Appeal in Bucharest has the largest courtroom used for civil cases – 211.60 sqm.    

Considering the differences found at the level of the courts of appeal from the perspective of the 

infrastructure of courtrooms, the intensity of the correlation between the volume of activity of the various 

typers of courts of appeal (i.e. the number of civil and criminal cases to handle) and the total number of 

courtrooms should be analyzed.  

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the volume of 

activity of the courts of appeal and the total number 

of courtrooms thereof, the simple Pearson 

correlation coefficient is of 0,8560, which indicates 

a strong, positive correlation between the two 

variables under analysis.  The indicator calculated 

show that the courts of appeal that have a high 

number of civil and criminal cases generally have a 

higher number of courtrooms for such cases.   

However, taking into account the low number of values (15 courts of appeal) of the two variables 

analysed (i.e. the volume of activity and courtrooms), the results obtained should be interpreted 

precautionary.    

When analyzing the number of courtrooms in the 

courts of appeal, both the courts of appeal with a 

volume of activity less than 7,000 cases to handle 

and the courts of appeal with a volume of activity 

between 7,001 and 15,000 cases appear as having 

on average three courtrooms.   

The courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases have on average 8 courtrooms, but these 

results should be interpreted precautionary, as the only courts of appeal in the latter category are the Court 

of Appeal in Bucharest, with 12 courtrooms and the Court of Appeal in Craiova, with only 3 courtrooms. 

At an aggregated level, the courts of appeal in Romania appear as having an average of 4 courtrooms. 
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Correlation between the volume of activity  (number of civil and criminal 
cases) and the number of court rooms

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7.000 cases 3

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7.001-15.000 cases 3

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases 8

Total courts of appeal 4

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within courts of appeal 

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity
Average number 

of court rooms
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The analysis of the status of the areas of 

courtrooms according to the type of courts of 

appeal, grouped by the volume of activity, shows 

that the courtrooms in the courts of appeal with a 

volume of activity over 15,000 cases have a 

minimum area over 55.00 sqm,  

while in the case of the courts with a volume of activity less than 7,000 cases there are courtrooms with 

an area not exceeding 24.00 sqm (the Court of Appeal in Pitesti -23,20 sqm). 

A clearer picture on the major differences among the courts of appeal from the perspective of the 

infrastructure of courtrooms can be obtained by comparing the average areas of such courtrooms.  

Thus, in the case of the Court of Appeal in Constanta, which has a volume of activity between 7,001 and 

15,000 cases, the average area of a courtroom is around 76 sqm, while in the case of the Court of Appeal 

in Alba Iulia (with a similar volume of activity), the average area of a courtroom is of approximately 110 

sqm.  In the case of the courts of appeal with a volume of activity of over 15,001 cases, the Court of 

Appeal in Bucharest has courtrooms the average areas of which are of around 139 sqm, while the Court of 

Appeal in Craiova has courtrooms the average area of which is approximately 58.33 sqm.  At the level of 

all courts of appeal, the average area of a courtroom is around 85.86 sqm.     

 

(d) HCCJ 

Currently, in the HCCJ, there are 5 courtrooms:  

one courtroom for civil cases, one for criminal 

cases, one for commercial cases, one for 

administrative litigations and one for the solution 

of cases of the competence of the united sections of 

the HCCJ.   

The analysis of the data collected shows that the 

minimum area of a courtroom is 53.77 sqm, which 

is the area of the courtroom used for civil cases.   

The largest courtroom in the HCCJ is the area of 

the courtroom used for criminal cases, of 74.21 

sqm. 

 

 

(ii). Status of the council chambers 

(a) District Courts 

Currently, in the 179 district courts, there are 74 areas used for council chambers.  Part of them are 

exclusively used  for civil cases, part of them are intended for criminal cases,  but there are also areas  

used both civil and criminal cases (in the analysis they were called mixed cases).   

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7.000 cases 23,20 58,25 144,50

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7.001-15.000 cases 43,56 99,89 172,00

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases 55,00 98,77 211,60

Total courts of appeal 23,20 85,86 211,60

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Status of court rooms within courts of appeal 

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity
Area of court rooms (sqm)

Minimum Medium Maximum

53,77 64,40 74,21

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts

Civil

Criminal

1

1

Status of court rooms in the HCCJ

Type of court room Number of court rooms

General status within the HCCJ

Total number of court rooms

5

Commercial 1

Adm. Litigations 1

Unified sections 1

Area of court rooms
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The analysis of the data collected showed that 64% 

of the total number of district courts (i.e. 115 

courts) do not include an area intended for council 

chamber, while 30% thereof (i.e. 54 courts) have 

only one council chamber.  Only 6% of all district 

courts have 2 council chambers (the district courts 

in Campeni, Petrosani, Giurgiu, Bolintin Vale, 

Caracal, Liesti, Adjud, Murgeni, Oradea and 

Faget).  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

1.  

Currently, at aggregate level, the district courts 

have 36 council chambers used for civil cases, 16 

chambers for criminal cases and 22 chambers for 

mixed cases (both civil and criminal).  

At the country level, there are district courts with 

areas intended as council chambers whose minimal 

area does not exceed 8 sqm (the district courts in 

Petrosani,  

Oltenita, Bolinitin Vale, Ramnicu Valcea and Ploiesti), while other district courts use minimal areas up to 

70 sqm (the District Court in Rosiorii de Vede and that in Videle) or 95 sqm (the District Court in Husi). 

A similar status can be found in the case of the maximum areas of council chambers:  there are courts 

where the maximum area of the council chambers is of 8 sqm (the District Court in Oltenita, the District 

Court in Ramnicu Valcea), but also district courts where the maximum area of the council chambers can 

reach to over 80 sqm (the district courts in Husi, Murgeni and Faget).  

Considering the differences found at the level of the district courts with regard to the infrastructure 

corresponding to council chambers, the intensity of the correlation between the workload of such courts 

(i.e. the number of civil and criminal cases to handle) and the total number of council chambers should be 

analyzed.  

  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the volume of 

activity of district courts and the total number of 

council chambers, the simple Pearson correlation 

coefficient is -0.0022, which shows the absence of 

a correlation between the two variables under 

analysis.  This means that no connection may be 

determined between the values of the variable 

“total volume of activity” and the values of the 

other variable, namely “total number of council 

chambers”.  The lack of correlation indicates that 

the volume of activity in district courts is not 

adequately reflected in the infrastructure of the 

64%

30%

6%

Status of district court depending on the number of 

council chambers

Not holding a council chamber Holding 1 council chamber Holding 2 council chambers

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 36 8,00 29,63 70,00

Criminal 16 4,00 22,67 80,00

Mixed 22 8,00 28,57 95,00

Total district courts 74 4,00 27,89 95,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Status of council chambers within district courts

Type of council 

chamber

Number of 

council 

chambers

Area of council chambers
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areas used as council chambers.      

This fact is explained under the terms of the current provisions of the codes, taking into account the 

limited number of cases processed in council chamber currently. 

In exchange, after the effective date of the New Codes, which require the integral to carry out the 

wholetrail investigation stage under the council chamber procedure, the existing infrastructure will have 

to be adequately adapted. 

When broken down on each type of district court 

analyzed according to the annual volume of activity 

(number of cases to handle), the analysis of data 

collected showed that the 54 district courts with a 

volume of activity under 3,000 cases have 

altogether only 22 areas for council chambers.  

  

At the same time, the 83 district courts with a volume of activity between 3,000 and 10,000 cases have 

only 36 areas for council chambers, while district courts with a volume of activity over 20,000 cases have 

only 9 such areas.  

At an aggregate level, only 50% of the district courts in Romania have a room intended for council 

chamber.   

 

If analysing the status of the areas of council 

chambers according to the type of district courts, 

grouped by volume of activity, the rooms  for 

council chambers in district courts with a volume 

of activity over 15,000 cases appear to have a 

minimum area over 14.00 sqm,  

while in case of courts with a volume of activity between 20,000 and 30,000 cases there are such areas 

which do not exceed 4 sqm (the District Court in Ploiesti).  

A clearer picture on the major differences between district courts from the perspective of the 

infrastructure of council chambers can be obtained by comparing the average areas of such chambers.  

Thus, in the case of district courts with a volume of activity over 30,000 cases, the average area of a 

council chamber is of approximately 26 sqm, while for district courts with a volume of activity below 

5,000 cases, this average area is around 30 sqm.  At the level of all district courts, the average area of a 

council chamber is 27.89 sqm.  

 

 

 

 

 

Status of council chambers within district courts

District courts with a volume of activity under 3.000 cases 54 22

District courts with a volume of activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 40 20

District courts with a volume of activity between5.001-10.000 cases 43 16

District courts with a volume of activity between10.001-15.000 cases 11 3

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 9 4

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 12 5

District courts with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 10 4

Total district courts 179 74

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity
Number of 

district courts

Number of 

council chambers

Status of council chambers within district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with a volume of activity under 3.000 cases 9,00 29,88 81,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 10,08 33,99 95,00

District courts with a volume of activity between5.001-10.000 cases 6,35 24,94 63,00

District courts with a volume of activity between10.001-15.000 cases 7,00 17,25 23,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 8,00 11,40 16,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 4,00 20,94 48,66

District courts with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 14,10 26,01 40,00

Total district courts 4,00 27,89 95,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity
Area of council chambers (sqm)
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50%

29%

21%

Status of tribunals depending on the number of council 

chambers

Not holding a council chamber Holding 1 council chamber Holding 2 council chambers

(b) Tribunals 

Currently, in the 44 tribunals included in the analysis there are 30 council chambers, divided on council 

chambers for civil cases, council chambers for criminal cases and council chambers for both civil and 

criminal cases (in the analysis they were called mixed cases).   

The analysis of the data collected showed that 

half of the tribunals do not have any council 

chamber.  Out of the total tribunals under 

analysis, 29% have one council chamber (12 

tribunals), while 21% thereof have 2 council 

chambers (the tribunals in Bacau, Calarasi, 

Giurgiu, Gorj, Galaţi, Vrancea, Vaslui, Arges and 

Damboviţa).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

i.  

Currently, at aggregate level, the tribunals have 15 

council chambers for civil cases, 9 for criminal cases 

and 6 areas for council chambers for mixed cases 

(both civil and criminal).  

From the perspective of the areas of council chambers according to the use thereof (as per the type of 

cases pending before the court, assigned according to the specific use of each council chamber), the 

analysis of data collected has not indicated major discrepancies among the types of council chambers.  

Irrespective of the type of cases handled, the council chambers have minimum areas between about 9 and 

12 sqm.  For example, the Tribunal in Buzau has one council chamber for civil cases of 9 sqm, the 

Tribunals in Calarasi and Valcea each have one chamber of 9 sqm. for criminal cases and the Tribunal in 

Arges has one council chamber of 12.11 sqm for mixed cases (both civil and criminal).  

A similar status can be found in the case of the maximum areas of areas intended for council chambers:  

they range between 70 and 81 sqm.  The largest area for council chamber for civil cases is found in the 

Tribunal in Gorj and the Tribunal in Timis has the largest area for council chamber for criminal cases.  

For mixed cases, the largest area for council chamber is in the Tribunal in Brasov. 

  

In the case of the relation between the volume of 

activity of tribunals and the total number of council 

chambers, the simple Pearson correlation 

coefficient is -0.1389, which indicates a lack of 

correlation between the two variables under 

analysis.  This means that no connection may be 

determined between the values of the variable 

“total volume of activity” and the values of the 

other variable, namely “total number of council 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 15 9,00 33,00 70,00

Criminal 9 9,00 28,90 71,00

Mixed 6 12,11 34,81 81,00

Total tribunals 30 9,00 33,19 81,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Status of council chambers within tribunals

Type of council 

chamber 

Number of council 

chambers
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chambers”.  

For example, the Tribunal in Bucharest has the highest volume of activity, but does not have any area 

provided for council chamber.  The lack of correlation shows that the volume of activity in tribunals is not 

adequately reflected in the infrastructure of the council chambers.  This fact may be explained under the 

current provisions of the codes, taking into account the limited number of cases handled in council 

chamber procedure currently.  But after the enforcement of the New Codes, the existing infrastructure 

will have to be adapted accordingly.  

Tribunals with a volume of activity under 5,000 

files (the Tribunal in Covasna and the Tribunal for 

Juvenile and Family in Brasov) and those with a 

volume of activity over 30,000 cases (the tribunals 

in Bucharest and Dolj) do not have any area 

intended for council chamber.  

 

Moreover, further to the analysis of data colleted, the 24 tribunals with a volume of activity between 

5,000 and 15,000 cases have a total of 17 rooms for council chamber, while the 14 tribunals with a 

volume of activity between 15,000 and 30,000 cases have altogether 13 areas for council room.   

 

 

Analysing the status of the areas of council 

chambers according to the type of tribunal, 

grouped by volume of activity, the smallest 

area of a chamber appears to range between 9 

sqm for tribunals with a volume of activity 

between 5,000 and 15,000 cases and 39.65 sqm 

for the Tribunal in Cluj (with a volume of 

activity between 20,000 and 30,000 cases). 

A clearer picture on the major differences between tribunals from the perspective of the area of council 

chambers can be obtained by comparing the maximum areas of such chambers.  Thus, for a tribunal with 

a volume of activity between 10,000 and 15,000 cases (as the Tribunal in Maramures), the maximum area 

of a council chamber is around 30.18 sqm, while the tribunals with a volume of activity between 15,000 

and 20,000 cases (the Tribunal in Brasov, for example) have council chambers with a maximum area of 

up to 81 sqm.  At the level of all tribunals, the average area of a council chamber is around 33.19 sqm.  

 

 

(c) Courts of Appeal 

Within the 15 courts of appeal under analysis there are 9 council chambers.  Some of them are assigned 

only for civil cases, while other for criminal cases.  The 15 courts of appeal do not have council cases for 

both civil and criminal cases.   

 

Status of council chambers within tribunals

Tribunals with a volume of activity under 5.000 cases 2 0

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 14 12

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 10 5

Tribunals with a volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 9 11

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 5 2

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 2 0

Total tribunals 42 30

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Number of 

tribunals

Number of 

council chambers

Status of council chambers within tribunals

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with a volume of activity under 5.000 cases 0,00 0,00 0,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 9,00 30,66 69,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 9,00 22,03 30,18

Tribunals with a volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 12,11 36,14 81,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 39,65 55,33 71,00

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 0,00 0,00 0,00

Total tribunals 9,00 33,19 81,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Area of council chambers (sqm)
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The analysis of the data collected showed that there 

are 8 courts of appeal, i.e. 54% of the total courts of 

appeal under analysis, which do not have any area 

intended for council chamber procedure.  Five of 

the courts of appeal have one council chamber each 

(the courts of appeal in:  Bacau, Cluj, Iasi, Ploiesti 

si Suceava), while only two courts of appeal (i.e. 

13% of the total number of courts under analysis) 

have two areas for council chamber procedure each 

(the Court of Appeal in Galaţi and the Court of 

Appeal in Oradea).  

 

 

Currently, at aggregate level, the courts of appeal 

have 7 council chamber for civil cases and 2 for 

criminal cases.  

 

The courts of appeal in Galaţi and the one in Oradea each have two council chambers.The Court of 

Appeal in Galaţi has two chambers of similar sizes:  a chamber of 14.10 sqm (for civil cases) and a 

chamber of 14.60 sqm (for criminal cases).  The Court of Appeal in Oradea has 2 areas for council 

chambers which are 2,5 times larger than the council chambers of Galati Court of Appeal – one of 36.70 

sqm (for civil cases) and one of 35.65 sqm (for criminal cases).  The analysis of data collected showed 

that there are discrepancies between the minimum areas of council chambers within the variour courts of 

appeal.  For example, in the case of the Court of Appeal in Galaţi the minimum area of a council chamber 

is 14.10 sqm, while in the Court of Appeal in Bacau there is a single council chamber with an area of 

56.40 sqm.  

 

  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Anlysing the correlation between the volume of 

activity of the courts of appeal (i.e the number of 

civl and criminal cases to be handled) and the total 

number of council chambers, the simple Pearson 

correlation coefficient is -0.30, which means 

indicates a lack of correlation between the two 

variables under analysis.  This means that no 

connection may be determined between the values 

of the variable “total volume of activity” and the 

values of the other variable, namely “total number 

of areas for council chambers”. 

54%

33%

13%

Status of courts of appeal depending on the number of 

council chambers

Not holding a council chamber Holding 1 council chamber Holding 2 council chambers

Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 7 14,10 33,72 56,40

Criminal 2 14,60 25,13 35,65

Mixed 0 0,00 0,00 0,00

Total courts 9 14,10 33,68 56,40

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Status of council chambers within the courts of appeal

Type of council 

chambers

Number of 

council 

chambers

Area of council chambers
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Correlation between the volume of activity (number of civil and criminal 
cases) and the number of council chambers
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Considering the low number (15 courts of appeal) of values registered for the two variables analysed 

(volume of activity and council chambers), the results obtained should be interpreted precautionary.  

The data analysis showed that there are courts of appeal with no council chamber that generally have a 

high volume of civil and criminal cases.  For example, the Court of Appeal in Bucharest does not have 

any area intended for council chamber procedure, but it has the highest volume of activity (46,492 cases).   

The analysis of the status of the council chambers 

according to the volume of activity showed that 

there are 2 courts of appeal with a volume of 

activity of over 15,000 cases which do not have 

any council chamber.  The 5 courts of appeal with 

a volume of activity below 7.,000 cases have 3 

council chambers. 

 

Within the 8 courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7,000 and 15,000 cases there are 6 

council chambers.    

 

If analysing the status of the areas of council 

chambers according to the workload of the courts 

of appeal, the minimum area for the courts of 

appeal with a volume of activity below 7,000 cases 

is 35.65 sqm., while the courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7,000 and 15,000 cases have 

council chambers with an area 2.5 times smaller (14.10 sqm).  

A clearer picture on the major differences between the courts of appeal from the perspective of the area 

intended for the procedure of council chambers can be obtained by comparing the average areas of such 

chambers.  

Thus, in the case of the courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7,000 cases, the average area of 

council chambers is around 46 sqm.  The courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7,000 and 

15,000 cases appear to have an area area of council chambers around 28 sqm.  Within the courts of appeal 

with a volume of activity over 15,000 cases, there are no council chambers.  Consequently, at the level of 

all courts of appeal, the average area of a council chamber is around 33.68 sqm.  

 

(d) HCCJ 

According to the data made available, HCCJ has no area for council chamber, either for civil or for 

criminal cases. 

Status of council chambers within the courts of appeal

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity under 7.000 cases 5 3

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity  between 7.001-15.000 cases 8 6

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity over 15.001 cases 2 0

Total - courts of appeal 15 9

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity 
Number of 

courts of appeal

Number of 

council chambers

Status of council chambers within the courts of appeal

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity under 7.000 cases 35,65 46,29 56,40

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity  between 7.001-15.000 cases 14,10 28,64 55,75

Courts of appeal with the volume of activity over 15.001 cases 0,00 0,00 0,00

Total - courts of appeal 14,10 33,68 56,40

Source: Statistical data referring to infrstructure collected from courts

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity 
Area of council chambers (sqm)
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(iii). Status of judge offices 

(a) District Courts 

Apart from the courtrooms, the judge offices are key areas in any court.  There are 1,007 judge offices 

in the 179 district courts in Romania, which means, on average, approximately 6 such areas in each 

district court.  In reality, there are signifcant variations among district courts with regard to the number 

of judge offices. 

 

Considering the differences found within the district courts with respect to the infrastructure of judge 

offices, the intensity of the correlation between the number of judge offices and the district courts‟ 

volume of activity (i.e. the number of civil and criminal cases to handle), on the one hand, and of the 

correlation between the number of judges and the number of workspaces used by them, on the other 

hand, should be analyzed.  

In the case of the relation between the volume of activity and the number of judge offices, the simple 

correlation coefficient is 0.76, which indicates a moderate correlation between the two variables under 

analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are partially correlated with 

the high value of the other variable (number of judge offices).  The indicator calculated shows that not 

all district courts with a high volume of civil and criminal cases have a corresponding higher number 

of workspaces used by judges.  Thus, the district courts with an annual volume of activity below 3,000 

cases have, on average, 3 judge offices, while the courts with a volume of activity between 3,000 and 

10,000 cases have, on average, 4 or 5 such areas.  Also, within the 10 district courts which handle on 

an annual basis over 30,000 civil and criminal cases, there are, on average, 13 judge offices. 

30%

36%

24%

7%
2% 1%

Status of district courts regarding the number of judge 

offices 

Holding maximum 3 offices 
allocated for judges

Holding 4 or 5 offices allocated 
for judges

Holding between 6 and 10 
offices allocated for judges

Holding between 11 and 15 
offices allocated for judges

Holding between 16 and 20 
offices allocated for judges

Holding over 21 offices allocated 
for judges

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the data collected revealed that 30% 

of the district courts have maximum 3  judge 

offices, while other 36% are below average, with 4 

or 5 workspaces for judges.  Only 7% of the district 

courts have between 11 and 15 workspaces used by 

judges, while 24% of the district courts have 

between 6 and 10 judge offices.  There are 4 district 

courts with 16 to 20 offices (the District Courts of 

Districts 1 and 2 in Bucharest and the District Court 

in Arad) and one district court with over 21 offices:  

the District Court of Timisoara. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of judge offices in district courts

District courts with activity under 3.000 cases 3

District courts with activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 4

District courts with activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 5

District courts with activity between  10.001-15.000 cases 8

District courts with activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 9

District courts with activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 12

District courts with activity over 30.001 cases 13

Total district courts                                     6     

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity
Average number of 

judge offices

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the number of 

judges and the number of offices thereof, the Pearson 

coefficient also indicates a strong correlation (0.84), 

which shows that the district courts where a high 

number of judges work generally have a 

considerable number of offices for such judges.  The 

analysis of the data collected showed that the district 

courts where 2 judges work have 2 offices for this 

category of staff (the District Courts in Orastie, 

Agnita, Rupea, Somcuţa Mare, Targu Lapus, 

Harsova, Babadag, Liesti, Murgeni, Chisinau Cris, 

Bozovici), while district courts with over 30 judges 

generally have over 9 such areas.     
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Status of judge offices in district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with activity under 3.000 cases 2,00 20,24 55,00

District courts with activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 6,00 20,32 49,00

District courts with activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 6,50 21,35 54,00

District courts with activity between  10.001-15.000 cases 9,00 21,45 80,00

District courts with activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 8,00 24,96 98,54

District courts with activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 8,40 22,11 48,60

District courts with activity over 30.001 cases 5,00 22,71 59,92

Total district courts 2,00 21,07 98,54

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity
Area of judge offices

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Major discrepancies between district courts are 

also found from the perspective of the sizes of the 

judges‟ offices.  Thus, there are offices the area of 

which does not exceed 2 sqm (the District Court in 

Slatina), while in the case of the district courts in 

Medias, Gherla, Somcuţa Mare, Vanju Mare, 

Bozovici, the minimum areas of the judge offices 

can be over 30 sqm.  

A similar status can be also found in the case of the maximum areas of the judge offices in different district 

courts:  there are courts where the maximum area of the offices does not exceed 12 sqm (the District Court 

in Alexandria), but also district courts where the maximum area of a space used as judge office can exceed 

80 sqm (the district courts in Turda, Drobeta Turnu Severin).  

A clearer picture on the major differences among the district courts from the perspective of the 

infrastructure of the judge offices can be obtained by comparing the average areas of the judge offices from 

the different courts.  Thus, in the case of the district courts in Urziceni, Huedin, Husi, the average area of 

an office of the judges does not exceed 10.00 sqm, while in the case of the district courts in Medias, 

Somcuţa Mare, Drobeta Turnu Severin, the judge offices have, on average, an area of over 40 sqm.  At the 

level of the entire country, the average area of an office of the judges is around 21.07 sqm.   
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In order to verify whether there is any connection between the total area of the judge offices and the 

volume of activity of the courts, on the one hand, and between the total area of the judge offices and the 

number of judges, on the other hand, the correlation coefficients of these sets of variables were assesed.  In 

the case of the first indicator the value obtained was 0.75, which indicates a partial correlation of the 

variables under analysis, while the value of the second correlation coefficient reveals a relatively strong 

association of the variables considered (0.80).  The data obtained show that the area assigned to all the 

judge offices in the district courts seems to be correlated to a higher extent with the number of judges than 

with the volume of activity of the district courts. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

The most suitable indicator to compare the current status of the infrastructure used for the judges is the 

average area available for a judge (sqm/judge).  In the case of this indicator there are major differences 

between the district courts as well:  in certain courts (the district courts in Slatina, Bacau, Craiova, 

Pitesti, Buzau) there are judges with an assigned workspace below 3 sqm, while in the district courts 

in Orastie, Bozovici, Somcuţa Mare, Dej and Chisineu Cris the minimum area of the office of a judge 

can be even 10 times higher.  There are district courts where the maximum area of an office of a judge 

does not exceed 6 sqm (the district courts in Saliste, Zarnesti, Pitesti) while in the case of other district 

courts there are judges that have a workspace of over 50 sqm (the district courts in Giurgiu, Baia 

Mare, Reghin, Faget).  The analysis of the average area allocated to the judges in different courts 

indicates that the judges in the district courts in Pitesti and Ploiesti, have, on average, a workspace 

below 5 sqm, while in the case of the district courts in Orastie, Faget, Bozovici and Somcuta Mare, the 

average workspace exceeds 30 sqm. 

Status of judge offices in district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with activity under 3.000 cases 0,50 17,89 55,00

District courts with activity between 3.001-5.000 cases 3,57 16,90 49,00

District courts with activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 4,00 14,75 54,00

District courts with activity between  10.001-15.000 cases 3,61 13,41 43,61

District courts with activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 2,67 11,78 61,44

District courts with activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 2,77 11,44 48,60

District courts with activity over 30.001 cases 2,50 10,03 46,58

Total district courts 0,50 15,51 61,44

Average area available for a judge
Type of district court depending on the volume of activity

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At the level of all district courts in Romania, the 

average area of the workspace available to a judge in 

the office is 15.51 sqm.  

20%

33%

45%

2%

Status of district courts depending on the average area 
available for a judge in the office (sqm) 

Average area available for a 
judge in the office is less than 10 
sqm 

Average area available for a 
judge in the office is between 10 
sqm and 15 sqm

Average area available for a 
judge in the office is between 15 
sqm and 30 sqm

Average area available for a 
judge in the office is over 30 
sqm

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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The analysis of the status of district courts according to the average area of the workspace available to a 

judge inside the office (sqm) showed that in 20% of the district courts the average area of the workspace 

of a judge is under 10 sqm, while in about 33% of all district courts in Romania, the average area of the 

workspace available to a judge ranges between 10 and 15 sqm.  The categories of district courts where the 

average area of the workspace available to a judge in the office is between 15 and 30 sqm are around 45% 

of the total number of district courts.  The district courts where the average area allocated to a judge 

exceeds 30 sqm make up a small percentage of 2% of the total thereof.   

 

(b) Tribunals 

Within the 38 tribunals in Romania that supplied data with respect to area available for judges, there 

are 1,151 judges and 621 judge offices, which mean, on average, about 16 offices in each tribunal. 

The tribunals in Sibiu, Neamt, Dambovita and the tribunal for Juvenile and Family in Brasov were 

excluded from the analysis, as they did not provided complete data in the format requested.  These 

institutions have not provided information concerning the number of judges in each judge office 

(Neamt and Dambovita tribunals) or they have provided unreliable information regarding the offices 

area – 0 sqm (Sibiu Tribunal) or they failed to provide data regarding the offices used by the judges 

specialized in solving criminal matters (Brasov Juvenile and Family Tribunal). 

The analysis of collected data showed significant variations among the tribunals with regard to the 

number of judge offices. 

Considering the differences found at the level of the tribunals with respect to the infrastructure of the 

judge offices, an analysis was performed of the intensity of the correlation between the number of 

judge offices and the tribunals‟ volume of activity (the number of civil and criminal cases to handle), 

on the one hand, and of the correlation between the number of judges and the number of workspaces 

used by them, on the other hand. 

5%

21%

32%

24%

18%

Status of tribunals depending on the number of judge offices

Holding maximum 5 offices allocated for judges 
Holding between 6 and 10 offices allocated for judges 
Holding between 11 and 15 offices allocated for judges 
Holding between16 and 20 offices allocated for judges 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of data collected indicated that 

there are tribunals with only 4 (the Tribunal in 

Prahova) or 5 judge offices (the Tribunal in 

Tulcea).  There are 7 tribunals which have over 

20 judge offices:  the Tribunal in Bucharest – 

76 offices, the Tribunal in Timis – 28 offices, 

the Tribunal in Arad – 27 offices, the Tribunal 

in Botosani and Gorj – each with 24 offices, the 

Tribunal in Iasi and Hunedoara – each with 22 

offices.  

Out of the total number of tribunals under 

analysis, 21% have between 6 and 10 judge 

offices, 32% between 11 and 15 offices and 

24% between 16 and 20 such offices.   
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of judge offices in tribunals 

Tribunals with activity under 5.000 cases 8

Tribunals with volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 13

Tribunals with volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 16

Tribunals with volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 16

Tribunals with volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 18

Tribunals with volume of activity over 30.001 cases 43

Total tribunals 16

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Average number of 

judge offices

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the number of cases to handle and the number of judge offices, the 

simple correlation coefficient is 0.82, which indicates a strong positive correlation between the two 

variables under analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are strongly 

associated with the high values of the other variable (number of judge offices).  This indicator shows 

that the tribunals with a high volume of activity generally have a smaller number of workspaces for 

judges.  Thus, the tribunals with an annual volume of activity between 10,000 and 20,000 cases to 

handle have, on average, 16 judge offices, those with a volume of activity between 20,000 and 30,000 

cases have, on average, 18 such offices, while the tribunals with a volume of activity of over 30,000 

cases have, on average, almost three times more such offices (43 judge offices).  Taking into account 

the Tribunal in Bucharest (that has 76 judge offices) in the category of tribunals with a volume of 

activity over 30,000 cases distorts the results of the analysis within this type of courts.  This because 

beside the Tribunal in Bucharest, there is a single tribunal with the volume of activity over 30,000 

cases, namely the Tribunal in Dolj, which has only 9 areas for judge offices.  At the other end rank 14 

tribunals with a volume of activity between 5,000 and 10,000 cases that have, on average, 13 judge 

offices. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

In the case of the relation between the number 

of judges and the number of offices thereof, the 

Pearson coefficient indicates a strong 

correlation (0.87), which means that among the 

tribunals with a high number of judges there 

generally is a high number of offices for such 

judges.  The analysis of the data collected 

showed that in the tribunals with 11 to 15 

judges there are 5 (the Tribunal in Tulcea) to 

15 (the Tribunal in Harghita) offices for this 

category of staff.  

In the case of tribunals with over 40 judges there generally are 20 such workspaces.  Nevertheless, 

there are exceptions, like that of the Tribunal in Dolj, where there are 57 judges and only 9 offices for 

them.  In the case of the Tribunal in Bucharest, there are 76 offices for 155 judges. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Major discrepancies are also found at the level 

of the tribunals from the perspective of the areas 

of the judge offices.  Thus, there are offices the 

area of which does not exceed 6 sqm (the 

Tribunals in Arges and Bucuresti), while in the 

case of the Tribunal in Satu Mare, the minimum 

area of an office of the judges is 21.80 sqm.  

 

With respect to the maximum areas of the judge offices, it is ascertained that there are offices with a 

maximum area of 15 sqm (the Tribunal in Arges), but also offices the maximum area of which reaches 

122.40 sqm (the Tribunal in Olt).  

Analysing the average areas of the judge offices in the different tribunals, 42% of tribunals result as 

having offices with an average area between 11 and 20 sqm, while and the rest of 58% have offices 

with an average area over 20 sqm.  There are tribunals the offices of which have an average area over 

30 sqm (the Tribunals in Olt, Cluj, Dolj, Satu Mare, Valcea).  At country level, the average area of an 

office of the judges is around 21.85 sqm. 

In order to verify whether there is any connection between the total area of the judge offices and the 

number of judges, on the one hand, and between the total area of the judge offices and the volume of 

activity of the tribunals, on the other hand, the correlation coefficients of these sets of variables were 

determined.  In the case of the first indicator, the value obtained is 0.81, which indicates a relatively 

strong correlation between the variables under analysis, while the second coefficient – with a value of 

0.78 - reveals a partial correlation between the variables in question.  The data obtained show that the 

area assigned to all the judge offices in the tribunals is correlated to a higher extent with the number of 

judges than with the volume of activity of the courts. 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

The most suitable indicator to compare the current status of the infrastructure dedicated to this 

category of staff is the average area available to a judge (sm/judge).  In this case there are major 

differences between the tribunals as well:  in certain tribunals (the Tribunal in Arges) the minimum 

area available to a judge is 2.27 sqm, while in other tribunals (the Tribunal in Hunedoara), the 

Status of judge offices in tribunals 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with activity under 5.000 cases 10,45 14,76 18,80

Tribunals with volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 7,00 20,76 122,40

Tribunals with volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 8,40 23,94 96,00

Tribunals with volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 4,53 21,38 58,20

Tribunals with volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 9,20 23,17 47,68

Tribunals with volume of activity over 30.001 cases 5,74 24,47 46,50

Total tribunals 4,53 21,85 122,40

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Area of judge offices
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minimum area available to a judge reaches 14.10 sqm.  The analysis of the maximum areas of the 

workspace of a judge showed that there are tribunals where the maximum area of such workspace is 

12.07 sqm (the Tribunal in Arges) and tribunals where this area reaches 122.40 sqm (the Tribunal in 

Olt). 

Significant variations can be identified among tribunals with regard to the average area available to the 

judges as well.  Thus, the judges of the tribunals in Arges, Buzau, Gorj, Iasi, Prahova, Bucuresti, Alba, 

Dolj have available, on average, an area below 10 sqm, while in the case of the tribunals in Bihor, 

Hunedoara, Giurgiu, Satu Mare, Vaslui, Olt, the average area is between 20 and 30 sqm. 

 

 

 

   Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At the level of all tribunals in Romania, the average area available to a judge in the office is of 14.49 

sqm.  Analysing the status of tribunals depending on the average area available for a judge within the 

office (sqm), the results indicate that in case of 21% of the tribunals, the average area available for a 

judge is between 10 and 20 sqm.  The tribunals where the average area available to a judge is 

comprised between 20 and 30 sqm are around 16% of the total number of tribunals. 

(c) Courts of Appeal 

At the level of the 15 courts of appeal in Romania there are 672 judges and 299 judge offices.  This 

means, on average, around 20 offices in each court of appeal.  Nevertheless, significant variations 

appear among the courts of appeal with respect to the number of judge offices.  

14%

40%

13%

20%

13%

Status of courts of appeal depending on number of judge offices 

Hold maximum 10 offices allocated to judges Hold between 11 and 15 offices allocated to judges

Hold between 16 and 20 offices allocated to judges Hold between 21 and 30 offices allocated to judges

Hold over 30 offices allocated to judges

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the data collected showed that 

there are courts of appeal which have only 4 

offices (the Court of Appeal in Pitesti) or 6 

judge offices (the Court of Appeal in Ploiesti).  

On the other hand, 5 courts of appeal have over 

20 judge offices:  Galaţi and Suceava – each 

with 21 offices, Cluj – 22 offices, Timisoara – 

34 offices and the Court of Appeal in 

Bucharest, which has 77 offices.  

Out of the total number of courts of appeal in 

Romania, 14% have maximum 10 judge offices, 

Status of judge offices in tribunals 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with activity under 5.000 cases 3,72 10,00 18,80

Tribunals with volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 3,25 16,41 122,40

Tribunals with volume of activity between 10.001-15.000 cases 4,77 15,68 61,44

Tribunals with volume of activity between15.001-20.000 cases 2,27 12,84 58,20

Tribunals with volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 5,63 13,36 47,68

Tribunals with volume of activity over 30.001 cases 3,17 9,46 46,50

Total tribunals 2,27 14,49 122,40

Type of tribunal depending on the volume of activity
Average area available for a judge

3%
8%

26%

26%

21%

16%

Status of tribunals depending on the average area available for a 
judge in the office (sqm)

Average area available for a judge in the office is maximum 7,00 sm 

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 7,01 and 9,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 9,01 and 12,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 12,01 and 15,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 15,01 and 20,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is over 20,00 sm

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts
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Considering the differences existing at the level of the courts of appeal from the perspective of the 

infrastructure dedicated to judges, an analysis was performed of the intensity of the correlation 

between the number of judge offices and the volume of activity of the courts (number of civil and 

criminal cases to handle), on the one hand, and of the correlation between the number of judges and 

the number of workspaces available to them, on the other hand.   Taking into account the low number 

(15 courts of appeal) of the values registered by the variables analysed (volume of activity, number of 

judges and number of judge offices), the results obtained should be interpreted precautionary. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

 

Status of judge offices within the courts of appeal 

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity less than 7.000 cases 12

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity between 7.001-15.000 cases 19

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases 45

Total - courts of appeal 20

Type of court of appeal depending on volume of activity 
Average number 

of judge offices

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

In the case of the relation between the volume of activity and the number of judge offices, the simple 

correlation coefficient is 0.84, which indicates a strong positive correlation between the two variables 

under analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are strongly 

associated with the high values of the other variable (number of judge offices).  This indicator shows 

that the courts with a high volume of activity generally have a higher number of workspaces for 

judges.  Thus, the courts of appeal with an annual volume of activity below 7,000 cases have, on 

average, 12 judge offices, those with an annual volume of activity between 7,000 and 15,000 cases 

have, on average, 19 judge offices, while the courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15,000 

cases have, on average, 45 judge offices.  The Court of Appeal in Bucharest, which has the highest 

volume of activity (over 46,000 cases), has also the highest number of judge offices (77 offices). 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the number 

of judges and the number of offices thereof, the 

Pearson coefficient indicates a strong 

correlation (0.88) which shows that generally, in 

the case of the courts of appeal with a high 

number of judges there is a substantial number 

of offices dedicated to them.  Thus, in the courts 

of appeal with 23 to 39 judges there are 4 (the 

Court of Appeal in Pitesti) to 22 (the Court of 

Appeal in Cluj) offices for this category of staff.  

40% have between 11 and 15 offices and 13% 

have over 30 such offices. 
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The courts of appeal with over 40 judges generally have over 34 such spaces.  An exception is the Court 

of Appeal in Craiova, where there are 83 judges and only 13 offices for them.  In the case of the Court of 

Appeal in Bucharest there are 77 offices for 162 judges.   

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

With regard to the areas of the judge offices, the 

analysis revealed major differences as well.  

There are offices the area of which does not 

exceed 9 sqm (the Courts of Appeal in Pitesti 

and Craiova), while in the Court of Appeal in 

Alba Iulia, the minimum area of such an office 

is almost 3 times higher (24.20 sqm).    

With respect to the maximum areas of the judge offices, there are offices with a maximum area of 23 sqm 

(the Court of Appeal in Ploiesti), but also offices the maximum areas of which reach 71.75 sqm (the 

Court of Appeal in Timisoara).  

The analysis of the average areas of the judge offices showed that 20% of the courts of appeal have 

offices with an average area between 15 and 20 sqm, 60% have offices with an area between 20 and 30 

sqm and the rest of 20% have offices with an average area over 30 sqm (Alba Iulia, Cluj, Pitesti).  At 

country level, the average area of a judge office in the courts of appeal is around 25 sqm. 

In order to analyze the connection between the total area of the judge offices and the number of judges, 

on the one hand, and that between the total area of the judge offices and the volume of activity of the 

courts of appeal, on the other hand, the correlation coefficients of these sets of variable were calculated.  

The first indicator is 0.86, while the second coefficient is 0.85.  Both indicators show a strong correlation 

between the variables under analysis.However, taking into account the low number (15 courts of appeal) 

of the values registered by the variables analysed (volume of activity, number of judges and total area of 

judge offices), the results obtained should be interpreted precautionary.  The results of the analysis show 

that the area allocated to all the judge offices in the courts of appeal is correlated to a larger extent with 

the number of judges than with the volume of activity of the courts.  

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

-  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The most suitable indicator used to compare the current status of the infrastructure dedicated to judges 

is the average area available to a judge (sm/judge).  In this case there are major differences between 

the courts of appeal as well:  in certain courts of appeal (Craiova) the minimum area available to a 

judge is of 2.60 sqm, while in others (Cluj) the minimum area available to a judge reaches 13.80 sqm.  

Status of judge offices within the courts of appeal 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity less than 7.000 cases 9,00 26,86 67,00

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity between 7.001-15.000 cases 9,25 23,67 71,75

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases 9,00 25,68 46,50

Total - courts of appeal 9,00 25,00 71,75

Type of court of appeal depending on volume of activity 
Area of judge offices
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With respect to the maximum areas of the judge offices, there are courts of appeal where the 

maximum such area is of 5.75 sqm (Ploiesti), but also others where such area is of 71.75 sqm 

(Timisoara). 

Regarding the average area of the judge offices, in 33% of the courts of appeal each judge appear to 

have available, on average, an area below 10 sqm (Ploiesti, Craiova, Pitesti, Brasov, Galaţi), while in 

the other 67% ,the average area available to a judge is between 10 and 26 sqm. 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At the level of all courts of appeal in Romania, the 

average area available to a judge result 12.66 sqm.  The 

analysis showed that in 20% of number of courts of 

appeal in Romania the average area available to a judge 

is under 9 sqm, while in the case of 27% of the number 

of the courts of appeal the average area available to a 

judge is between 15 and 20 sqm.  

 

 

- Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of judge offices within the courts of appeal 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity less than 7.000 cases 3,00 12,84 37,90

Courts of Appeal with a volume of activity between 7.001-15.000 cases 4,40 13,18 71,75

Tribunals with a volume of activity over 15.001 cases 2,60 10,10 46,50

Total - courts of appeal 2,60 12,66 71,75

Type of court of appeal depending on volume of activity 
Average area available for a judge 

13%

7%

33%20%

20%

7%

Status of courts of appeal depending on the average area available 
for a judge within the office (sqm)

Average area available for a judge in the office is maximum 7,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 7,01 and 9,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is betwee 9,01 and 12,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 12,01 and 15,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is between 15,01 and 20,00 sm

Average area available for a judge in the office is over 20,00 mp
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(d) HCCJ 

There are 105 judges carrying activity in 41 judge offices in HCCJ. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Most of the judge offices in HCCJ belong to 

the Criminal section – 15 offices, while for 

the Civil section there are 11 offices and for 

the Commercial and Administrative 

Litigation section the judges have 8 and 7 

offices, respectively.   

With regard to the areas of the judge offices, 

there are offices the area of which does not 

exceed 14.12 sqm, but there are also offices 

with a maximum area of 43.02 sqm.  In the 

whole institution, the average area of an 

office of the judges is 23.56 sqm. 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Within HCCJ there are differences between 

the average areas available to a judge 

(sm/judge) in the different offices of the 

institution assigned to this category of staff.  

Thus, there are judges who have available, on 

average, an area not exceeding 5.07 sqm, but 

there are others who have a workspace of 

43.02 sqm.  

 

However, there is worth specifying that the offices whose areas exceed 40,00 sm are available for the 

chair and the vice-chair of the High Court of Cassation and Justice.  At the institution level, the 

average area available for a judge is 12.11 sqm. 

(iv). Status of clerk offices 

(a) District Courts 

Apart from the courtrooms and judge offices, the clerk offices are key areas inside any court.  At the 

level of the 179 district courts in Romania there are 1,329 clerk offices, which means, on average, 

approximately 7 such areas within each district court.  

The analysis of data collected showed significant variations among the district courts as regards the 

number of clerk offices. 

Status of judge offices within the HCCJ

Minimum Medium Maximum Minimum Medium Maximum

Civil 11 15,22 22,63 33,02 5,07 10,16 25,47

Criminal 15 14,12 23,69 43,02 6,51 17,26 43,02

Commercial 8 18,26 20,04 21,72 5,43 8,99 20,46

Litigations 7 17,05 27,88 39,82 5,68 12,02 39,82

Total HCCJ 41 14,12 23,56 43,02 5,07 12,11 43,02

Number of 

judge office

Area of judge offices Average area available for a judge

27%

37%

19%

17%

Status of judge offices in the High Court 

of Cassation and Justice

Civil Criminal Commercial Litigations
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12%

35%

35%

13%

3% 2%

Status of district courts regarding the number of clerk offices 

Holding maximum 3 offices allocated for clerks
Holding 4 or 5 offices allocated for clerks
Holding between 6 and 10 offices allocated for clerks
Holding between 11 and 15 offices allocated for clerks

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Thus, there are district courts with only 2 clerk 

offices (the District Court in Întorsura Buzaului, 

the District Court in Sfantu Gheorghe and the 

District Court in Saliste), but there are also 4 

district courts with over 20 areas dedicated to 

the clerks:  the District Court in District 3 in 

Bucharest (23 offices), the District Court in 

Constanta (24 offices), the District Court in Iasi 

(25 offices) and the District Court in Timisoara 

(27 offices).  Around 70% of the total number 

of district courts in Romania (i.e. 124 courts) 

have between 4 and 10 office areas dedicated 

for the activities carried out by the clerks, while 

13% of the district courts include 11 to 15 clerk 

offices.   

Considering the differences ascertained at the level of the district courts with respect to the 

infrastructure dedicated to the clerks, the intensity of the correlation between the total number of clerk 

offices and the volume of activity of the courts (i.e. number of civil and criminal cases to handle), on 

the one hand, and of the correlation between the number of clerks and the number of areas dedicated 

to them, on the other hand, should be analyzed.  

In the case of the relation between the number of cases to handle and the number of clerk offices, the 

simple correlation coefficient is 0.7744, which indicates a moderate, positive correlation between the 

two variables under analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are 

strongly associated with the high values of the other variable (number of clerk offices).  The indicator 

calculated shows that the district courts with a high volume of activity of civil and criminal cases 

generally have a higher number of spaces used by the clerks.  Thus, the district courts with an annual 

volume of activity below 3,000 cases have, on average, 5 clerk offices, while the district courts with a 

volume of activity between 10,000 and 30,000 civil and criminal cases have, on average, twice the 

number of such areas.  Within the 10 district courts which handle annually over 30,000 civil and 

criminal cases there are, on average, 19 offices dedicated to the clerks. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Status of clerk offices within district courts

District courts with a volume of activity under 3.000 cases 5

District courts with a volume of activity  between 3.001-5.000 cases 6

District courts with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 7

District courts with a volume of activity between10.001-15.000 cases 9

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 11

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 12

District courts with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 19

Total district courts                         7     

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity 

Average no. of 

clerck offices per 

type of district 

court

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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In the case of the relation between the number of 

clerks and the number of offices thereof, the Pearson 

coefficient indicates a strong correlation as well 

(0.8580), which means that the district courts with a 

high number of clerks generally have a significant 

number of offices for such clerks as well.  Thus, the 

analysis of the data collected revealed that the 

district courts with 4 clerks have 2 offices (the 

District Court in Intorsura Buzaului and the District 

Court in Sfantu Gheorghe), 3 offices (the District 

Court in Gurahonţ and the District Court in Avrig) or 

4 offices (the District Court in Darabani) for this 

category of auxiliary staff, while the district courts 

with over 50 clerks generally have 15 such offices.    
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Status of clerk offices within district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with a volume of activity under 3.000 cases 4,40 17,11 48,00

District courts with a volume of activity  between 3.001-5.000 cases 4,50 18,20 76,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 2,20 19,37 49,00

District courts with a volume of activity between10.001-15.000 cases 3,00 20,13 64,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 7,56 21,53 100,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 4,00 22,09 72,71

District courts with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 5,20 20,34 61,71

Total district courts 2,20 18,82 100,00

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity 

Average area of clercks offices

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Major discrepancies are also found among the 

district courts with regard to the areas of the clerk 

offices.  Thus, there are offices the area of which 

does not exceed 4.00 sqm (the District Courts in 

Urziceni, Tulcea or Bacau), while in the case of the 

district courts in Medias, Reghin or Turda the 

minimum areas of the clerk offices are over 25.00 

sqm.  

A similar status can also be ascertained in the case of the maximum areas of the clerk offices in the 

different district courts:  there are courts where the maximum area of the offices does not exceed 8.00 sqm 

(the District Court in Huedin) and others where the maximum area of a space dedicated to the clerks‟ 

activity can exceed 70.00 sqm (the district courts in Ineu, Giurgiu, Braila or Sibiu). 

A clearer picture on the major differences between the district courts with regard to the infrastructure 

dedicated to the clerks can be obtained by comparing the average areas of the clerk offices in the different 

courts.  Thus, in the case of the district courts in Topliţa, Huedin or Urziceni, the average area of an office 

dedicated to the clerks does not exceed 10.00 sqm, while in the case of the district courts in Medias, 

Reghin, Turda, Giurgiu, Drobeta Turnu Severin and the District 5 in Bucharest, the clerk offices have, on 

average, an area over 30.00 sqm.  At country level, the average area of a clerk office is of 18.82 sqm.  

In order to verify whether there is any connection between the total area of the clerk offices and the volume 

of activity of the courts, on the one hand, and between the total area of the clerk offices and the number of 

clerks, on the other hand, the correlation coefficients of these sets of variables were determined.  In the 

case of the first indicator, the value obtained is 0.9981, which indicates a strong correlation of the variables 

under analysis, while the second correlation coefficient reveals a relatively strong correlation between the 

variables in question (0.8252).  The data obtained show that the area assigned to all the clerk offices in 

district courts seems to be correlated to a higher extent with the number of clerks than with the volume of 

activity of the courts.  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The most suitable indicator used to compare the current status of the infrastructure dedicated to this 

category of auxiliary staff is the average area available to a clerk (sqm/clerk).  In this case as well there are 

major differences between the district courts:  in certain courts (those in Huedin, Topoloveni, Costesti, 

Urziceni, Fagaras, Tulcea, Piatra Neamţ, Buzau, Braila, Craiova or Iasi) there are clerks who have a work 

area below 3.00 sqm, while in the case of the district courts in Somcuta Mare, Faget, Jibou, Orastie, 

Lipova, Liesti, Salonta, Vatra Dornei and Deva, the minimum area available to an office of the clerks may 

reach over 12.00 sqm.  Also, there are district courts where the maximum area available to a clerk does not 

exceed 5.00 sqm (the district courts in Costesti, Urziceni, Alexandria, Buzau), while for other district 

courts there are clerks who benefit from a workspace of over 30.00 sqm (the district courts in Agnita, 

Somcuta Mare, Faget, Panciu, Vatra Dornei, Dej).  Significant variations among the district courts can also 

be identified with respect to the average area available to the clerks of the different courts.  Thus, the clerks 

of the district courts in Costesti, Urziceni, Alexandria, Tulcea, Buzau and Craiova benefit, on average, 

from an area below 4.00 sqm, while in the district courts in Agnita, Somcuta Mare and Faget, the average 

area available to a clerk exceeds 20.00 sqm.  

Status of clerk offices within district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts with a volume of activity under 3.000 cases 2,16 11,33 48,00

District courts with a volume of activity  between 3.001-5.000 cases 2,80 10,92 33,15

District courts with a volume of activity between 5.001-10.000 cases 2,20 8,68 29,58

District courts with a volume of activity between10.001-15.000 cases 1,50 8,06 17,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 15.001-20.000 cases 2,80 8,12 29,00

District courts with a volume of activity between 20.001-30.000 cases 2,52 7,53 29,35

District courts with a volume of activity over 30.001 cases 2,00 7,70 28,56

Total district courts 1,50 9,78 48,00

Type of district court depending on the volume of activity 

Average area available for a clerk

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At all district courts level in Romania, the average 

area available to a clerk is of 9.78 sqm.  If the status of 

the district courts is analyzed according to the average 

area available to a clerk inside an office (sqm.) the 

results indicate as follows:  there is a district court 

where the 

1% 4%

19%

27%
23%

24%

2%

Status of district courts regarding the avearge area available 
for a clerk in the office (sqm)  

Average area available for a clerk in the office is maximum 3,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 3,01 and 5,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 5,01 and 7,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 7,01 and 9,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 9,01 and 12,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 12,01 and 20,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is over 20,01 sqm

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

average area available to a clerk is below 3.00 sqm (the District Court in Urziceni), while in about 2% of 

the total number of district courts in Romania the average area available to a clerk is of over 20.00 sqm.  

The categories of district courts where the average area available to a clerk is between 5.01 and 7.00 sqm, 

7.01 and 9.00 sqm, 9.01 and 12.00 sqm, respectively, represent approximately 75% of all district courts. 
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(b) Tribunals 

This analysis was performed based on that data received which proved to be valid and processable.  

Such data were obtained for a number of 42 tribunals.  

At the level of the tribunals in Romania (including the specialized ones – the commercial tribunals in 

Cluj, Arges, Mures and the Tribunal for Juvenile and Family in Brasov) there are 588 clerk offices, 

which means, on average, approximately 14 such spaces within each tribunal.  In reality, significant 

differences can be found among the tribunals with respect to the number of offices dedicated to the 

clerks. 

7%

29%

33%

21%

10%

Status of tribunals depending on the number of clerk offices

Holding maximum 5 offices allocated for clerks Holding between  6 and 10 offices allocated for clerks

Holding between 11 and 15 offices allocated for clerks Holding between 16 and 20 offices allocated for clerks

Holding over 20 offices allocated for clerks

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the data collected showed 

that there are tribunals with a maximum of 5 

clerk offices (the Tribunal in Tulcea, 

Mehedinti), but there are also 5 tribunals 

which include over 20 workspaces 

dedicated to the clerks:  the Tribunal in 

Bucharest (78 offices), the Tribunal in 

Dambovita (27 offices), the Tribunal in 

Timis (24 offices), the Tribunal in Iasi (21 

offices) and the Tribunal in Hunedoara (20 

offices).  One third of all tribunals in 

Romania (33%) have 11 to 15 workspaces 

for clerks, while 7% of the tribunals include 

a maximum of 5 clerk offices.   

 

Considering the differences found at the level of the tribunals with respect to the infrastructure 

dedicated to the clerks, the intensity of the correlation between the total number of clerk offices and 

the volume of activity of the courts (number of civil and criminal cases to handle), on the one hand, 

and of the correlation between the number of clerks and the number of spaces dedicated to them, on 

the other hand, should be analyzed.  

In the case of the relation between the number of cases to handle and the number of clerk offices, the 

simple correlation coefficient is of 0.8667, which indicates a strong, positive correlation between the 

two variables under analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are 

strongly associated with the high values of the other variable (number of clerk offices).  The indicator 

calculated shows that the tribunals with a high volume of activity of civil and criminal cases generally 

have a higher number of areas used for the clerks‟ activities.  Thus, the tribunals with an annual 

volume of activity below 5,000 cases have, on average, 4 clerk offices, while the tribunals with a 

volume of activity between 5,000 and 15,000 cases have, on average, almost three times more such 

areas.  Also, within the 2 tribunals which handle annually over 30,000 civil and criminal cases there 

are, on average, 45 offices dedicated to the clerks.  Taking into account the the Tribunal in Bucharest 

(which has 78 clerk offices) distorts the result of the analysis at the level of district courts.  Beside the 
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Tribunal in Bucharest, there is only one tribunal with a volume of activity over 30,000 cases annually, 

namely the Tribunal in Dolj, which has only 12 office areas dedicated to clerks. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of clerk offices within tribunals

Tribunals with activity volume of maximum 5.000 cases 4

Tribunals with activity volume of 5.001-10.000 cases 11

Tribunals with activity volume of 10.001-15.000 cases 13

Tribunals with activity volume of 15.001-20.000 cases 14

Tribunals with activity volume of 20.001-30.000 cases 16

Tribunals with activity volume of minimum 30.001 cases 45

Total                              14     

Tribunals type depending on activity volume
Average number of 

clerk offices

 

    Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In the case of the relation between the number of 

clerks and the number of offices thereof, the 

Pearson coefficient indicates a strong correlation 

as well (0.9209), which shows that the tribunals 

with a high number of clerks generally have a 

considerable number of offices for such clerks as 

well.  The analysis of the data collected showed 

that the tribunals with around 20 to 25 clerks have 

5 (the Tribunal in Tulcea), 6 (the Tribunal in 

Valcea), 7 (the Tribunal in Mures), 8 (the 

Tribunal in Ialomita) or 15 (the Tribunal in 

Vaslui) offices for this category of auxiliary staff.   
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Status of clerk offices within tribunals

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with activity volume of maximum 5.000 cases 11,04 20,00 31,74

Tribunals with activity volume of 5.001-10.000 cases 6,30 19,29 117,00

Tribunals with activity volume of 10.001-15.000 cases 9,00 21,38 81,56

Tribunals with activity volume of 15.001-20.000 cases 4,36 18,90 51,90

Tribunals with activity volume of 20.001-30.000 cases 10,40 22,72 52,50

Tribunals with activity volume of minimum 30.001 cases 7,20 27,74 76,03

Total 4,36 20,55 117,00

Tribunals type depending on activity volume
Area of clerk offices

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

From the perspective of the areas allocated as clerk 

offices in the tribunals, there are offices the areas of 

which do not exceed 7.00 sqm (the Tribunal in 

Tulcea) while in the case of the Tribunals in Calarasi 

or Giurgiu the minimum areas of the clerk offices are 

over 20.00 sqm. 

With regard to the maximum areas of the clerk offices in the different tribunals, the values thereof result 

between 15.67 (the Tribunal in Arges) and and 81.56 sqm (the Tribunal in Arad).  At country level, the 

average area of an office of the clerks is around 20.55 sqm. 

From the perspective of the connection between the total area corresponding to the clerk offices and the 

volume of activity of the courts, the value of the Pearson coefficient is 0.8651, which indicates a strong 

correlation of the variables under analysis.  On the other hand, with respect to the relation between the total 

area corresponding to the clerk offices and the number of clerks, the value of the correlation coefficient 

indicates a relatively strong correlation between the variables in question (0.9132).  The data obtained 

show that the area allocated to all clerk offices in tribunals seems to be correlated to a higher extent to the 
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number of clerks than to the volume of activity at court level.   
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The most suitable indicator to compare the current status of the infrastructure dedicated to this category of 

auxiliary staff is the average area available to a clerk (sqm/clerk).  In this case as well, there are major 

differences between the tribunals:  in the case of the tribunals in Buzau, Arges, Dolj, Tulcea, Prahova there 

are clerks for whom an area below 3.00 sqm is available, while in the tribunals in Calarasi or Giurgiu, the 

minimum area available to a clerk inside an office exceeds 10.00 sqm.  Also, there are tribunals where the 

maximum area available to a clerk inside an office does not exceed 6.00 sqm (the Tribunal in Tulcea), 

while in the case of other tribunals there are clerks who have a workspace of over 100.00 sqm available 

(the Tribunal in Bistrita).  Significant variations between the tribunals can be also identified with respect to 

the average area available to the clerks in the different courts.  Thus, the clerks in the tribunals in Tulcea, 

Arges and Buzau benefit, on average, from an area below 5.00 sqm, while in the case of the tribunal in 

Giurgiu, the average area available to a clerk exceeds 18.00 sqm.   

 

 

Status of clerk offices within tribunals

Minimum Medium Maximum

Tribunals with activity volume of maximum 5.000 cases 4,65 5,96 7,94

Tribunals with activity volume of 5.001-10.000 cases 2,10 9,47 117,00

Tribunals with activity volume of 10.001-15.000 cases 4,17 9,36 40,78

Tribunals with activity volume of 15.001-20.000 cases 2,17 7,83 34,29

Tribunals with activity volume of 20.001-30.000 cases 4,48 9,50 40,95

Tribunals with activity volume of minimum 30.001 cases 2,20 8,72 27,56

Total 2,10 8,81 117,00

Average area available for a clerk
Tribunals type depending on activity volume

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

7%

24%

33%

12%

19%

5%

Status of tribunals regarding the average area available for a clerk 
in the office (sqm)  

Average area available for a clerk in the office is maximum 5,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 5,01 and 7,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between 7,01 and 9,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between  9,01 and 12,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is between  12,01 and 15,00 sqm

Average area available for a clerk in the office is over 15,00 sqm

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At the level of all tribunals in Romania for which data were obtained, the average area available to a clerk 

is 8.81 sqm.  
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(c) Courts of Appeal 

At the level of the 15 courts of appeal in Romania there are 714 clerks and 228 clerk offices, which 

means, on average, approximately 15 such areas within each court of appeal.  

The analysis of collected data showed that significant variations can be found between the courts of 

appeal with respect to the number of offices dedicated to the clerks. 

13%

20%

40%

7%

20%

Status of courts of appeal depending on the number of clerk offices

Holding maximum 5 offices allocated to clerks Holding between 6 and 10 offices allocated to clerks

Holding between 11 and 15 offices allocated to clerks Holding between 16 and 20 offices allocated to clerks

Holding over 21 offices allocated to clerks

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the data collected 

showed that there are courts of appeal 

which have only 4 clerk offices (the 

Court of Appeal in Pitesti and the 

Court of Appeal in Ploiesti).  The 

Court of Appeal in Bucharest has 61 

workspaces dedicated to the clerks.   

About half of the total number of 

courts of appeal in Romania (40%, 

meaning 6 courts of appeal) have 

between 11 and 15 spaces dedicated for 

the clerks‟ activities, while 20% of the 

courts have 6 to 10 clerk offices.   

 

Considering the differences found at the level of the courts of appeal with respect to the infrastructure 

dedicated to the clerks, the intensity of the correlation between the number of clerk offices and the 

volume of activity of the courts (i.e. number of civil and criminal cases to handle), on the one hand, 

and of the correlation between the number of clerks and the number of areas dedicated to them, on the 

other hand, should be analyzed. 

In the case of the relation between the number of cases to handle and the number of clerk offices, the 

simple correlation coefficient is 0.9712, which indicates a strong, positive correlation between the two 

variables under analysis.  This means that the high values of one variable (cases to handle) are strongly 

associated with the high values of the other variable (number of clerk offices).  However, taking into 

account the low number of values (15 courts of appeal) of the two variables analysed (i.e. the volume 

of activity and number of clerk offices), the results obtained should be interpreted precautionary.  The 

indicator calculated shows that the courts of appeal with a high volume of activity of civil and criminal 

cases generally have a higher number of spaces used for the clerks‟ activities.  Thus, the courts of 

appeal with an annual volume of activity below 7,000 cases and between 7,000 and 15,000 cases have, 

on average, 12 clerk offices, while the courts with a volume of activity over 15,000 cases have, on 

average, three times more such areas. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of clerk offices in the courts of appeal

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7.000 cases 12

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7.000 – 15.000 cases 12

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.000 cases 37

Courts of appeal 15

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity

Average 

number of 

clerk offices 

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

In the case of the relation between the number of 

clerks and the number of offices thereof, the Pearson 

coefficient indicates a strong correlation as well 

(0.9166), which shows that the courts of appeal with 

a high number of clerks generally have a 

considerable number of offices for such clerks as 

well.  However, taking into account the low number 

of values (15 courts of appeal) of the two variables 

analysed (i.e. the number of clerks and the number of 

their offices), the results obtained should be 

interpreted precautionary. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the data collected showed that the courts of appeal with 24 to 26 clerks have 7 (the Court of 

Appeal in Buzau), 9 (the Court of Appeal in Alba Iulia) or 11 (the Court of Appeal in Brasov) offices 

dedicated to this category of auxiliary staff, while in the courts of appeal with over 50 clerks there 

generally are over 12 such offices.  In the case of the Court of Appeal in Bucharest there are 61 offices 

dedicated to 200 clerks.     

 
Status of clerk offices within the courts of appeal

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7.000 cases 7,00 21,11 43,00

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7.000 – 15.000 cases 9,56 23,11 56,50

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.000 cases 6,90 26,40 74,00

Total - Courts of appeal 6,90 23,54 74,00

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity

Area of clerk offices

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Major discrepancies were found among the courts 

of appeal from the perspective of the areas 

corresponding to the clerk offices.  Thus, there are 

offices the area of which does not exceed 7 sqm 

(the Court of Appeal in Craiova and Pitesti), while 

in the case of the Court of Appeal in Ploiesti the 

minimum areas of the clerk offices are over 22.00 

sqm.  

With respect to the maximum areas of the clerk offices, the analysis indicates that there are courts (courts 

of appeal in Bacau, Iasi and Oradea) where the maximum area of the offices does not exceed 25.00 sqm, 

while in other courts (courts of appeal in Bucharest, Cluj and Timisoara) the maximum area of the space 

dedicated for the clerks‟ activities may exceed 50 sqm.  At country level, the average area of an office of 

the clerks in the courts of appeal is around 22.88 sqm.  

In order to verify whether there is any connection between the total area of the clerk offices and the volume 
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of activity of the courts, on the one hand, and between the total area of the clerk offices and the number of 

clerks, on the other hand, the correlation coefficients of these sets of variables were determined.  However, 

taking into account the low number of values (15 courts of appeal) of the two variables analysed (i.e. the 

volume of activity, the number of clerks and the total area of clerk offices), the results obtained should be 

interpreted precautionary.  In the case of the first indicator, the value obtained is 0.9858, which indicates a 

partial correlation of the variables under analysis, while the second correlation coefficient reveals a 

relatively strong correlation of the variables in question (0.8865).  The data obtained show that the area 

allocated for the clerk offices in district courts seems to be correlated to a higher extent with the number of 

clerks than with the volume of activity of the courts.  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts   

The most suitable indicator to compare the current status of the infrastructure dedicated to this 

category of auxiliary staff is the average area available to a clerk (sm/clerk).  In this case as well, there 

are major differences between the courts of appeal:  in certain courts of appeal (the Court of Appeal in 

Craiova) there are clerks whose workspace is below 3.00 sqm, in other courts (the courts of appeal in 

Pitesti, Ploiesti, Galati) there are clerks who benefit from an area of 3.00 to 5.00 sqm, while in the case 

of the other courts of appeal the minimum area available to a clerk inside an office reaches a 

maximum of 8.48 sqm.  Significant variations among the courts of appeal can be also identified with 

respect to the average area available to the clerks in the different courts.  Thus, the clerks in the courts 

of appeal in Craiova, Ploiesti and Pitesti have available, on average, an area below 4.00 sqm, while in 

the case of the courts of appeal in Bucharest, Oradea, Targu Mures and Timisoara the average area 

available to a clerk is between 10.00 and 15.00 sqm. 

Status of clerk offices within the courts of appeal

Minimum Medium Maximum

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity under 7.000 cases 2,33 8,87 22,00

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 7.000 – 15.000 cases 3,39 8,35 25,20

Courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 15.000 cases 2,30 7,15 38,60

Total - Courts of appeal 2,30 8,12 38,60

Average area available for a clerk 

Type of court of appeal depending on the volume of activity

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

At the level of all courts of appeal in Romania, the 

average area available to a clerk in the office is 8.12 

sqm.  The analysis of the status of the courts of appeal 

according to the average area available to a clerk 

inside the office (sm) showed the following:  there are 

20%

34%

33%

13%

Status of courts of appeal depending on the average area available for a 
clerk in the office (sqm)  

Average area available for a clerk in the office is  maximum 5,00 sqm
Average area available for a clerk in the office is  between  5,01 and 9,00 sqm
Average area available for a clerk in the office is  between 9,01 and 12,00 sqm
Average area available for a clerk in the office is  over 12,00 sqm

 
   

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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courts of appeal where the average area available to a  

clerks is below 5.00 sqm (the Courts of Appeal in Craiova, Ploiesti, Pitesti, Galati), while in 

approximately 13% of the total number of courts of appeal in Romania the average area available to a 

clerk is over 12.00 sqm.  The categories of courts of appeal where the average area available to a clerk is 

between 5.01 and 9.00 sqm and, respectively, 9.01 and 12.00 sqm, are about 67% of the total number of 

courts of appeal.   

 

 

(d) HCCJ 

There are 117 clerks in 27 offices in HCCJ.  With respect to the areas of the clerk offices, there are 

offices the area of which does not exceed 8.70 sqm, but there are also offices with a maximum area of 

42.61 sqm.  At the level of the whole institution, the average area of a clerk office is 22.45 sqm. 

There are significant differences within the HCCJ among the average areas available to a clerk in the 

different offices of the institution dedicated to this category of staff. 

TOTAL

No. of 

clerks

No. of 

clerck 

offices Minimum Medium Maximum Minimum Medium Maximum Area (sqm)

117    27            8,70 22,45 42,61 2,18 8,39 39,82 606,21

Area of clerk offices Area available for a clerk

HCCJ

Total

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Thus, there are clerks who have, on average, a 

work area which does not exceed 4.00 sqm, but 

there are others with a workspace of 39.82 sqm.   

Mention should be made that the office having an area of 39.82 sqm is the office of the president of 

Adversarial and Fiscal Claims Division, both the president of Adversarial and Fiscal Claims Division 

and one clerk (prim-grefier) working in that area.  At the level of the institution, the average area 

available to a clerk is 8.39 sqm. 

 

(v). Status of Prosecutor Offices 

(a) Prosecutor offices attached to district courts 

The total number of prosecutor offices in the prosecutor offices attached to district courts amounts to 

825, which would mean that each unit has an average number of 5 such offices.  

The following prosecutor offices attached to district courts did not provide the requested data up to the 

date of drafting this Report:  Podu Turcului, Bicaz, Buhusi, Targu Neamţ, Sfantu Gheorghe, Onesti, 

Moinesti, Roman, Piatra Neamţ and Bacau.  As a result, they were excluded from the analysis.  

However, a more careful analysis shows major differences between the prosecutor offices attached to 

district courts as regards the number of prosecutor offices. 
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Status of prosecutor offices attached to district courts depending 

on the number of prosecutor offices

Holding maximum 2 offices for prosecutors activities

Holding 3 offices for prosecutors activities

Holding 4 offices for prosecutors activities

Holding 5 offices for prosecutors activities

Holding over 5 offices for prosecutors activities
 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Approximately 40% of the prosecutor offices 

attached to district courts have up to 3 offices 

for prosecutors‟ activities, a third of such 

entities have 4 or 5 such offices, and the 

entities accommodating more than 5 offices 

account for approximately 28% of the total.  

At national level, there are 15 prosecutor 

offices attached to district courts that have 2 

offices intended to prosecutors‟ activities 

(Somcuta Mare, Baia de Arama, 

Dragomiresti, Moldova Noua, Targu Lapus, 

Orsova, Hateg, Beclean, Rupea, Novaci, 

Huedin, Saveni, Viseu de Sus, Turnu 

Magurele and Motru).  By contrast, each of 

the prosecutor offices attached to the district 

courts of district 2 and 4 in Bucharest, 

Petrosani, Suceava, Baia Mare, Arad, Galati, 

Pitesti, Oradea, 

 

Craiova, Iasi, Timisoara and Brasov have over 10 prosecutor offices. 

The simple correlation coefficient between the volume of activity and the number of prosecutor offices 

is 0.7312, which shows a moderate correlation between the two variables analysed.  The indicator 

shows that prosecutor offices attached to the district courts that handle a large number of cases 

generally have a larger number of offices for prosecutors.  Thus, prosecutor offices attached to the 

district courts whose annual volume of activity is less than 3,000 cases to be handled have, on average, 

3 offices for prosecutors, whereas prosecutor offices that handle between 5,000 and 10,000 cases have 

twice this number of offices.  Also, the 10 prosecutor offices attached to district courts that handle 

over 30,000 files have an average number of 10 offices for prosecutors. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to district courts

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity less than 3.000 cases 3

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 3.001 – 5.000 cases 4

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 5.001 – 10.000 cases 6

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 10.001 – 15.000 cases 7

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 15.001 – 20.000 cases 8

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between  20.001 – 30.000 cases 9

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity over 30.000 cases 10

Total prosecutor offices attached to district courts                            5     

Type of prosecutor office attached to a district court depending on the number of folders
Average number of 

offices allocated 

to prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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The correlation coefficient between the number of 

prosecutors and the number of prosecutor offices is 

0.7791, which shows a moderate correlation between 

the two variables analysed.  Overall, prosecutor 

offices attached to district courts that have a 

significant number of prosecutors also have a 

significant number of offices dedicated to them.  

Statistical data shows that prosecutor offices attached 

to district courts with one prosecutor (prosecutor 

offices attached to the district courts of Darabani, 

Beclean, Novaci, Adjud, Calafat and Nasaud), have 

between 2 and 4 prosecutor offices, whereas the 

prosecutor offices attached to the district courts in 

Iasi and those of Districts 1, 2, 3 and 4 in Bucharest, 

with more than 25 prosecutors, have between 8 and 

12 prosecutor offices.   

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

 
Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity less than 3.000 cases 2,80 19,62 49,50

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 3.001 – 5.000 cases 4,90 19,81 59,00

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 5.001 – 10.000 cases 6,00 18,10 52,00

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 10.001 – 15.000 cases 9,40 17,39 38,32

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 15.001 – 20.000 cases 9,60 17,29 35,00

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between  20.001 – 30.000 cases 9,32 20,69 36,79

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity over 30.000 cases 5,00 22,56 41,00

Total prosecutor offices attached to district courts 2,80 19,39 59,00

Type of prosecutor office attached to a district court depending on the number of folders
Area of offices allocated to prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The analysis of the variations in the areas of 

prosecutor offices shows major discrepancies 

between various prosecutor offices.  Thus, 

according to the data collected, some of the 

prosecutor offices (prosecutor offices attached to 

the district courts of Saveni, Harlau, Raducaneni 

and Iasi) have an area that does not exceed 5,00 

sqm, while the prosecutor offices in Hateg, 

Sannicolau Mare, Dej, Valenii de Munte, Ploiesti 

and Constanta, have offices whose minimum 

area is over 25.00 sqm. 

Likewise, the maximum area of prosecutor offices show significant variations:  in the case of the 

prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of Harlau or Raducaneni, none of the prosecutor offices 

exceed 7.00 sqm, whereas the prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of Topliţa, Blaj, 

Gheorgheni, Zimnicea, Sannicolau Mare, Dragasani, Campulung, Lugoj, Fetesti, Petrosani, Pascani and 

Constanta accommodate offices with an area in excess of 40.00 sqm.  The average area of the prosecutor 

offices in each of the prosecutor offices attached to district courts (assessed as the arithmetic mean of the 

areas of all the prosecutor offices in the institution in question) also shows major variations:  there are 

prosecutor offices attached to district courts where the average area of an office dedicated to prosecutors 

is less than 7.00 sqm (prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of Saveni, Harlau and 

Raducaneni), whereas the same indicator shows values over 30.00 sqm for the prosecutor offices 

attached to the district courts of Topliţa, Sannicolau Mare and Constanţa.  At the level of all the 

prosecutor offices attached to district courts, the average area of an office dedicated to prosecutors is 

around 19.40 sqm. 
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In light of the major discrepancies registere among prosecutor offices attached to district courts in terms 

of area allocated for prosecutor offices, the need arises for an analysis on the one hand of the correlation 

between the total area of prosecutor offices and the volume of activity registered by prosecutor offices, 

and on the other hand, of the relation between the total area of the prosecutor offices and the number of 

prosecutors.  The correlation coefficient between the total area of prosecutor offices and the number of 

cases handled is 0.7612, which shows a relatively strong connection between the two variables analysed, 

whereas the correlation coefficient between the number of prosecutors and the total area of their offices 

is 0.8117.  An analysis of the correlation between these variables shows that the prosecutor offices 

attached to district courts that handle a large number of cases and where a significant number of 

prosecutors work, generally have prosecutor offices with a total area that is higher than the area of 

similar offices located in prosecutor offices with a low number of prosecutors and low volume of 

activity.  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

The most relevant indicator for an analysis of the infrastructure related to prosecutor offices attached 

to district courts is the area available to a prosecutor inside the office (sqm/prosecutor).  Statistical 

data shows significant variations among different entities:  in some prosecutor offices (attached to the 

district courts of District 2 and 4 in Bucharest, Saveni, Harlau, Ramnicu Valcea and Iasi) there are 

prosecutors who do not benefit from a area larger than 4.00 sqm, whereas in the prosecutor offices 

attached to the district courts of Toplita, Brad, Mizil, Novaci, Gheorgheni, Calafat, Sannicolau Mare, 

Nasaud, Sinaia, Dej, Bailesti, Simleu Silvaniei, Gherla, Valenii de Munte, Sighisoara and Radauţi, the 

minimum area available to a prosecutor inside the office can exceed  20.00 sqm.  Likewise, there are 

prosecutor offices attached to district courts where the maximum area available to a prosecutor does 

not exceed 15.00 sqm (prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of Saveni, Adjud, Costesti, 

Bolintin Vale, Harlau, Raducaneni, Gaesti, Mangalia, Resita, Cornetu, Constanta), whereas in other 

entities, prosecutors benefit from a working space that exceeds 40.00 sqm (prosecutor offices attached 

to the district courts of Topliţa, Blaj, Gheorgheni, Zimnicea, Dragasani, Campulung, Lugoj and 

Fetesti).  Significant differences between prosecutor offices attached to district courts were also found 

with respect to the average area available to prosecutors.  Thus, the prosecutors working in the 

prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of Districts 1, 2 and 4 in Bucharest, Saveni, Harlau, 

Raducaneni, Cornetu, Ramnicu Valcea, Constanţa, Iasi and Brasov benefit from an average area below 

10.00 sqm, while the prosecutor offices attached to the district courts in Darabani, Toplita, Sannicolau 

Mare and Dragasani have an average area available to a prosecutor in excess of 30.00 sqm. 
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Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to district courts

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity less than 3.000 cases 2,80 19,83 49,50

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 3.001 – 5.000 cases 4,90 19,72 59,00

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 5.001 – 10.000 cases 5,33 16,80 40,11

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 10.001 – 15.000 cases 4,00 14,07 38,32

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between 15.001 – 20.000 cases 6,23 15,76 35,00

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity between  20.001 – 30.000 cases 4,88 12,86 35,20

Prosecutor offices attached to district courts with a volume of activity over 30.000 cases 2,29 10,23 36,53

Total prosecutor offices attached to district courts 2,29 18,02 59,00

Average area available for a prosecutor
Type of prosecutor office attached to a district court depending on the number of folders

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The average area available to a prosecutor for all the 

prosecutor offices attached to the district courts of 

Romania is approximately 18.00 sqm.  

1% 5%

8%

54%

32%

Status of prosecutor offices attached to district courts depending on 
the average area available for a prosecutor in the office (sqm) 

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is maximum 5,00 sqm
Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between 5,01 and 9,00 sqm
Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between 9,01 and 12,00 sqm
Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is betweene 12,01 and 20,00 sqm
Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is over 20,00 sqm

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

In over 50% of the prosecutor offices attached to district offices, prosecutors benefit from an average area 

ranging between 12.00 and 20.00 sqm, while in over 30% of prosecutor offices, prosecutors benefit from 

an average surface in excess of 20.00 sqm.  On the other hand, only in 6% of all the prosecutor offices 

attached to district courts, do prosecutors benefit from an average area of less than 9.00 sqm. 

 

(b) Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals 

The 42 prosecutor department attached to tribunals in Romania have a number of 413 offices for 

prosecutors, each such prosecutor department having an average number of approximately 10 offices.  

However, a detailed examination of statistical data showed major variations among the prosecutor 

offices attached to tribunals as regards the number of prosecutor offices. 

2%
10%

43%

43%

2%

Status of prosecutor offices attached to tribunals depending 
on the number of prosecutor offices

Holding maximum 3 offices allocated for prosecutors

Holding 4 or 5 offices allocated for prosecutors

Holding between  6 and 10 offices allocated for prosecutors

Holding between 11 and 15 offices allocated for prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Over 80% of the prosecutor offices attached 

to tribunals have between 6 and 15 

prosecutor offices, whereas only 10% of such 

entities benefit from 4 or 5 such office 

spaces.  On the other hand, only 2% of all the 

prosecutor offices attached to tribunals have 

less than 3 prosecutor offices, with the same 

percentage being held by the prosecutor 

offices attached to tribunals accommodating 

over 15 such areas.  The prosecutor offices 

attached to the tribunals in Mures, Harghita, 

Constanţa, Giurgiu and the Tribunal for 

Juvenile and Family in Brasov have a 

maximum number of 5 offices for 

prosecutors whereas the prosecutor offices 

attached to the tribunals of Iasi, Dolj, Olt, 

Buzau, Bucuresti, Alba, Hunedoara, 

Botosani, Timis and Arges have more than 

12 prosecutor offices.  
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The number of cases to be handled by the prosecutor offices attached to tribunals and the number of 

prosecutor in such entities are partially correlated (0.6068), which shows that the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals recording a high number of cases generally have a higher number of 

prosecutor offices.  Thus, prosecutor departments attached to tribunals that annually handle less than 

1,000 cases benefit from an average number of 8 offices for prosecutors, while prosecutor departments 

whose volume of activity is between 1,000 and 3,000 cases generally have an average number of 10 

such offices.  Prosecutor departments attached to tribunals handling over 3,000 cases benefit from an 

average number of 14 prosecutor offices. 
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2. Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to tribunals

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity less than 1.000 cases 8

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity between 1.000 and 3.000 cases 10

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity over 3.000 cases 14

Total prosecutor offices attached to tribunals                                10     

Type of prosecutor office attached to a tribunal depending on the number of cases

Average number of 

offices allocated to 

prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Likewise, the correlation coefficient between the 

number of prosecutors and the number of prosecutor 

offices is 0.8046, which shows that the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals where a large 

number of prosecutors work also have a large 

number of offices dedicated to their activity.  The 

data collected showed that the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals where the number 

of prosecutors is below 5 have one office dedicated 

to their activity (the Prosecutor Department attached 

to the Tribunal for Juvenile and Family in Brasov), 4 

offices (Prosecutor Department attached to tribunals 

of Harghita and Giurgiu) or 7 such offices (the 

Prosecutor Department attached to Satu  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Mare Tribunal), whereas the prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals where the number of 

prosecutors exceeds 20, generally accommodate over 9 offices dedicated to their activity, as follows: 9 

offices in the Prosecutor Departments attached to Mehedinţi Tribunal, 12 Prosecutor offices attached to 

Iasi Tribunal and 27 such offices in the Prosecutor Department attached to Bucharest Tribunal. 

Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to tribunals

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity less than 1.000 cases 10,00 19,07 39,00

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity between 1.000 and 3.000 cases 8,88 19,29 46,99

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity over 3.000 cases 5,36 18,00 62,00

Total prosecutor offices attached to tribunals 5,36 19,05 62,00

Type of prosecutor office attached to a tribunal depending on the number of cases

Area of offices allocated to prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Major discrepancies between prosecutor offices 

attached to tribunals can also be found when 

comparing the sizes of the prosecutor offices.  

An examination of the data collected shows that 

some of the prosecutor offices attached to 

tribunals  
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accommodate offices whose area does not exceed 10.00 sqm (the prosecutor offices attached to the 

tribunals of Satu Mare, Iasi, Gorj, Prahova, Buzau, Bucuresti, Hunedoara, Galaţi and Vrancea), whereas 

the prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals of Harghita, Bihor, Giurgiu, Brasov, the Tribunal for 

Juvenile and Family in Brasov, Neamţ and Timis, the minimum area of the prosecutor offices is over 

15.00 sqm.  A similar situation can be noted in respect of the maximum size of the prosecutor offices 

located within various prosecutor departments attached to tribunals:  there are entities where no office 

has a maximum area in excess of 20.00 mp (prosecutor offices attached to the tribunals of Satu Mare, 

Bacau, Mehedinţi, Neamţ and  Galaţi), but there also are prosecutor offices attached to tribunals where 

the maximum area of an office dedicated to prosecutors‟ activity can be in excess of 40.00 sqm 

(prosecutor offices attached to the tribunals of Bihor, Constanţa, Cluj, Bistriţa-Nasaud, Bucuresti, 

Hunedoara and Timis).  The average area of the prosecutor offices in each of the prosecutor offices 

attached to tribunals also shows major variations among various entities:  there are prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals where the average area of an office dedicated to prosecutors is below 

15.00 sqm (prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals of Satu Mare, Iasi, Mehedinţi, Olt, Buzau, 

Galaţi and Vrancea), whereas the same indicator records values over 30.00 sqm for the prosecutor 

departments attached to the tribunals of Harghita, Bihor, Cluj, Bistriţa-Nasaud and Arad.  The average 

area of an office dedicated to prosecutors‟ activities is around 19.00 sqm for all the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals. 

In order to verify whether there is any connection between the total area of the prosecutor offices and the 

volume of activity of the prosecutor departments attached to tribunals, on the one hand, and the strength 

of the correlation between the total area of prosecutor offices and the number of prosecutors, the 

correlation coefficients of these sets of variables were determined.  The value obtained for the first 

correlation coefficient is 0.6347, which shows a partial correlation of the variables analysed, whereas the 

value of the second indicator indicates a relatively strong correlation of the variables analysed (0.7838).  

The data obtained shows that the area allocated to all the prosecutor offices within the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals appears to be correlated to a larger extent to the number of prosecutors 

than to the volume of activity recorded by prosecutor departments. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts   

i.  
    

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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The most relevant indicator when analysing the infrastructure of prosecutor offices attached to 

tribunals is the area available to a prosecutor within his/her office (sqm/prosecutor).  This indicator 

also registers major differences among prosecutor departments attached to tribunals:  in some 

prosecutor offices (prosecutor departments attached to the tribunal of Mures, Iasi, Mehedinţi, Prahova, 

Damboviţa, Tulcea, Bucharest, Valcea and Galaţi) there are prosecutors who do not benefit from an 

area larger than 7.00 sqm, whereas in the prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals of Harghita, 

Salaj, Giurgiu, Bacau and Neamţ, the minimum area available to a prosecutor in the office may be in 

excess of 15.00 sqm.  At the same time, there are prosecutor offices attached to tribunals where the 

maximum  area prosecutors benefit from does not exceed 15.00 sqm (prosecutor departments attached 

to the tribunals in Mures, Satu Mare, Constanţa, Galaţi and the Tribunal for Juvenile and Family in 

Brasov), whereas in other entities the prosecutors benefit from a working space that can exceed 40.00 

sqm (prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals of Bihor, Cluj, Bistriţa-Nasaud, Bucharest, 

Hunedoara, Sibiu and Timis).  Significant differences among prosecutor departments attached to 

tribunals can also be found in respect of the average area available to prosecutors.  Thus, prosecutors 

working for the prosecutor offices attached to the tribunals of Mures, Iasi, Constanţa and the Tribunal 

for Juvenile and Family in Brasov benefit from an average area below 10.00 sqm, while in the 

prosecutor departments attached to the tribunals of Harghita, Bihor, Cluj, Bistriţa-Nasaud, Salaj, 

Calarasi, Ialomiţa, Giurgiu, Covasna, Sibiu, Timis, Arad and Arges, the average area available to a 

prosecutor exceeds 20.00 sqm. 

Status of prosecutor offices in prosecutor departments attached to tribunals

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity less than 1.000 cases 1,03 17,22 39,00

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity between 1.000 and 3.000 cases 4,00 17,63 46,99

Prosecutor offices attached to tribunals with a volume of activity over 3.000 cases 3,00 12,60 42,42

Total prosecutor offices attached to tribunals 1,03 16,87 46,99

Type of prosecutor office attached to a tribunal depending on the number of cases

Area available for a prosecutor

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The average area available to a prosecutor results 16.87 

sqm for all the prosecutor departments attached to 

tribunals in Romania.  In over a third of the prosecutor 

offices attached to tribunals, prosecutors benefit from 

an average area ranging between 15.00 and 20.00 sqm 

while in over 30% of the prosecutor offices they 

benefit, on average, from a area of over 20.00 sqm.  On 

the other hand, in 19% of all the prosecutor 

departments attached to tribunals,  

7%

7%

19%

36%

31%

Status of prosecutor offices attached to  tribunals depending 

on the average area available for a prosecutor in the office 
(sqm) 

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is maximum  9,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between 9,01 and 12,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between12,01 and 15,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between15,01 and 20,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is over 20,00 sqm

 

   

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

prosecutors benefit from an average area within their office ranging between 12.00 and 15.00 sqm, 

whereas in only 14% of all the prosecutor departments attached to tribunals prosecutors benefit from an 

average area of less than 12.00 sqm. 
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(c) Prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 

The total number of prosecutor offices within prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal is 175, 

which shows that each entity has an average number of 12 such offices.  The Court of Appeal in Bacau was 

partially excluded , as the institution has not provided the requested data on the number of prosecutors in 

each office until the date of drafting this report. 

Major differences were found among prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal insofar as the 

number of prosecutor offices is concerned.   

13%

33%

33%

7%

7%

7%

Status of prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 
depending on the number of prosecutor offices 

Holding maximum 7 offices allocated to prosecutors
Holding between 8 and 10 offices allocated to prosecutors
Holding between  10 and 12 offices allocated to prosecutors
Holding between 13 and 15 offices allocated to prosecutors
Holding between16 and 20 offices allocated to prosecutors
Holding over 21 offices allocated to prosecutors  

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

 

The prosecutor departments attached to the courts of 

appeal of Targu Mures and Iasi have less than 7 

prosecutors offices, whereas the prosecutor departments 

attached to the courts of appeal of Oradea, Ploiesti, 

Craiova, Ploiesti, Cluj, Brasov, Alba, Suceava, 

Timisoara, Pitesti and Galaţi have between 8 and 12 such 

areas.  On the other hand, the Prosecutor Department 

attached to the Court of Appeal in Bacau has 15 offices 

for prosecutors;  the Prosecutor Department attached to 

the Court of Appeal of Constanţa has 16 prosecutor 

offices, whereas the Prosecutor Department attached to 

Bucharest Court of Appeal accommodates 25 such areas. 

The correlation coefficient between volume of activity and the number of prosecutor offices is 0.8282, 

which shows a relatively strong correlation between the two variables examined.  The indicator shows that 

the prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal with a large number of cases generally have a 

larger number of prosecutor offices.  However, taking into account the low number (15 courts of appeal) of 

the value registered by the two variables analysed (volume of activity and number of prosecutor offices), 

the results obtained should be interpreted precautionary.  The prosecutor departments attached to the courts 

of appeal that annually handle less than 500 cases have an average number of 8 prosecutor offices, whereas 

the prosecutor offices handling between 500 and 1,000 cases have an average number of 10 such areas.  

The 8 prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal whose volume of activity covers more than 

1,000 cases have an average number of 14 prosecutor offices. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Status of prosecutor offices within prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity less than  500 cases 8

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 500 and 1.000 

cases
10

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 1.000 casess 14

Total prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal                              12     

Type of prosecutor office attached to a court of appeal depending on the number of cases 

Average number of 

offices allocated to 

prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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The correlation coefficient between the number of 

prosecutors and the number of prosecutor offices is 

0.8850, which shows a relatively strong correlation 

between the two variables analysed.  This means that 

the prosecutor departments attached to courts of 

appeal where a significant number of prosecutors 

work, also benefit from a significant number of areas 

dedicated to them.  However, taking into account the 

low number (15 courts of appeal) of the values 

registered by the two variables analysed (number of 

prosecutors and number of prosecutor offices), the 

results obtained should be interpreted precautionary. 

       

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

An examination of the data collected shows that the prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal where 

less than 12 prosecutors work (the prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal in Targu Mures, Iasi, 

Ploiesti, Alba, Suceava and Pitesti) have between 6 and 11 prosecutor offices, whereas the prosecutor departments 

attached to the courts of appeal in Craiova, Constanta and Bucharest where more than 15 prosecutors work, have 

between 12 and 25 prosecutor offices. 

Status of prosecutor offices within prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity less than  500 cases 18,00 34,87 53,00

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 500 and 1.000 

cases
9,00 22,89 80,83

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 1.000 casess 7,54 21,45 50,76

Total prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 7,54 23,72 80,83

Type of prosecutor office attached to a court of appeal depending on the number of cases 

Area of offices allocated to prosecutors

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

Insofar as the size of offices occupied by prosecutors is 

concerned, major discrepancies can be noted among the 

various prosecutor departments attached to courts of 

appeal.  The data collected shows that there are offices 

within certain prosecutor departments attached to courts of 

appeal  

(the prosecutor offices attached to the courts of appeal of Bucharest and Iasi) whose area does not exceed 10.00 

sqm, whereas the prosecutor offices attached to the courts of appeal of Targu Mures and Ploiesti, have prosecutor 

offices whose area exceeds 20.00 sqm.  

A similar situation can be noted in respect of the maximum size of prosecutor offices within various prosecutor 

offices attached to courts of appeal:  there are entities where no office has a maximum area over 25.00 sqm (the 

prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal of Bacau and Galaţi), but there also are prosecutor 

departments attached to the courts of appeal where the maximum area of a prosecutor office can exceed 50.00 sqm 

(the prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal of Targu Mures, Bucharest and Timisoara).  The 

average area of prosecutor offices in each prosecutor department attached to a court of appeal also records major 

variations among various entities:  in some prosecutor departments the average area of an office dedicated to 

prosecutors is below 20.00 sqm (the prosecutor offices attached to the courts of appeal of Oradea, Constanţa, Bacau, 

Suceava and Galati), whereas the same indicator registers values of over 30.00 sqm for the prosecutor offices 

attached to the courts of appeal of Targu Mures, Ploiesti, Cluj and Timisoara.  The average area of an office 

dedicated to prosecutors is around 24.00 sqm for all the prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal. 

In light of the major discrepancies among the prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal in terms of area 

allocated to the prosecutor offices, the need arises for an analysis of the correlation between the total area of 

prosecutor offices and the volume of activity of a prosecutor department on the one hand, and for an assessment of 
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how strong the connection is between the total area of prosecutor offices and the number of prosecutors, on the other 

hand.  The correlation coefficient between the total area of prosecutor offices and the number of cases to be handled 

is 0.6187, which shows a partial correlation of the two variables analysed, whereas the correlation coefficient 

between the number of prosecutors and the total area of their offices is 0.7736.  An analysis of the correlation 

between these variables shows that the prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal that handle a large 

number of cases and where a large number of prosecutors work, generally have offices whose total area is larger 

than similar areas within prosecutor offices with a low number of prosecutors and low volume of activity.  However, 

taking into account the low number (15 courts of appeal) of the values registered by the two variables analysed 

(number of prosecutors, total are of prosecutor offices and number of cases to be handled), the results obtained 

should be interpreted precautionary. 
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  
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Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The most relevant indicator when analysing the current status of the infrastructure of prosecutor departments 

attached to courts of appeal is the average area available to a prosecutor within his/her office (sm/prosecutor).  This 

indicator also registers major differences between prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal:  in some 

prosecutor offices (prosecutor offices attached to the tribunal of Oradea, Craiova, Bucharest and Galaţi) there are 

prosecutors who benefit from an area less than 7.00 sqm whereas in the prosecutor offices attached to the courts of 

appeal of Ploiesti, Constanţa, Cluj, Alba and Suceava the minimum area available to a prosecutor in the office can 

be in excess of 12.00 sqm.  At the same time, there are prosecutor offices where the maximum area available to a 

prosecutor does not exceed 30.00 sqm (prosecutor departments attached to the courts of appeal of Alba and Galati), 

whereas in other entities the prosecutors benefit from a working space that can exceed 30.00 sqm (prosecutor 

departments attached to the courts of appeal of Targu Mures, Oradea, Ploiesti, Bucuresti, Timisoara and Pitesti).    

Significant differences among prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal can also be found in respect of 

the average area available to prosecutors.  Thus, prosecutors in prosecutor departments attached to the courts of 

appeal of Iasi, Bucharest and Galati benefit from an average area below 15.00 sqm whereas in the prosecutor offices 

attached to the courts of appeal of Targu Mures, Ploiesti, Cluj, Bacau, Alba, Timisoara and  Pitesti the average area 

available to a prosecutor exceeds 20.00 sqm.  
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Status of prosecutor offices within prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal

Minimum Medium Maximum

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity less than  500 cases 11,00 24,24 46,00

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity between 500 and 1.000 

cases
6,44 20,59 80,83

Prosecutor's offices attached to courts of appeal with a volume of activity over 1.000 casess 3,88 18,58 44,89

Total prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 3,88 20,10 80,83

Type of prosecutor office attached to a court of appeal depending on the number of cases 

Area available for a prosecutor

 
Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts  

The average area available to a prosecutor for all the 

prosecutor departments attached to courts of appeal results 

20.10 sqm.  In 50% of the prosecutor departments attached to 

courts of appeal, prosecutors benefit from an average area 

ranging between 18.00 and 25.00 sqm while in 14% of the 

prosecutor offices they benefit, on an average, from a area of 

over 25.00 sqm.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

On the other hand, in 22% of all the prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal, prosecutors benefit from 

an average area in their office below 15.00 sqm, while in just 14% of all the prosecutor offices attached to 

courts of appeal prosecutors benefit from an average surface between 15.00 and 18.00 sqm.   

 

(d) Prosecutor office attached to HCCJ 

The current status of prosecutor offices within the Prosecutor Department attached to HCCJ could not 

be analysed, since the requested data, i.e. the area of each prosecutor office and the number of 

prosecutors working in each office were not provided up to the date of drafting this Report. 

(vi). Status of the archives 

After processing the data received from the Beneficiary, the archive area according to each type of 

court is presented in the table below: 

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

The areas dedicated to archives in district courts 

range between 8.40 sqm and 393.00 sqm.  The 

average archive area for all the district courts is 

81.98 sqm.  

Insofar as tribunals are concerned, the data provided 

shows that the area allocated to archives ranges 

between 19.05 sqm and 625.26 sqm. 

 

The average archive area for all the tribunals is 129.44 sqm. 

The area allocated to archives in courts of appeal ranges between 17.40 sqm and 494.75 sqm.  The 

average value for all the courts of appeal is 108.41 sqm. HCCJ has atotal archive area over 500 sqm. 

(vii). Status of probation system 

At present, the main role of probation services is to assist the courts with the measures to be taken for 

tailoring punishment to individual offenders (including to supervise the enforcement of such 

measures), as well as to assist and counsel, in cooperation with prison staff, the persons confined – in 

Minimum Medium Maximum

District courts                14.673,79     8,40              81,98     393,00      

Tribunals                  5.565,86     19,05            129,44  625,26      

Courts of appeal                  1.645,20     17,40            108,41  494,75      

HCCJ                      521,68     

Status of archive for each type of court

Total archive areaCourt type
Area of archives

22%

14%

21%

29%

14%

Status of prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 
depending on the average area available for a prosecutor in 

the office (sqm) 

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is maximum 15,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between 15,01 and 18,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between  18,01 and 20,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is between  20,01 and 25,00 sqm

Average area available for a prosecutor in the office is over 25,00 sqm
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particular juvenile and young offenders, the persons convicted but not arrested and also victims of an 

offence.  The NCrC lays down increased duties for probation services, which are to be responsible for 

supervising the enforcement of measures for tailoring punishment (including measures newly 

introduced under the Code, such as community service) as well as educational measures for juvenile 

offenders. 

The activities falling under probation services play a major role in the judiciary system.  In order to 

assess the possible facilitation of probation activities via technical means and equipment, a first step is 

to analyse the current status of the probation system in terms of physical infrastructure.  

Probation Services are specialised bodies under the subordination of the Ministry of Justice.  They 

operate at national level, are attached to tribunals and have headquarters in each of the 41 counties of 

the country.  Probation services also have secondary locations, mainly within certain district courts.  

These secondary locations are mainly used for activities with the persons entered in the records (i.e.  

Interviews, reports, meetings, supervision, and programs).  As regards the Ilfov County, currently 

there is a secondary location of the department attached to the Bucuresti tribunal that, following the 

setting up of Ilfov tribunal, will become the Probation Service attached to this tribunal. 

The 41 secondary locations of the probation services have 46 areas (offices) available to the probation 

counsellors who, due to the work they perform, must travel to those specific locations.  These 

offices
172

 are used as either counselling offices or for preparing evaluation reports at the request of a 

judge or prosecutor.  The areas in question are occupied by probation counsellors, who take turns in 

using them depending on the trips made to the main locations for performing their specific activities 

with the persons on record, such as:  counselling, assistance and support to the convicted persons 

during the process of supervision within the community, counselling the victims of any type of certain 

offenses, development and performance of group or individual programmes for granting assistance to 

recipients to help them face various social problems. 

An examination of the data collected shows 

that 87% of all the secondary locations of the 

probation services (36 institutions) benefit from 

just one counselling office.  Only 5 of the 41 

secondary locations benefit from 2 counselling 

offices:  the Probation Service in Arges (within 

the Curtea de Arges district court), Bucharest 

Probation Service (within the Buftea district 

court), Probation Service in Galaţi (within the 

district court of Liesti), Probation Service in 

Suceava (within the district court of Gura-

Humorului) and the Probation Service in 

Teleorman (within the district court of Rosiorii 

 

 Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

                                                      

 

172 For ease of terminology,  the expression “counselling office” will be used 

0%

87%

13%

Status of probation departments (secondary 

locations) depending on the number of rooms 
available for them*

Not holding rooms for the activities of probation counsellors   

Holding 1 room for the activities of probation counsellors

Holding 2 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

*This analysis also covers the rooms where activities with monitored persons  (interviews, 

reports, monitoring meetings, programmes) are being carried
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de Vede). 

Probation services main locations have both 

counselling offices and offices intended for use 

by the probation counsellors. 33% of the 41 

main locations, representing 15 main locations, 

have each 2 offices for probation counsellors.  

Four main locations benefit from one office 

used for activities specific to the probation 

system:  Probation Service in Alba (attached to 

the tribunal of Alba), Probation Service in 

Maramures (attached to the tribunal of 

Maramures), Probation Service in Valcea 

(based at the district court of Ramnicu Valcea), 

and the Probation Service in Harghita (attached 

to the tribunal in Harghita).  

13% of the probation services main locations 

accommodate over 5 offices dedicated to 

probation counsellors‟ activities.   

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

Of these, the Probation Service in Constanţa (attached to the Tribunal of Constanţa) has 9 offices, while 

the Probation Service in Timis (attached to the Timis Tribunal) benefits from 8 offices.  

 

 

A 52 percentage of all the main locations (i.e. 22 

main locations) are not equipped with any 

counselling office.  Some of them are the Probation 

Service in Brasov (space allocated by the Brasov City 

Hall free of charge), the Probation Service in 

Covasna (based inside the Chamber of Accounts in 

Covasna), or the Probation Service in Damboviţa 

(attached to the Damboviţa Tribunal).  In the absence 

of areas especially dedicated to counselling activities, 

the probation counsellors‟ offices are used instead.   

The analysis of the data also shows that there are 14 probation services main locations (33% of total) that 

are equipped with only one counselling office.    

The Probation Service in Constanţa (attached to the Constanţa Tribunal) is the only main locations 

accommodating 4 counselling offices.    

Insofar as each type of office for probation 

services is concerned (main locations and 

secondary office) certain discrepancies could be 

noted in terms of office size available to 

probation counsellors.  Thus, out of the 46 offices 

 

0%

10%

33%21%

18%

5%

13%

Status of probation departments (main locations) depending on 
the number of rooms available for them*

Not holding rooms rooms for the activities of probation counsellors  

Holding 1 room for the activities of probation counsellors 

Holding 2 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

Holding 3 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

Holding 4 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

Holding 5 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

Holding over 5 rooms for the activities of probation counsellors

*This analysis also covers the rooms where activities with monitored persons  (interviews, 

reports, monitoring meetings, programmes) are being carried

52%

33%

10%

3% 2%

Status of probation departments (main locations) depending 
on the number of counselling rooms available 

Not holding counselling rooms 

Holding 1 counselling room

Holding 2 counselling rooms

Holding 3 counselling rooms

Holding over 3 counselling rooms

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the courts
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located inside the secondary locations of 

probation services, the minimum area of 6.00 

sqm could be found in the Probation Service of 

Arad (within the premises of the district court of 

Ineu).  

 

On the other hand, the minimum area for the Probation Service of Suceava (attached to the District Court 

of Gura-Humorului) is approximately twice as large as the one found in the Probation Service of Arad  – 

15.00 sqm.  A similar situation is encountered insofar as the maximum office size is concerned:  one of 

the two offices located inside the Probation Service of Galaţi (within the District Court of Liesti) has an 

area of around 11 sqm, whereas the Probation Service in Botosani (within the District Court of Dorohoi) 

has one office with an area of 43.80 sqm. 

Out of the 137 offices located inside probation services main locations, the smallest office is found inside 

the Probation Service in Neamt (attached to the Neamţ Tribunal) – 4.00 sqm, unlike the Probation Service 

in Cluj (attached to Cluj Tribunal), whose smallest office has a size of 27.60 sqm.  The probation Service 

in Harghita (attached to Harghita Tribunal) is equipped with a single functional office, which has the 

largest area as compared to the other main locations (56.00 sqm).      

At aggregated level, an analysis of the data collected for the entire probation system shows that the 

minimum area registered in the case of all the 182 offices is 4.00 sqm.  Major discrepancies are found 

also between the minimum areas (4.00 sqm), the medium areas (19.70 sqm) and the maximum areas 

(56.00 sqm) of a council office.  One of the reasons for such discrepancies might be that many offices are 

located inside other institutions than those which should be used in order to meet the probation system 

requirements.     

Insofar as infrastructure is concerned in terms of number of probation counsellors, the analysis focused on 

processing only the data relating to probation services main locations, given that these are permanent 

establishments.  Secondary locations were not included in this type of analysis due to their not being used 

on a permanent basis, but by probation counsellors taking turns, depending on their business trips to the 

main locations for performing their specific activities.  Likewise, there were excluded from this analysis 

the data relating to counselling offices, given that these offices are exclusively used for activities with the 

monitored persons, without being intended for use as offices for probations counsellors.  On the other 

side, in the absence of counseling rooms in which the surveillance meetings or the interviews with 

defendants / suspects may be held, such activities are being carried in the offices of probation counselors.  

As a result, the working area used by the probation cousellors will reduce even more, taking into account 

the presence of the defendants / suspects or other persons interviewed by them. 

 

Thus, an analysis of the data collected showed that 

there were 21 probation services main locations with 

at least one probation counsellor in each of the rooms 

intended for use as an office.    

A number of 3 probation counsellors is allocated on an average to each of the headquarter offices.  The 

Minimum Medium Maximum

Secondary location attached to district courts 46 6,00 18,93 43,80

Main location attached to tribunals 136 4,00 21,71 56,00

Total number of rooms allocated for 

activities of probation counsellors Minimum Medium Maximum

182 4,00 19,70 56,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the Beneficiary

Status of rooms allocated for probation departments  

Area of rooms (sqm)

Number of rooms allocated for 

activities of probation counsellors  

Type of location 

General status of probation system 

Probation system

*This analysis also covers the rooms where activities with monitored persons  (interviews, reports, monitoring meetings, programmes)

Minimum Medium Maximum

Main locations attached to tribunas tribunals 1 3 7

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the Beneficiary

Status of number of probation counsellors depending on allocated probation rooms *

Type of location
Number of counsellors allocated/room 

* * This analysis does not cover the rooms where activities with monitored persons  (interviews, reports, 

monitoring meetings, programmes) are being carried 
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56%

33%

7%

4%

Status of the probation services (main locations) 
depending on the offices area (sqm) dedicated to 

probation counsellors*

Between 3 - 9 sqm/counsellor Between 9 - 20 sqm/counsellor

Between 20 - 30 sqm/counsellor Over 30 sqm/counsellor

maximum number of 7 counsellors allocated to one single office was registered for the Probation Service 

in Buzau (based inside the Buzau County Council premises).    

The number of probation counsellors working in 

each of the offices allocated to them, will help 

identify the area available to each counsellor.  

The analysis of such type of information showed 

that the smallest area allocated to a probation 

counsellor was 3.00 sqm, found at the Probation 

Service in Salaj(attached to 

 

 

Salaj Tribunal).  High discrepancies could be found between probation services main locations in terms of 

area (sm) allocated to a counsellor.  The analysis showed that the average area allocated was 9.64 sqm.  

The maximum area allocated, amounting to 37.00 sqm, is registered for the Probation Service in Mures 

(based inside the Court of Appeal Targu Mures).   

The analysis of the current status of infrastructure 

benefiting probation counsellors (sm/counsellor) 

showed that there are 31 probation services main 

locations (56% of total) that provide to each 

counsellor a space with a size ranging between 

3.00 and 9.00 sqm.  

In 33% of the total number of main locations (23 

locations), probation counsellors benefit from a 

area ranging between 9 and 20 sqm.  Only 5 out 

of the 42 main locations provide to counsellors 

are between 20 and 30 sqm.  The largest area 

allocated, in excess of 30 sqm, is provided to 

probation counsellors by two main locations:  the 

Probation Service in Teleorman, attached to the 

Teleorman Tribunal (31.92 sqm/counsellor) and 

the Probation Service in Targu Mures (37 

sqm/counsellor).  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                  Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

In light of the differences registered for probation services main locations in terms of infrastructure 

dedicated to probation counsellors, the need for an analysis arose as to the strength of correlation between 

the total number of counsellors and the number of offices permanently used by counsellors (whose 

intended use is that of an office) on the one hand, and of the correlation between the total number of 

counsellors and total area of the offices in question, on the other hand.  

Minimum Medium Maximum

Main locations attached to tribunals 107 3,00 9,64 37,00

Source: Statistical data referring to infrastructure collected from the Beneficiary

* This analysis does not cover the rooms where activities with monitored persons  (interviews, reports, monitoring meetings, programmes) are 

being carried 

Status of areas allocated for probation counsellors depending on allocated rooms 

Type of location Number of rooms allocated for 

activities of probation counsellors*

Allocated area/counsellor (sm)
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Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

The simple Pearson correlation coefficient between 

the total number of counsellors and the total number 

of rooms used as an office for their activities is 

0.6361, which shows a moderate (partial), positive 

correlation between the two variables analysed.  This 

means that the high values of the variable „total 

number of probation counsellors” are partially 

correlated with the high values of the other variable, 

i.e. “number of offices”.  The indicator that was 

calculated shows that probation services main 

locations hosting a large number of counsellors do 

not generally benefit from a large number of offices 

for counsellors‟ activities.  

The simple Pearson correlation coefficient 

between the total number of counsellors and the 

total area of office spaces is 0.6812, indicating a 

moderate (partial), positive correlation between 

the two variables studied.  Just like in the 

previous correlation, the high values of the 

variable “total number of probation counsellors” 

are partially correlated with the high values of the 

other variable, i.e., “total area of offices”.  The 

indicator indicates that within the probation 

services main locations, there is a large number 

of counsellors who, generally, do not benefit 

from offices with a larger area to allow them 

carry on their activities.    

 

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

 

(viii). Status of Penitentiaries 

The analysis of the status of penitentiaries in Romania has been conducted on 35 of these units, 

namely: 

- Closed maximum security penitentiaries and provisional arrest units; 

- Open and semi-open penitentiaries; 

- Penitentiaries for minors and youth. 

 

Since the data received from the Beneficiary 

proved to be incomplete and not fully accurate, 

they were supplemented with information 

obtained from the website of the National 
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Administration of Penitentiary (http://www.anp-

just.ro/). 

The analysis of gathered data shows that for 46% 

of the number of penitentiaries, the average is 

between 20.01 sqm – 30.00 sqm, while 23% of 

the total number of penitentiaries has cells with 

an average area between 30.01 sqm and 40.00 

sqm. 

 

  

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

As regards the average number of inmates in a cell, the 

analysis indicates that 43% of penitentiaries have 

between 6 and 10 inmates in a cell, while 37% of them, 

between 11 and 15 inmates in a cell.      

 

As regards the occupancy percentage in each 

penitentiary, calculated by reference to the legal 

capacity of 6 cubic metres/ inmate, 49% of all 

penitentiaries result as having an occupancy 

percentage between 80.01% and 100%, and 37% 

exceed 100%. 

 

Source: infrastructure statistical data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

8%

17%

46%

23%

6%

Status of penitenciaries depending on the average area per cell

Average area  available of a cell  is between 9,00 and 15,00 sqm

Average area  available of a cell  is between 15,01 and 20,00 sqm

Average area  available of a cell  is between 20,01 and 30,00 sqm

Average area  available of a cell  is between 30,01 and 40,00 sqm

Average area  available of a cell  is of minim 40,01 sqm

11%

43%

37%

6% 3%

Status of penitenciaries depending on the number of inmates per 
cell

Holding maximum 5 inmates per cell Holding between  6 and 10 inmates per cell

Holding between 11 and 15 inmates per cell Holding between 16 and 20 inmates per cell

Holding over 21 inmates per cell

0%
14%

49%

37%

Status of penitenciaries depending on the occupancy rate

Occupancy rate of maximum 50% Occupancy rate  between 50,01% and 80,00%

Occupancy rate  between  80,01% and 100,00% Occupancy rate of  minimum 100,01%
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1.1.(b). Analysis of Financial Implications 

(i). Status of offices for judges, clerks, prosecutors and probation 

counsellors, respectively 

The costs incurred with the physical infrastructure of the supplementary number of offices in the 

district courts (for clerks and judges), the prosecutors‟ offices (for prosecutors) and the probation 

services (for probation counsellors) are mainly determined by the area of the future offices depending 

on the type of building, the number of offices and the area of such locations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The size is estimated by assessing the functional requirements of the judicial institution (the planning 

stage), which, to a large extent, depend on the human resources needs and the changes in competence 

arising from the implementation of the New Codes, the enforcement of the criteria for appropriate 

sizing so as to determine the need for space (the programming stage), the development of adequate 

spatial correlations (the design stage) and, by taking into account the time variable, the overall 

modelling and the design implementation phase (that is the construction/ development stage).  

The last two above-mentioned stages will be strictly up to the Beneficiary and will be the 

responsibility thereof.  The design stage of the physical infrastructure related to the offices and the 

construction/ development phase strictly depend on the criteria to be considered by the Beneficiary in 

view of determining the methods for providing these key additional areas, as required.   

In a simple and balanced approach, the development process of the physical infrastructure related to 

the offices may be presented as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

Offices’ physical 
infrastructure

Probation 
counselors’ 

offices within 
the probation 

system 

Judges’ and 
clerks’ offices 

within the 
courts

Prosecutors’ 
offices 
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The planning stage includes the analysis of the areas provided at the moment (upon the date of the 

preparation of this Report), the distribution of the types of staff according to the currently available 

area (the current number of judges, clerks, prosecutors and probation counsellors), the assessment of 

the workload depending on each category of staff (the analysis of the current status and the estimate of 

the future status so as to determine the need for additional staff), as well as the procedural and 

administrative requirements.  

Identifying any space deficiencies in the existing buildings is closely related to the additional staff 

needs, mainly determined based on the current and future workload.  Accurate data and substantiated 

assumptions are crucial for ensuring cost efficiency. 

Programming

Planning

Design

Construction/Space planning

High

Low

Start Completion

Influence on Offices’ Physical Infrastructure-related Costs 

Time line 

Ability to influence costs

Physical infrastructure costs  

Source: adaptation as per the Study on the infrastructure related to the legal system, developed in 

the US 

 

According to the chart on the left showing the 

influence of the various process stages of developing 

the offices physical infrastructure on the costs, it 

appears that the highest probability for influencing 

the cost levels occurs during the planning and 

programming stages. 

The planning and programming phases are very 

important in ensuring cost efficiency within the 

design/ development and construction stages.  While 

progressing towards the design and construction 

stages, the costs with implementing the studied 

changes increase. 

As an example, a layout table included below for the Craiova Court of Appeal (covering the 

subordinated courts - tribunals and district courts, including the own apparatus of the court of appeal) 

will be used to provide details on the expenditure related to the judges‟ offices physical infrastructure.  

This method will be followed to the extent to which there will be possible to estimate the number of 

judges and the workload (i.e the number of cases allocated to each judge) at the level of each 

institution. 

• Development of 
drawings and technical 
specifications for the 

provision of additional 
key-spaces

• Implementation of the 
objectives and design 

specifications

• Transforming  the 
functional requirements 

into a plan for key-
spaces needs  and 

defining the design / 
development objectives

• Evaluation of functional 
requirements at each 

judicial institution level 
depending on the 
additional human 

resources needs and 
changes in competence

PLANNING PROGRAMMING

DESIGN

CONSTRUCTION/

DEVELOPMENT 
(SPATIAL 

PLANNING)
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Sursa: Prelucrarea datelor colectate de la beneficiar 

 

 

The different degrees of interaction between the main elements included in this table and the sizing 

and quantification of the offices physical infrastructure were taken into account.  There are two 

alternatives in this respect: 

- Consistency (compatibility) - this degree of interaction shows the logical and useful 

correspondence between the additional staff needed - judges, clerks, prosecutors, and probation 

counsellors, respectively, and the need for additional areas for them (in this case, offices).  

Thus, the increase in the number of staff will entail an increase in terms of the physical 

infrastructure (the estimated additional area, as marked by the “+” sign in the table above, by 

way of example). 

Likewise, consequently, if no additional human resources are considered (such as a potential 

stagnation in the number of existing staff), this will not cause a change in the demand for office 

area (i.e. zero impact on the physical infrastructure – as highlighted in the table by way of 

example). 

- Integration – according to this approach, the active interaction between elements such as 

forecasting the additional areas needed and the cost on the estimated physical infrastructure 

ranks higher.  Thus, as an example, the provision of more additional area needed is associated 

with corresponding higher costs.  At the same time, the high costs are justified by the new need 

to make available several areas as a result of estimating a need for human resources. 

CA Craiova

Estimated  

number of 

additional judges

Impact on existing  

infrastructure  

(+/0)

Current number 

of offices Area /judge (sqm)

Total area needed 

(sqm)

Unit cost 

(RON/sqm)

Total   

infrastructure 

expenditure

Court of Appeal Craiova - own staff + 13 12,66 2.444,64

Tribunal Dolj + 9 14,49 2.444,64

District Court Craiova 0 10 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Bailesti 0 4 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Calafat 0 4 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Filiasi 0 3 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Segarcea 0 3 15,48 2.444,64

Tribunal Gorj + 24 14,49 2.444,64

District Court Targu Jiu 0 21 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Motru 0 4 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Novaci 0 5 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Targu Carbunesti 0 8 15,48 2.444,64

Tribunal Mehedinti + 7 14,49 2.444,64

District Court Drobeta Turnu Severin 0 4 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Orsova 0 2 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Baia de Arama 0 4 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Strehaia 0 5 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Vanju Mare 0 2 15,48 2.444,64

Tribunal Olt + 18 14,49 2.444,64

District Court Slatina 0 8 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Caracal 0 8 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Bals 0 5 15,48 2.444,64

District Court Corabia 0 3 15,48 2.444,64

TOTAL 0 174 0,00 0,00

Expenditure for judge office  infrastructuea at the level of Court of Appeal Craiova
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The main input data for assessing the actual area requirements (in total square meters) are the 

estimated number of additional staff.  In the table below, the column showing the estimated number of 

additional judges for each type of court is marked in blue, which means that such data are not 

currently available.  Consequently, when drafting this Report, the Consultant could not determine the 

total area needed (in square meters) for judges who would represent an increase in staff (as the case 

may be, employment to fill the vacancies under the staff scheme or, when the scheme is full, provision 

of additional positions) in the judicial system. 

In the absence of officially approved infrastructure standards, for the purpose of the analysis on the 

estimate of the need for offices in judicial institutions (courts, prosecutor offices and probation 

services) and the related costs, the average area allotted to each staff category (in square meters) will 

be taken into account, as obtained at the level of the judicial system (for each type of institution) 

following the analysis of the current status of areas currently made available.  Thus, as regards the 

physical infrastructure related to the judge offices, the resulting average area/ judge is 15.48 sqm for 

district courts.  As compared to the status registered in district courts, further to processing the 

infrastructure data collected from the Beneficiary, in the case of the other types of courts, a smaller 

average area made available for each judge was noticed.  In tribunals, an average area of 14.49 square 

meters was obtained, whereas the courts of appeal were shown to enjoy an average area of 12.66 

square meters for a judge in the offices.  The analysis of collected data in the HCCJ showed an 

average area of 12.11 sqm/judge, much less than the average area obtained for district courts. 

A similar case was found as regards the infrastructure relateds to clerk offices.   

In order to assess the need for physical infrastructure related to the offices and to obtain the cost 

related to additional areas to be made available, a unit cost per built square meter of 600 euros was 

used, which equivalent in national currency is 2,444.64 RON/ sqm (converted at the RON/ Euro 

exchange rate of 4.0744, as recorded at end April 2011).  The estimate of this cost per square meter 

took into account the design of a standard area, taking into account construction and installation 

works.  This cost does not include utilities, connections, design or site preparation. 
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Sursa: Prelucrarea datelor colectate de la beneficiar 

Sursa: Prelucrarea datelor colectate de la beneficiar 

 

At an aggregate level, for the entire judicial system, in order to obtain an overall cost for the physical 

infrastructure of the offices, a summary table will be used (as per the form above) for each individual 

court of appeal.  The values to be entered next to each court of appeal will be obtained by summing up 

the values obtained at the level of each type of subordinated court (district courts and tribunals), 

including the values relating to the own apparatus of each court of appeal. 

The approach described above will be also used to determine the costs associated with the physical 

infrastructure related to the clerk, prosecutor and probation counsellor offices, according to the 

examples included in this section. 

Courts of appeal and HCCJ

Estimated  

number of 

additional judges

Impact on existing  

infrastructure  

(+/0)

Current number 

of offices

Total area needed 

(sqm)

Unit cost 

(RON/sqm)

Total   

infrastructure 

expenditure

Court of appeal Alba Iulia + 122 2.444,64

Court of appeal Bacau + 77 2.444,64

Court of appeal Brasov + 67 2.444,64

Court of appeal Bucuresti + 376 2.444,64

Court of appeal Cluj + 182 2.444,64

Court of appeal Constanta + 74 2.444,64

Court of appeal Craiova + 174 2.444,64

Court of appeal Galati + 108 2.444,64

Court of appeal Iasi + 114 2.444,64

Court of appeal Oradea + 96 2.444,64

Court of appeal Pitesti + 76 2.444,64

Court of appeal Ploiesti + 103 2.444,64

Court of appeal Suceava + 117 2.444,64

Court of appeal Targu Mures + 85 2.444,64

Court of appeal Timisoara + 202 2.444,64

HCCJ + 41 2.444,64

TOTAL 0 2014 0,00 0,00

Expenditure for judge office  infrastructuea at the level of legal system

CA Alba Iulia

Estimated number 

of clerks

Ismacton existing 

infrastructure 

(+/0)

Current no. of 

offices

National average 

area/clerk (sqm)

Total area needed 

(sqm)

Unit cost 

(RON/sqm)

Total 

infrastructure 

expenditure

Court of Appeal Alba Iulia - own staff + 9 8,36 2.446,44

Tribunal Alba + 9 8,81 2.446,44

District Court Alba Iulia 0 8 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Aiud 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Blaj 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Sebes 0 3 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Casmeni 0 20 9,78 2.446,44

Tribunal Hunedoara + 20 8,81 2.446,44

District Court Deva 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Hunedoara 0 5 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Brad 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Orastie 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Petrosani 0 8 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Hateg 0 4 9,78 2.446,44

Tribunal Sibiu + 17 8,81 2.446,44

District Court Sibiu 0 10 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Medias 0 5 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Agnita 0 5 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Avrig 0 3 9,78 2.446,44

District Court Saliste 0 2 9,78 2.446,44

TOTAL 0 148 0 0

Infrastructure expenditure at the level of Court of Appeal Alba Iulia
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In accordance with the model table above, obviously, as regards the physical infrastructure related to 

the clerk offices, following the analysis of the current status of the physical infrastructure, the resulting 

average area/ clerk is  9.78 sqm within the district courts, unlike other courts, which make available 

for clerks a smaller average area by almost 1 square meter (tribunals – 8.81 sqm average area/ clerk, 

courts of appeal – 8.36 sqm average area/ clerk and HCCJ – 8.39 sqm average area/ clerk). 

Source: Data collected from the Beneficiary 

Following the analysis of the current status of physical infrastructure related to prosecutor offices, the 

resulting average area/ prosecutor was 15.48 sqm within the prosecutor departments attached to the 

courts of appeal.  In the case of prosecutor departments attached to the district courts, the average area 

resulted 18.02 square meters per prosecutor.  The analysis of infrastructure data collected from the 

Beneficiary showed that the lowest average area/ prosecutor, i.e. 16.87 sqm/ prosecutor, was found for 

the prosecutor departments attached to tribunals. 

As regards the probation services (main locations), the analysis takes into account the average area 

allocated per probation counsellor, i.e. 9.64 sqm, as resulted from the analysis of the current status of 

areas made available for probation counsellor, based on the data provided up to the date of drafting 

this Report. 

 

Prosecutor Office attached to CA Constanta

Estimated number 

of prosecutors

Impact on existing 

infrastructure 

(+/0)

Current no. of 

office

Area /prosecutor 

(sqm)

Total area needed 

(sqm)

Unit cost 

(RON/sqm)

Total   

infrastructure 

expenditure

Prosecutor office attached to CA Constanta -own staff +/0 16 20,10 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to Tribunal Constanta +/0 5 16,87 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Constanta +/0 5 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Medgidia +/0 5 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Mangalia +/0 5 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Harsova +/0 5 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to Tribunal Tulcea +/0 10 16,87 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Tulcea +/0 8 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Babadag +/0 4 18,02 2.444,64

Prosecutor office attached to District Court Macin +/0 3 18,02 2.444,64

TOTAL 0 66 0,00 0,00

Expenditure for judge office  infrastructuea at the level of Prosecutor Office attached to Court of Appeal Constanta
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Source: Data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

 

Main locations

Estimated number 

of probation 

counsellors

Impact on existing 

infrastructure 

(+/0)

No. of rooms 

permanently 

occupied

Area /counsellor 

(sqm)

Total area needed 

(sqm)

Unit cost 

(RON/sqm)

Total   

infrastructure 

expenditure

ML Alba +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Hunedoara +/0 4 9,64 2.444,64

ML Sibiu +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Bacau +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Neamt +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Brasov +/0 4 9,64 2.444,64

ML Covasna +/0 5 9,64 2.444,64

ML Bucuresti +/0 6 9,64 2.444,64

ML Tribunalul Ilfov +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Calarasi +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Ialomita +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Giurgiu +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Teleorman +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Cluj +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Bistrita Nasaud +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Salaj +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Maramures +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Constanta +/0 5 9,64 2.444,64

ML Tulcea +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Dolj +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Gorj +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Mehedinti +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Olt +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Galati +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Braila +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Vrancea +/0 4 9,64 2.444,64

ML Iasi +/0 4 9,64 2.444,64

ML Vaslui +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Bihor +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Satu Mare +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Arges +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Valcea +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Prahova +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Buzau +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Dambovita +/0 4 9,64 2.444,64

ML Suceava +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Botosani +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Mures +/0 2 9,64 2.444,64

ML Harghita +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

ML Timis +/0 5 9,64 2.444,64

ML Arad +/0 3 9,64 2.444,64

ML Caras-Severin +/0 1 9,64 2.444,64

TOTAL 0 107 9,64 0,00 2.444,64 0,00

Infrastructure expenditure for rooms permanently occupied  by probation counsellors in main locations
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(ii). Status of Courtrooms and Council Chambers 

The preliminary analysis of the current status regarding the infrastructure has shown a rather low 

number of courtrooms in the courts, as compared to the annual volume of their activity (i.e. the 

number of cases that they must settle during a calendar year).  Moreover, a significant number of 

courts do not currently have courtrooms dedicated exclusively to solving civil and criminal cases, 

respectively. 

Likewise, the number of areas designed for closed session meetings is rather limited, and 

approximately one third of the total number of courts does not have such rooms.  Therefore, currently, 

the closed session meetings, which should be carried in council chamber procedure most often take 

place either in the courtrooms, at the end of court hearings, and each court takes the necessary actions 

for their organization (the judgment with or without the parties‟ participation, but in the absence of the 

public), or in the judges‟ offices.  Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning that, as stipulated in the 

procedure codes in force, the cases that are settled in chambers, even if rather many, are incomparably 

less than in the case of adopting the NCrPC. 

According to the new provisions of the NCrPC regarding the trial investigation in first instance in 

council chamber, most of the duration of the trial will take place in council chamber procedure.  

Within the courtrooms, in public session, exclusively the stage of debates on the case background, 

finalized by deliberation and the pronunciation of decision should take place.  Since this stage will 

have a limited weight in the total duration of a trial, the exclusive use of the courtrooms for public 

sessions would lead to an inefficient use of the existing area of courtrooms.  

In the Consultant‟s opinion, it would be suitable to avoid building a significant number of areas 

exclusively intended for the council chamber procedure.  This procedure may continue to be carried in 

the current areas intended as courtrooms, by observing the rules specific to this procedure. 

Obviously, the efficient enforcement of the new provisions regarding the performance of the trail 

investigation stage in council chamber procedure requires rigorously setting the trial terms for each 

case occurring during a day at certain hours.  

Taking into account the facts above, the estimation of the need for areas for the procedure  of council 

chamber will be taken into account when identifying the need of courtrooms, resulting from the 

calculation of the estimated court workload and necessary staff. 

To the extent to which the assessment of the workload (i.e. the number of folders allocated to a judge) 

at the level of each institution, the analysis of needed courtrooms/ council chambers shall be 

conducted for each court in Romania (each court, tribunal, court of appeal).  The data will be further 

centralized and summarized according to each type of court (total district courts, tribunals, courts of 

appeal). 

 

 

 

 



  

 

450 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From a methodological viewpoint, the estimation of the need for courtrooms/ council chambers 

requires considering the current and expected volume of activity.  The latter indicator is obtained 

based on the estimated number of judges and their workload (i.e. the estimated number of cases 

allocatd to a judge).  However, the volume of activity (i.e. the number of cases to be solved) is not 

sufficient for estimating the need for courtrooms/ council chambers.  This is because the number of 

cases “entering” the courtrooms in a calendar year is much higher than the number of actual cases, as 

each case goes through the courtroom several times (depending on the number of hearing dates). 

Given the incomplete and insufficiently accurate information up to date on the average length of a 

civil/ criminal case or the average number of hearing dates necessary for solving a case, the solution 

adopted to estimate the needed number of courtrooms/ council chambers consists in assessing the 

number of cases “entering” the courtrooms in a calendar year.  The estimation of the total number of 

“passes” of the cases through the courtrooms requires extrapolating the results obtained on the average 

number of cases “entering” the courtrooms/ council chambers in a day.  This latter indicator is 

assessed by monitoring the number of cases that “pass” through each court on a daily basis, through 

the ECRIS schedule of the court.  

For example, in the case of the Bucharest Tribunal, by monitoring the daily number of cases 

“entering” the court between 1 March and 31 March, 2009, the average number of cases tried on a 

daily basis in this court case was found about 798.  By extrapolation, the number of “passes” of the 

cases through the courtrooms/ council chambers of the Bucharest Tribunal, in 2009, was 

approximately 210,672, which means that the 105,968 cases on average “went through” the 

courtrooms about twice. 

If maintaining the same pace for the cases going through the courtrooms, based on the expected 

volume of activity of each court (i.e. the estimated number of cases as determined based on the 

estimated workload per judge and the estimated number of judges, information that is not available 

currently), the estimated number of “passes” of the cases through the court rooms during a calendar 

year may be assessed.  Given the current workload within a courtroom i.e. the average number of 

cases “reaching” a courtroom in a calendar year), the need for courtrooms may be assessed against a 

background of a changed volume of activity, as it particularly affects the courts that acquire new 

competences in judging certain types of cases (tribunals, courts of appeal and HCCJ). 

Courtrooms 
and Council 
Chambers 
physical 

infrastructure 

District 
Courts

Tribunals

Courts of
de 

Appeal

HCCJ
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In the absence of officially approved standards on the areas of courtrooms, the values used to estimate 

the expenditure incurred by supplementing the number of courtrooms/ council chambers are as 

follows:  

- The average value of the areas of current courtrooms for each type of court (i.e. the average area 

of a courtroom in district courts, tribunals, courts of appeal and HCCJ), and 

- The RON equivalent of the cost for one built square meter, estimated at 600 Euros, at the 

exchange rate of the last day of April 2011 (1 Euro = 4.0744 Ron). 

In order to illustrate the reasoning in mind, the model table for the Bucharest Court of Appeal is 

shown below.  A similar analysis will be conducted for each court of appeal.  Likewise, the final 

results will be further summarized for each type of court (district courts, tribunals, courts of appeal and 

HCCJ). 

Source: Data collected from the Beneficiary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No. Bucharest CA

Total 

number of 

courtrooms

/ council 

chambers 

(1)

Current 

volume of 

activity (2)

Estimated 

workload 

(number of 

cases per 

judge)

(3)

Estimated 

number of 

judges

 (4)

Estimated 

volume of 

activity

(5=3 x 4)

Impact on the 

existing 

infrastructure 

(+/0) 

(6)

Average number of cases 

entered in the courtrooms/ 

council chambers during one 

month (extrapolation of the 

current status) 

(7)

Total number of current case 

entries in the courtrooms/ 

council chambers  (annual 

figures based on the average 

number of case entries per 

day)

 (8)

Average number 

of entries for a 

single case in the 

courtrooms/ 

council chambers 

during 1 year 

(9)

Total number of 

estimated of case 

entries in the 

courtrooms/ 

council chambers 

(forecasted figures 

based on the 

estimated volume 

of activity)

Average number 

of case entries in 

a courtroom 

during a year 

(11=10/1)

Estimated 

number of 

courtrooms 

(12=10/11 - 1)

Average area 

of a courtroom 

(sqm)

(13)

Tota estimated 

area of the 

courtrooms 

(sqm)

(14=12 x 13)

Unit 

cost(RON/sqm)

(15)

Total 

infrastructure 

expenditure

(16 = 14 x 15)

1 Bucharest Court of Appeal 12 46.492 0 0 0 + 287 75.768 1,63 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 85,86 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

2 Bucharest Tribunal 22 105.968 0 0 0 + 798 210.672 1,99 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 78,50 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

3 Bucharest - District 1 Court 5 57.009 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

4 Bucharest - District 1 Court 4 33.296 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

5 Bucharest - District 1 Court 4 38.960 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

6 Bucharest - District 1 Court 5 25.085 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

7 Bucharest - District 1 Court 4 22.327 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

8 Bucharest - District 1 Court 3 23.374 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

9 Tribunal Calarasi 4 6.105 0 0 0 + 53 13.992 2,29 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 78,50 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

10 District Court Calarasi 3 7.546 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

11 District Court Oltenita 3 5.055 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

12 District Court Lehliu Gara 1 2.246 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

13 Tribunal Ialomita 2 7.000 0 0 0 + 41 10.824 1,55 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 78,50 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

14 District Court Slobozia 3 8.842 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

15 District Court Fetesti 3 4.476 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

16 District Court Urziceni 3 5.085 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

17 Tribunal Giurgiu 5 7.052 0 0 0 + 76 20.064 2,85 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 78,50 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

18 District Court Giurgiu 4 17.816 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

19 District Court Bolintin Vale 4 6.045 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

20 Tribunal Teleorman 2 8.421 0 0 0 + 106 27.984 3,32 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 78,50 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

21 District Court Alexandria 2 6.385 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

22 District Court Rosiorii de Vede 3 4.150 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

23 District Court Turnu Magurele 3 3.419 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

24 District Court Videle 3 2.815 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

25 District Court Zimnicea 2 3.290 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

26 District Court Buftea 3 12.953 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

27 District Court Cornetu 2 9.174 0 0 0 0 0 0,00 #DIV/0! 71,74 #DIV/0! 2.444,64 #DIV/0!

114 480.386 0 0 359.304 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Infrastructure expenditure at Bucharest CA level

TOTAL
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1.2. IT Infrastructure 

1.2.(a). Current status of IT Infrastructure 

The use of information technologies ensures the standardisation and improvement of procedures at the 

level of the entire judiciary system, helps to increase the quality of the judicial process and speed up 

the internal processes, allows for a fast and easy access to the information tools necessary for 

performing activities (legislation, jurisprudence, information about docketed cases). 

According to the Strategy for turning the judicial from a paper support into a computer based system 

between 2010 and 2015, at present, all the institutions of the judicial system benefit from a number of 

IT equipment that meets their current needs, with most of the work being fully automated.  According 

to this strategy, in 2010 the IT equipment available to courts of law and prosecutor offices was as 

follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The IT equipment and communication infrastructure provided to courts, prosecutor offices and 

probation services is heterogeneous.  Thus, the standard packages include the central unit (mother 

board, processor, video card, sound board, network card, memory, hard disk etc.), optical units 

(CD/DVD R/RW), floppy disk, monitor, keyboard, mouse and speakers.  The work stations and 

notebooks were purchased under OEM (Original Equipment Manufacturer) licenses, which are 

granted to Microsoft products that are pre-installed on the systems delivered to users (licenses that 

may be delivered only together with a new computer and cannot be moved from one computer to 

another).  The prices for OEM licenses are generally lower than the retail version (FPP – Full Package 

Product).  

Information systems are crucially dependent on the software resources, which can be grouped in two 

broad software categories:  application and system software.  Application software is that software 

which acts directly upon a particular field of use to ensure the processing of information required by 

Courts of justice

1,405 servers

15,603 workstations and 608 
notebooks

6,022 printers

946 multifunctional equipment

Other  IT equipment, 
networking and communication

Prosecutor’s offices 
(including NAD and 

DIOCT)

1,226 servers

6,839 workstations and 
notebooks

560 printers (doar la nivelul DNA 
şi DIICOT)

88 SANs (this data does not 
include NAD and DIOCT)

Other  IT equipment, 
networking and communication

Source: IT strategy for the judicial system, 2010-2015 

ENDOWMENT WITH IT EQUIPMENT
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end users.  They could be grouped as text processors, spreadsheets, data management system 

processes, PowerPoint and graphs, e-mail and internet access.  

The use on a large scale of Microsoft Office 2003 by courts of law, prosecutor offices and probation 

services could be noted.  This successor of Microsoft Office XP has the following software 

application:  Word (used for text processing), Excel (used for spreadsheets), PowerPoint (for 

presentations) and Outlook (e-mail access). 

System software is represented by that software that manages and handles the resources and activities 

of a computer, acting as an interface between the computer and the application software.  This 

category includes the operating systems (an interface between computer and application software, 

network access (communication between computers) and utility software.  

Insofar as system software is concerned, the working stations and notebooks used in the judicial 

system are provided with operating systems largely preinstalled (included in the standard 

configuration) - Windows XP, an operating system well known for its stability and efficiency.  

The utility software used by courts, prosecutor offices and probation services are intended to various 

activities such as system and resources load analysis, antivirus protection, electronic archiving, system 

optimisation, etc.  Thus Microsoft ForeFront Antivirus is used for antivirus protection, which is a 

reliable security system designed to protect computers and servers from threats such as spyware, 

viruses and rootkit. 

Besides antivirus software, electronic archiving / data extraction software is the most frequently used 

utility software.  The judicial system mostly uses the Open Source, which provides the most important 

facilities of such an archiving/data extraction system:  splitting of the files between several volumes, 

selection of compression quality, self-extracts, etc.      

The main software application specific to the judicial system and used by courts of law is the ECRIS 

(Electronic Court Register Informational Systems), which is an electronic management system of files, 

documents and of all information about cases.  Prosecutor offices mainly use this application, but they 

also benefit from a special module for the management of files and specific documents prepared by 

prosecutor offices.  The ECRIS has 3 main modules:  CDMS – Content Document Management 

System, a module for the management of data referring to files and documents in courts, prosecutor 

offices and probation services, a module that randomly distributes files to judge panels and the LLDS 

– Legal Library Documentation System.  The use of ECRIS by all the judicial system institutions 

allows for a standardisation of activities and procedures.   

The judicial system frequently uses various legislative software applications.  Depending on the 

minimum hardware requirements to be met by the computers running such applications, the mostly 

used applications are as follows: 

- Eurolex – legislative software allowing for a direct and easy access to complete and accurate 

databases that cover the national and community legislation and case-law 

- Lex Expert –noteworthy due to the diversity and efficiency of tools offered for finding the 

information sought by users, as well as the reliability and easy operation.  It has 5 modules that 

can be frequently updated:  legislation, case-law, recent acts (latest publications in the Official 
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Journal of Romania), new software (new facilities and uniformity of software versions at 

national level) and internal documents (database of documents specific to the judicial system 

institutions using this application)  

- Lege 4 – complex working tool with 4 modules:  Romanian legislation and case-law, European 

legislation and case-law, public purchase notices, legal utility software.  As information is 

structured along several modules, the application offers complete legislation information, due to 

the manner in which updated normative acts are linked to case-law, legal briefs, contract 

samples, etc. 

1.2.(b). Analysis of the Financial Implications 

Currently, the institutions within the judicial system are fully computerized, and the current staff 

enjoys IT equipment that enables efficient activities to be carried out. 

The amendments to the New Codes will have direct impact on the human resource needs and the 

staffing changes within the judicial system institutions will lead to changes in the IT infrastructure.  

Thus, following the assessment of the human resource needs, the decision will be taken to purchase 

additional IT equipment or to maintain the number of existing pieces of equipment. 

The additional IT equipment procurement will entail costs on the following computer technology 

elements: 

- The basic/ standard configuration - it includes the central unit, optical drives, the floppy disk, 

the monitor, keyboard, mouse, speakers and operating system;  

- The operating system license (OEM license) - the overall cost of the license is generally 

included in the cost of the basic configuration; 

- Utility software - antivirus, archiving/ unarchiving software, operating system assistance 

software, etc.; 

- Licenses for legal applications - Lex2000, Lege4, Legis, Eurolex, etc.; 

- Maintenance costs – the maintenance of the IT infrastructure can be provided by procuring 

specialized external services, or can be carried out in-house, in which case such costs are zero; 

- Internet access services - these costs are included in the cost of the communication services. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Basic configuration and
operating system

licence

Internet Access Services Maintenance

Legal applications licensesUtilities programs
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The IT infrastructure estimated costs are based on the actual costs recorded in the institutions (courts, 

probation services and prosecutor offices) depending on the potential framework contracts concluded 

for such equipment/ services, while also taking into account the current market prices.  For example, 

the Public Ministry enjoys a contract between MCIS and Microsoft as per the GD No.460/2009, so the 

basic software needed is used free of charge.  Likewise, the courts are also beneficiaries of a MCSI-

Microsoft framework contract, and the software used is only declared with MCIS, and no payments 

are made from the Ministry of Justice budget for them. 

Given the above, the estimate of the total potential additional costs for providing the IT infrastructure 

involves estimating the costs on each IT item, depending on the needs for additional staff (this 

information is not available at this time) and the estimated unit cost (cost/ user).  This analysis will be 

carried out at the level of each court, probation service and prosecutor office. 

For example, below there is model table on the estimated costs on the IT infrastructure within HCCJ.  

A similar analysis will be conducted at the level of the other courts, probation services and prosecutor 

offices and the final results will be summarized. 

 

 

 

 

Source: Data collected from the Beneficiary 

At the level of HCCJ, the basic/ standard configuration includes as follows:  a central processing unit, 

a monitor, a keyboard, a mouse, speakers, and the OEM operating system, with an estimated unit price 

of RON 3,000 (VAT included).  The operating system currently in use is Windows XP.  

The utilities programs are not included in the basic package.  The types of software used mainly within 

HCCJ are the followings:  Microsoft Forefront Antivirus, Microsoft Office, PDF Reader and archive/ 

unarchive software.  

Given the fact that, in terms of legal software applications, Lege4 and Eurolex are chiefly used within 

HCCJ, the cost of the license has been determined based on them. 

The maintenance services for the existing databases and management systems are performed in-house.  

For hardware maintenance within HCCJ, external services are needed, and are estimated at RON 

3.348/ month. 

The Internet access services are estimated at a unit cost per user of RON 0.56 per month. 

Elements M.U. Cost per unit (RON) No. Required Period (months) Total cost

Basic/standard configuration pax 3.000,00 N/A 0,00

Operating system licence pax 0,00 12 0,00

Utilities programs pax 5,97 12 0,00

Legal software applications pax 25,54 12 0,00

Maintenance pax 3.348,00 12 0,00

Internet acces services pax 0,56 12 0,00

TOTAL pax 6.380,07 0 0,00
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1.3. Staff Expenditure 

1.3.(a). Status of Current Staff Expenditure 

The budget of the Romanian system of courts and prosecutor departments includes the budget of the 

courts of appeal, tribunals, specialized tribunals and district courts (an integral part of the budget of the 

Ministry of Justice), the budget of the High Court of Cassation and Justice (HCCJ), the budget of the 

prosecutor offices (the Public Ministry) and the budget of the courts and the military prosecutor 

offices (an integral part of the Ministry of Defence). 

Between 2008 and 2010, the staff expenditure had the largest share in the total justice budget.  In 

absolute figures, in 2010, the total staff costs of the courts (except the military ones), the prosecutor 

offices and HCCJ were around RON 1.84 billion, higher by approximately 30% as compared to the 

prioir year, but only 4% higher than the amount of staff expenditure in 2008.  The share of staff 

expenditure in the judicial budget is overwhelming:  in 2010, the total staff expenses of all the courts 

(except the military ones) and the prosecutor offices, and HCCJ were around 90% of the combined 

budgets of all the institutions above.  The remaining 10% was held by all the other budget chapters:  

goods and services, transfers, fixed assets and capital repairs.  As compared to previous years, the 

share of the total staff expenditure in the combined budgets of the courts (except the military ones) and 

prosecutor offices and HCCJ is on the increase:  by 4.5% as compared to 2009, and by about 3% as 

compared to 2008. 

Source: annual budgets of the courts of appeal, annual activity reports of the Superior Council of Magistracy and the Public Ministry 

 

At the level of the Romanian courts (the courts of appeal, tribunals, specialized tribunals and district 

courts), less the military courts and HCCJ, the total staff expenditure decreased from RON 1.15 billion 

in 2008 to RON 0.9 billion the following year, and, in 2010, it increased to approximately RON 1.18 

billion. 
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Anlaysing the share of the total court staff 

expenditure in the total court budgets, it appeares 

to have increased from approximately 87.8% in 

2008 to 90.5% in 2010.  Likewise, over the period 

considered, the share of aggregate court staff 

expenditure in the total budget of the Ministry of 

Justice (including the NPA) was between 46% and 

50%.         
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In the accrued costs on the staff of the courts 

of appeal, tribunals, specialized courts and 

district courts, the money salary expenses 

have the most significant share of around 78% 

-79%.  In addition to basic salaries, significant 

percentages of the total staff money expenses 

are represented by the indemnities for working 

conditions, the awards and holiday bonuses, 

the housing allowances and other cash 

bonuses and other money salary rights.  The 

state social security, unemployment and health 

insurance contributions range between 20% 

and 21% of the total combined court staff 

expenses, while the in-kind salary expenses 

range between 0.1% and 0.2% of the staff 

expenses. 
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Source: annual budgets of the courts of appeal 

Out of the total budget allowances for expenses on the staff of courts (courts of appeal, tribunals, 

specialized tribunals and district courts), the highest share goes to the Bucharest Court of Appeal and 

the subordinated units (17% -18%), the Craiova Court of Appeal and the subordinated units (between 

12% and 14%) and the Cluj Court of Appeal and the subordinate units (7% -8%).  The courts of appeal 
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of Targu Mures, Brasov, Constanta and Oradea are the opposite, as the share thereof in the total court 

staff expenses is about 4%. 
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Comparing the shares of staff expenditure for each court of appeal and the subordinated units in their 

budget, in the case of the Craiova, Galati, Timisoara, Pitesti and Oradea courts of appeal, the share of 

staff expenditure in the budgets related to such courts appears to reach about 92% -93%, whereas, in 

the case of the Alba, Bucharest and Iasi courts of appeal, the same indicator is about 84% -85% of the 

budget for these courts. 

Between 2008 and 2010, the total expenditure on the staff of HCCJ decreased from RON 78.3 million, 

in 2008, to approximately RON 69.3 million the following year and, in 2010, reached RON 65.4 

million.  Likewise, during the same period, the share of HCCJ staff expenses in the total budget of the 

institution decreased from 91.8% in 2008 to 89.1% in 2010. 
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                      Source: annual budgets of HCCJ 

 

In the total HCCJ staff expenditure, the highest share 

goes to the money salary expenses, about 78% -79%.  

The basic salaries, awards, holiday bonuses and 

bonuses make up a significant percentage in the total 

money salary expenses.  The state social security, 

unemployment and health insurance contributions are 

about 21% of the total HCCJ staff expenditure. 

As regards the prosecutor offices, the total staff expenses decreased from approximately RON 557 

million in 2009 to RON 469 million in 2009, whereas, in 2010, they rose to about RON 598 million.  

In the same period, the share of staff expenditure in the total budget of the prosecutor offices saw a 

similar trend:  a decrease in 2009 as compared to the prior year (82% in 2009 as compared to 83% in 

2008), followed by an increase in 2010 to about 87%. 
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Source: annual activity reports of the Public Ministry 
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The staff expenses of the Directorate for Investigating Organized Crime and Terrorism (DIOCT) 

increased in 2008-2010 from RON 49 million to about RON 61 million, while the staff expenses 

related to the National Anticorruption Directorate (NAD) increased from RON 63 million to RON 64 

million. 
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As regards the share of the total staff expenditure in the total budget of these institutions, it appears 

that, in the case of DIOCT, it decreased from about 89.0% in 2008 to 82.3% in 2010, while, in the case 

of NAD, the share of total expenses remained rather constant, i.e. around 86%. 
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o Source: annual activity 

reports of the Public Ministry 

o Source: annual activity reports of the Public Ministry 

 

1.3.(b). Analysis of financial implications 

Estimating the salary expenses requires assessing the salary expenses related to each category of staff 

(judges, clerks, related staff, prosecutors and probation staff) following the adoption of the New 

Codes.  Based on the current and estimated number of each category of staff (the latter indicator was 

not available on the date of drafting this Report), the staff variation in each court and in the prosecutor 

offices attached to it will be assessed.  The staff variation in the courts and prosecutor offices attached 

to each of them will be determined taking into account the carried forward gross average salary of 

each court and the staff changes resulting from the adoption of the New Codes. 

To illustrate the reasoning in mind, below there is a model table on estimating the staff expenses 

related to the judges of the Cluj Court of Appeal.  A similar analysis will be conducted for each 

category of staff (judges, clerks, prosecutors, and related staff) within each court of appeal/ prosecutor 

department attached to the courts of appeal.  Likewise, the final results will be summarized for each 

type of court (district courts, tribunals, courts of appeal, HCCJ and the prosecutor departments 

attached to the courts). 

 

 



  

 

461 

 

 

Source: Data collected from the Beneficiary 

No. CA Cluj

Current number 

of judges (1)

Estimate number 

of judges (2)

Staff variation 

(3 = 2-1)

Average gross 

wage (RON) (4)

Total staff 

expenditure 

(5 = 3 x 4)

1 Court of appeal Cluj 39 39 6.829                    266.331

2 Tribunal Cluj 38 38 9.250                    351.500

3 District court Cluj Napoca 36 36 7.333                    263.988

4 District court Dej 6 6 7.333                    43.998

5 District court Gherla 8 8 7.333                    58.664

6 District court Turda 10 10 7.333                    73.330

7 District court Huedin 6 6 7.333                    43.998

8 Tribunal Bistrita-Nasaud 20 20 9.250                    185.000

9 District court Bistrita 18 18 7.333                    131.994

10 District court Nasaud 8 8 7.333                    58.664

11 District court Beclean 4 4 7.333                    29.332

12 Tribunal Salaj 12 12 9.250                    111.000

13 District court Zalau 8 8 7.333                    58.664

14 District court Jibou 4 4 7.333                    29.332

15 District court Simleu Silvaniei 2 2 7.333                    14.666

16 Tribunal Maramures 26 26 9.250                    240.500

17 District court Baia Mare 24 24 7.333                    175.992

18 District court Sighetu Marmatiei 7 7 7.333                    51.331

19 District court Dragomiresti 3 3 7.333                    21.999

20 District court Somcuta Mare 2 2 7.333                    14.666

21 District court Targu Lapus 2 2 7.333                    14.666

22 District court Viseu de Sus 5 5 7.333                    36.665

TOTAL 288 0 288 2.276.280

CA Cluj - Staff expenditure (judges) 
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1.4. Analysis of the financial implications of the New Codes on the legal aid 

system.  Identification of main changes brought by the New Codes to legal 

aid system 

1.4.(a). Provisions in criminal matters with potential impact on the legal aid system 

General provisions on the role of lawyers in the criminal trial and the 

manner of exercising it (Art.88, 89, 92 NCrPC) 

The regulations included in the NCPP on aid and representation by lawyers in a criminal trial are 

based on a new concept, as the capacity of the lawyer as a participant in the criminal trial is 

acknowledged.  

Without bringing significant changes on the matter as compared to prior legislation, the NCPP 

provisions are more detailed and more rigourous, in that they explicity provide for the lawyer‟s rights 

for the whole duration of criminal trials, out of which the following are worth mentioning:  the right to 

attend the criminal proceedings;  the right to be notified on the act of criminal prosecution;  the right 

of access to the case file during the criminal prosecution;  the right to ensure the defence of rights and 

freedoms before the judge, as well as within the preliminary procedure in chambers;  the right to be 

given adequate time and facilities to prepare the defence;  the right to prepare the appeal as regards the 

fines and fees;  obligations as regards the confidentiality and the conflict of interests etc. 

As a novelty, the text regulates the terms of exercising the right to contact the lawyer (Art.89 para.(2)).  

The lawmaker balances the interests involved by acknowledging on the one side, the right of the 

suspect or the deterred defendant to observe the lawyer-client priviledge.  On the other side, the law 

also sets the limits in exercising such right, which is justified by the need to ensure a proper course of 

the trial by providing that the holders of the right must observe the visual supervisory, safety and 

security measures.   

These provisions governing the conditions for granting legal aid in criminal proceedings also apply for 

the granting of ex officio legal aid.  Thus, all provisions regulating the general terms for ensuring 

attorney-client communication, including the lawyer acknowledged rights and the obligations during 

the criminal trial, accordingly apply in cases where ex officio legal aid is provided.  The new 

legislation does not modify significantly the cases of mandatory legal aid as provided under the CrPC, 

to which the cases of mandatory legal aid associated to the new institutions regulated by the NCrPC 

attach.  

In the matter of legal aid ensured by a lawyer ex officio, the new regulation introduces as novelty the 

suspect‟s / defendant‟s right and the ex officio lawyer‟s right, respectively, and at the same time, the 

correlative obligation of the judicial bodies to ensure to the last mentioned “a reasonable term and the 

needed conditions for the preparation of an effective defence” (Art.91 para.(2)).  Such term cannot be 

less than 3 days in the trial stage.  

Also as novelty, the mandatory legal aid of the injured person or the civil party, when such person  

lacks the exercise capacity or he/she only has a limited exercise capacity (Art.93 para.(2)) during the 

procedure of the prosecutor taking the measure of judicial control (Art.212 para.(6)), during the 
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procedure of taking the measure of home arrest (Art.220 para.(3) and upon the conclusion of the 

agreement of recognition of guilty (Art.480 para.(2)) are worth mentioning.  

Also, the new provisions in matters of appeal to preventive measures ordered by the pre-trial chamber 

judge against the defendant (Art.205 para.(8)) provide for the obligation to ensure to the defendant 

legal aid under the law, either by request or ex officio.  As a result, under these circumstances, if the 

defendant has not chosen a lawyer, the provisions regarding the ex –officio legal aid apply, in order to 

ensure his procedural rights.  However, we note that the legal aid is not mandatory, according to 

Art.206 NCrPC, in matters of appeal to the preventive measurea taken during the trial.  

The ex officio lawyer has the obligation to provide effective and concrete legal assistance.  For this 

purpose, his appointment is basically made by the judicial bodies for the entire period of trial 

procedures.  The mandate granted to the ex officio lawyer will cease in case of the appointment of a 

new ex officio lawyer by the judicial bodies (if the case circumstances so require), or in case a 

mandate is granted to a chosen lawyer.  

Under these conditions, the implementation of these regulations, both in terms of granting legal aid in 

general, and in cases of ex officio legal aid, requires the identification of the material base, the 

techniques for remote surveillance and the logistics required to ensure the proper compliance with the 

conditions provided by law.  The financial impact of these provisions is still difficult to estimate based 

on the data available to date. 
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1.4.(b). Provisions in civil matters with potential impact on the legal aid system (Art.13, 

83, 478 NCPC) 

According to NCPC, in the final appeal, the parties may not file requests and conclusions personally, 

but only through their lawyers or by a legal advisor (except as provided by Art.13 para.(2) NCPC).  To 

the extent that the appellant cannot meet the expenses triggered by starting and sustaining an appeal 

trial, without jeopardizing the sustenance of the same or the family thereof, the same may benefit from 

legal aid.   

Setting up these obligations that require a professionalisation of the conventional representation in 

certain cases will require the parties to ask the courts to ensure public legal aid to the extent they are in 

a difficult material status, in order to avoid the penalty of nullity.  In this respect, it is worth 

mentioning that the Draft IL NCPC takes into account the future change of the provisions of GEO 

No.51/2008, providing that, in case the decision made in a cause for which the public legal aid is 

subject to appeal, the legal public aid granted in the prior stage of the trial shall be extended by law for 

the drafting of the application and of the reasons for appeal, as well as for exercising and defending it.  

A decision pronounced with the right to appeal accompanied by the copy of the closure accepting the 

legal public aid shall be immediately communicated to the bar, for verification and acknowledgement 

or, if the case, for appointing a lawyer with the right to defend in the court of appeal.  As of the date of 

acknowledgement or of the appointment of the lawyer, a new term for exercising the appeal begins. 

Equally, the Draft IL NCPC provides that the application for the legal public aid in view of exercising 

the remedying at law of appeal shall be directed to the court whose decision is questioned.  By 

introducing the application for the legal public aid, the term for the remedy at law of appeal will be 

interrupted one time, if the applicant submits the priving documents no later than 10 days.  As from 

the date of communicating the closure paper whereby solutioning the application for legal public aid 

or, as the case may be, as from the date of communicating the closure paper whereby solutioning the 

application for re-examination, a new term begins for exercising the remedy at law of appeal.  

Given the anticipated changes of the current legal framework as well as the difficulty of estimating the 

frequency of exercising the remedy at law of appeal, in the Consultant‟s opinion, it is difficult to 

quantify ex ante the direct impact of these provisions. 

(i). Presentation of the current status of the legal aid system 

(a) Components of the legal aid system 

The role of legal aid, as a dimension of the right to defence, is to ensure the access to justice to any 

individual who does not have the sufficient financial means, to meet legitimate rights or interests 

without jeopardizing the sustenance of the same or the family thereof.  In Europe, most countries
173

 

                                                      

 

173 34 European countries (including France, England, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Hungary, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Romania) 

provide legal aid both in the trial phase, and the pre-trial form of extra-legal aid, both in criminal matters, and other criminal 

matters.  By contrast, there are countries such as Azerbaijan and Ukraine in which legal aid systems operate, except in 

criminal cases. 
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promote legal aid to anyone who does not have sufficient resources, when such aid is needed to ensure 

efficient access to justice in both criminal and other types of cases. 

To ensure the right to a fair trial and to guarantee equal access to justice, the Romanian state grants 

legal aid in both criminal matters and other types of cases, both in the litigation and the pre-litigation 

phase as extrajudicial aid.  Legal aid in civil, commercial, administrative, labour and social security 

cases, as well as other cases, except criminal ones, is ensured by the Romanian state as judicial legal 

aid, according to the provisions of GEO No.51/2008.  

Legal aid is granted primarily with respect to legal representation in the trials carried out before the 

courts of people presumed to be in a difficult financial status predetermined by law.  However, in 

certain cases, providing legal consultations suffice to solve the legal problems encountered.  In such 

cases, the people in status of financial difficulty may apply for extrajudicial aid under the law.  

Given the above, one can distinguish between the following components of the legal aid system in 

Romania: 

- Depending on the matter in which the legal aid is granted, distinction is made between: (i) legal 

aid in criminal matters (the so-called “ex officio legal aid”), and (ii) the one granted in cases 

other than criminal ones (civil, commercial, administrative, labour and social security, etc.), i.e. 

the public legal aid; 

- Depending on the stage in which it is granted, distinction is made between: (i) the legal aid that 

can be granted in order to preserve the legitimate rights and interests in court, in the litigation 

phase, and (ii) public legal aid that can be granted for the defence of legitimate rights and 

interests out of court to prevent litigation. 

The level of data obtained up to the date of preparation of this Report does not allow an analysis of the 

share of legal aid in criminal matters and other matters out of all the cases of legal aid.  Given the lack 

of data, the share of public legal aid cases for the defence of legitimate rights and interests in court and 

for preventing litigation cannot be calculated out of all the cases of public legal aid. 

A summary of requests for information regarding the legal aid which were sent by the Consultant and 

to for which no answer was received up to the date of drafting this Report is shown below: 

- The courts of appeal in Timisoara and Oradea together with courts attached thereof have not 

provided data; 

                                                                                                                                                                      

 

 

The granting of legal aid in criminal matters is achieved at different levels in European countries.  In San Marino, legal aid is 

provided by way of the Public Prosecutor, who has the capacity of defender of the rights of the accused in the criminal 

proceedings.  In relation to the phases of the criminal proceedings, legal aid may be provided solely during the criminal 

investigation phase (in states such as Estonia, Ukraine) or a wider or narrower range of beneficiaries (in France, San Marino 

and Sweden, it is granted to the victims of crimes). 

In other cases than criminal ones, legal aid is granted differently depending on the types of cases.  In countries like Estonia or 

France, people in financial difficulty are eligible for legal aid in civil or administrative cases.  In other European countries, 

the type of cases in which legal aid may be granted is more limited.  In Georgia, for example, legal aid is limited to 

administrative cases involving statuss of inability to exercise or compulsory psychiatric treatment. 
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- Following the Consultant‟s requests for completion and clarification, the HCCJ and the courts 

of appeal in Craiova, Târgu Mureș, Ploiești, Iași, including the courts attached tot hem have not 

provided complete data so as to allow the assessment of the share of cases on criminal matters 

in which legal aid was granted in the total number of cases benefiting from legal aid; 

- Most of the tribunals (Neamț, Brașov, Covasna, TMFB, Constanța, Galați, Iași, Bihor, Satu 

Mare, Tribunalul Comercial Argeș, Vâlcea, Prahova, Suceava, Alba, Hunedoara, Sibiu)  

answered at least for one category of data requests / clarifications refering to legal aid, 

specifying that the institutions have no records or they cannot assess the data requested.  The 

Tribunal in Tulcea advides that the institution does not maintain separate record on the cases 

during which the parties benefited from legal aid.  This court has not provided data following 

any of the Consultant‟s requests; 

- From among the district courts that answered to the Consultant‟s requests for data and 

clarifications, 28  (namely, those in Câmpulung Moldovenesc, Fălticeni, Rădăuți, Râmnicu 

Vâlcea, Satu Mare, Carei, Negrești Oaș, Oradea, Galați, Tecuci, Târgu Bujor, Liești, Constanța, 

Cluj Napoca, District Court in District 2 and District Court in District 4, Întorsura Buzăului, 

Sfântu Gheorghe, Brașov, Moinești, Sibiu, Petroșani, Deva, Câmpeni, Sebeș, Blaj, Aiud and 

Alba) specified that the institutions do not maintain records with respect to at least one of the 

categories of data requested.  District courts in Iași and Hârlău advised that the institutions 

maintain records on the applications for public aid, but they cannot provide the data requested; 

- With respect to extrajudicial aid, the National Bar Association in Romania has not replied to the 

request for data up to the date of drafting this Report. 

(b) Ex officio legal aid in criminal matters 

In criminal matters, legal aid may currently be granted ex officio throughout the trial in the following 

cases: 

(a) In cases of mandatory legal aid:  when the accused or defendant is a minor, is admitted in 

a rehabilitation centre or a medical education institute, is detained or apprehended even in 

another case, when for the same the safety measure of hospital care or mandatory medical 

treatment has been ordered or when the criminal prosecution body or the court considers 

that the accused or defendant could not defend himself/ herself, as well as in other cases 

provided by law;  during the trial, in cases when the law provides for the crime 

committed detention for the life time or arrest for 5 years or more; 

Likewise, legal aid is granted in the cases above if the chosen defender unduly fails to appear by the 

date set for performing a criminal prosecution act or by the hearing date set and also fails to ensure a 

replacement, leaves or refuses to provide the defence.  In these cases, legal aid is not conditioned by 

the financial status of the accused or defendant. 

(b) When the legal body decides that, for various reasons, the injured party, the plaintiff or the party 

incurring civil liability could not ensure the defence thereof. 

The CrPC provisions in this matter are supplemented by the provisions of Law No.211/2004.  Under 

this regulation, the following categories of victims enjoy legal aid, regardless of their financial status:  
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- People on whom attempted murder, manslaughter and aggravated murder, a crime of serious 

bodily injury, an intentional crime resulting in serious bodily injury to the victim, an offence of 

rape, sexual intercourse with a minor and sexual perversion have been committed;  

- The husband, children and dependents of people deceased by way of the crimes of murder, 

manslaughter and aggravated murder and intentionally committed crimes resulting in the death 

of the individual.  

Beside the two categories of victims above, legal aid may also be granted, upon request, to the victims 

of other types of crimes, who are in a precarious financial status (the monthly revenue per member of 

the victim‟s family is at best equal to the minimum gross basic salary per country).  

As explained above, the data provided so far do not allow an assessment of the amounts granted within 

the free legal aid system.Moreover, in the absence of a clear record on the number of files in which 

legal aid in criminal matters was granted currently, an average cost per file of the legal aid granted by 

the State in criminal matters cannot be estimated.  
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(c) Public legal aid - forms and conditions for granting 

According to GEO No.51/2008, public legal aid may be granted in the following forms: 

- Aid by way of a lawyer – the payment of the fees for providing representation, legal aid and, if 

necessary, defence, by way of an appointed or chosen lawyer, for meeting or protecting a 

legitimate right or interest in court or for preventing litigation; 

- The payment of the expert, translator or interpreter used during the trial if such payment is in 

charge of the person seeking public legal aid; 

- The payment of the bailiff‟s fees; 

- Exemptions, discounts, rescheduling or deferrals in the payment of the legal fees provided for 

by law. 

1. District Courts 

Based on the data from 115 out of a total of 179 district courts across the country for 2010, it appears 

that the largest share in the total number of cases in which applications were filed for public legal aid 

are the cases in which public legal aid was requested in form of exemptions, discounts, rescheduling or 

deferrals in the payment of the judicial stamp duty.  
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o Source: Statistical data regarding legal aid provided by the Beneficiary 

 

They make up to 79.9% of all the cases in which 

public legal aid was requested.  

The share of cases in which applications were 

filed for public legal aid in the other forms is 

accordingly lower, i.e. 6.54% for the cases in 

which lawyer aid was requested, i.e. 13.56% for 

those in which public legal aid was requested in 

the form of the payment of the fee for the 

expert, translator or interpreter.  Out of the total 

public aid applications filed with the district 

courts, 40% were admitted. 

 

2. Tribunals 

Based on the data provided by 30 out of a total of 49 tribunals, throughout the country for the 

reference year 2010, one finds that the largest share, in this status, is for the cases in which public legal 

aid was requested in the form of exemptions, discounts, rescheduling or deferrals from the payment of 

the judicial stamp duty.  They represent 76.5% of all cases in which public legal aid was requested.  

From the analysis, a total of 19 courts was excluded as they did not provide the information requested 

by the Consultant on the legal aid system in due time, namely:  Mures, Harghita, Timis, Arad, Caras 

Severin,  Bihor, Satu Mare, Cluj, Bistrita Nasaud, Salaj, Constanta, Maramures, Tulcea. 

Also, since the budget of the military courts is included in the budget of the Ministry of National 

Defence, the following courts were excluded from the impact analysis:  the Military Tribunal of 
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Bucharest, the Bucharest Military Territorial Tribunal, the Military Tribunal of Cluj Napoca, the 

Military Tribunal of Iasi and the Military Tribunal of Timisoara. 
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 Source: Statistical data regarding legal aid 

provided by the Beneficiary 

 

The share of cases in which applications were 

filed for public legal aid in other forms is 15.8% 

for cases in which lawyer aid was requested and 

7.7% for those in which applications were filed 

for public legal aid in form of payment of the fee 

for the expert, translator or interpreter, 

respectively.  At tribunals level, out of all the 

public legal aid applications filed, 60% were 

admitted.  Among them, the highest share, i.e. 

about 42% were the applications filed and 

admitted for the provision of public legal aid in 

the phase of appeal, appeals for annulment and 

revision.  The share of public legal aid 

applications filed and allowed in the first instance 

court was 38.86% and 19.14%, in the appeal 

phase. 

 

3. Courts of Appeal 

Out of the total 15 courts of appeal across the country, only 10 have so far responded to the 

Consultant‟s requests for data the on the legal aid system.  Based on the data set provided in 2010, the 

largest share in the total number of cases in which public legal aid applications were filed appears to 

be the cases in which public legal aid was requested in form of exemptions, discounts, rescheduling or 

deferrals from the payment of the judicial stamp duty.  This makes up 86.3% of all cases in which 

public legal aid was requested.  A total of four courts of appeal have been excluded from the analysis 

as they have failed to provide in due time the information requested by the consultant on the legal aid 

system, namely:  Cluj, Timisoara, Oradea and Constanta.  The Bucharest Military Court was also 

excluded from the analysis, as its budget is included in the budget of the Ministry of National Defence.  
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 Source: Statistical data regarding legal aid provided by the Beneficiary 

The share of cases in which public legal aid 

applications were filed in the form of lawyer aid 

is 13.53%.  The number of cases in which public 

legal aid was requested as the fees of the expert, 

translator or interpreter is insignificant as 

compared to the rest of the forms. 

Within the courts of appeal, out of all the public 

legal aid applications, 65.05% were admitted.  
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Of these, most of them, about 75.77%, are applications filed and admitted for public legal aid in the 

phase of appeal, appeals for annulment and revision.  The share of the public legal aid applications 

filed and admitted in the first instance court is 7.15% and 17.08% in the appeal phase 

Unlike the ex officio aid in criminal matters, which is granted to all people in cases of mandatory ex 

officio aid, public legal aid is granted depending on the applicant‟s financial status.  Such financial 

status is assessed based on the sources of revenue of the same and the family members thereof.  Under 

the GEO No.51/2008, people deriving average net monthly revenue per family member below RON 

500, and between RON 500 and 800, respectively, over the last two months prior to the application are 

presumed to be in a financial status that requires being granted public legal aid by the state.  For these 

two categories of revenues, the state can bear the equivalent amount of the public legal aid in full or up 

to 50%, as the case stays, but without in any case exceeding the maximum amount equivalent to 12 

minimum gross national salaries. 

Apart from the two aforementioned categories of beneficiaries, the law provides for the possibility for 

anyone to have access to the public legal aid system if the actual or estimated court costs are likely to 

limit the access thereof to justice.  Under the law, the court has jurisdiction to settle the applications 

for public legal aid, after the evidence deemed necessary has been presented. 

In the context of difficulties generated by the current economic situation and taking into account the 

limited resources available for the Ministry of Justice for financing the activity of legal aid granted by 

the State, draft law No.244/2011 was promoted to modifiy GEO No.51/2008.  The form adopted by 

the Senate on 30 May 2011 includes the following main changes: 

 Diminishing the income threshold up to which the applicants are eligible for this form of support 

from the State, from 500 RON to 200 RON/family member for receiving in advance 100% of the 

amounts needed for the trial and from 800 RON to 400 RON/family member for receiving in 

advance 50% of this amount; 

 Diminishing the threshold up to which the legal public aid is granted, from the equivalent of 12 

gross minimum salaries per economy down to 3 gross minimum salaries per economy.  

To the extent to which this draft law is adopted and enforced, it is possible that it will lead to a 

limitation of the category of beneficiaries eligible for this category of aid and at the same time to the 

diminishment of the funds needed for such type of expenses in the budget of the Ministry of Justice. 

 

First level
22%

Appeal
1%

Final appeal
77%

Legal aid cases provided as payment of the lawyers' 
fees, by each procedural phase - 2010

 

However, based on the data provided so far by 

the Beneficiary on the provision of lawyer aid in 

various trial phases, a higher percentage of 

lawyer aid in the appeal, the appeal for 

annulment and review phase was noticed, as 

compared to the same form of public legal aid in 

trying the case in the first instance court, and 

appeal court, respectively.  
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Source: Statistical data regarding legal aid provided by the Beneficiary 

The legal aid system is designed solely to ensure access to justice in order to defend legitimate rights 

and interests.  In order to limit the trial law abuses by using the legal aid system, the specific 

legislation establishes a series of mechanisms designed to discourage the access to this system for 

purposes other than legitimate ones, as follows: 

- The rejection of the application for granting public legal aid in certain cases established by law: 

(i) when legal aid is sought abusively, (ii) when its estimated cost is disproportionate as 

compared to the value of the case, (iii) when not requested to defend a legitimate interest or 

when requested for an action that is contrary to law enforcement or the constitution, (iv) if, prior 

to the trial, the applicant refused to follow a mediation procedure to the extent that the 

possibility of settlement by mediation or other alternative settlement procedures was open to the 

same. 

- Incentivising the assisted person by way of the same incurring part of the court costs, and the 

payment of the court costs of the other party, when the assisted party loses the trial; 

- Promoting the resolution of disputes through mediation - including by bearing the cost of the 

mediator‟s fees as a form of extrajudicial aid. 

(d) Funding of the legal aid system 

The funding of the activities for granting public legal aid and the legal aid system in criminal matters 

currently comes from state budget appropriations. 

(e) The decrease in the sources of revenue designed for 

financing the public legal aid and free legal aid system as 

a result of the amendments to Law No.146/1997, by way 

of Law No.76/2009  
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The significant limitation of the sources of financing the public legal aid and ex officio legal aid 

system occurred in April of 2009, by way of the entry into force of the amendments to Law 

No.146/1997, by way of Law No.76/2009
174

. 

The analysis of the data provided by the Beneficiary showed that, in 2009, the share of revenues 

derived from the judicial stamp duties was 59% of the total revenues to the state budget resulted from 

the exercise of justice.  

Pursuant to Law No.76/2009, the sources of funding the public legal aid and legal aid systems were 

diminished, both by fully excluding from them the amounts arising from the judicial stamp duties, and 

by reducing the share designed for funding the public legal aid and ex officio legal aid systems derived 

from the collections of taxes on the lawyers‟, notaries public‟s and bailiffs‟ revenues.  In connection 

with the latter, only a 75% share is set up as state budget revenue and is included in the revenue and 

expenditure budgets of the Ministry of Justice, the Superior Council of Magistracy, HCCJ, and the 

Prosecutor Department attached to it, respectively.  Out of the 75% above, only a 70% share is 

included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice, and, out of this, only 50% is intended to finance the 

public legal aid and ex officio legal aid system. 

According to legal provisions in force, the amounts derived from the judicial stamp duties and the 

remaining 25% from the collection of tax on lawyers‟, notaries public‟s and bailiffs‟ revenues are 

revenues to local budgets. 

According to the data analyzed, the amounts derived from the collection of tax on lawyers‟, notaries 

public‟s and bailiffs‟ revenues cover a rather small share in the revenues collected from the exercise of 

justice and included in the revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice.  Thus, in 2010, 

the 70% share in the revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice, out of the 75% share 

of the amounts coming from taxes related to lawyers‟, notaries public‟s and bailiff‟s fees, was RON 

1,848.016 thousand, whis is 9% of the total revenues included in the budget of this institution.  Of this 

share, only 50% is intended as funding the public legal aid and free legal aid system. 

As compared to 2010, during the prior year, the above 70% share, included in the revenue and 

expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice was RON 2,885.636 thousand and had a lower share in 

the total revenues included in the budget of this institution, i.e. 5% of it.  

                                                      

 

174 In the context of uniform regulation on the public legal aid system according to GEO 51/2008, the legislator has also 

established the funding sources ensuring its effective implementation. Thus, under this regulation, on its effective date, the 

amounts resulting from judiciary stamp duties, legal fines, taxes collected from the fees of lawyers, notaries public and 

bailiffs were revenues from the state budget and were included separately in the revenue and expenditure budget of the 

Ministry of Justice and were going to be used to help finance the public judicial system. 

Subsequently, in June 2008, the first amendment was made to the provisions of GEO 51/2008 relevant to the financing of the 

public legal aid and ex officio legal aid system, towards diminishing the amount of financial resources for this system, as 

follows: (a) only 70% of these amounts are included in the revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice, out of 

which only 50% are used to help finance the public legal aid system and the legal aid system, and 20% are meant for 

investment expenditure and current expenditure and (b) the remaining 30%, in 10% equal shares, is included in the budgets 

of the other institutions in the justice system, i.e. the budget of the Superior Council of Magistracy, the High Court of 

Cassation and Justice and the Prosecutor‟s Office attached to the High Court of Cassation and Justice, intended for 

investment expenditure and current expenditure. 
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During 2006-2008, according to the data provided by the Beneficiary on the account of execution of 

the budget of the Ministry of Justice, from the potential amount collected as tax on the revenue of 

liberal professions in the judiciary system, no amounts were included as revenues in the revenue and 

expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice. 

Although, according to legal provisions, the aforementioned percentage from the fees of various 

categories of freelancers within the judiciary system is a source intended specifically for funding the 

public legal aid and legal aid system, according to the data provided by the Beneficiary, such amounts 

are included only on paper on the revenue side of the budget of the Ministry of Justice, and they are 

actually administered by the Ministry of Finance. 

(f) Evolution of funding needed in relation to the expenses 

of the public legal aid and ex officio legal aid system.  

Directions of analysis in assessing the financial 

implications of the enforcement of the New Codes to the 

legal aid system 

The analysis of the data provided by the Beneficiary shows a substantial increase of the funds 

necessary to ensure funding for the public aid system in 2008-2010.  Thus, there was an increase of 

approximately 80% of the amounts actually paid as part of the public legal aid system in 2009 as 

compared to 2008, and of about 16% in 2010 as compared to the prior year.  This significant growth in 

2009 over the prior year in the expenditure related to the public legal aid and ex officio legal aid 

system should be understood as a result of the entry into force in May 2008 of GEO No.51/2008 that 

significantly expanded the cases of granting ex officio legal aid. 
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Source: Statistical data regarding legal aid provided by the Beneficiary 

Out of the total budget appropriations for the 

payment of the public legal aid amounts in the 

Romanian courts, the largest amount in 2010 

went to the Bucharest Court of Appeal and its 

subordinate units, i.e. RON 9.065 thousand, 

accounting for 27,27% of the public legal aid 

budget.  By contrast, the Court of Appeal in 

Targu Mures and its subordinate units, for 

which the public legal aid budget for 2010 was 

RON 979 thousand, accounted for 2,9% of the 

total. 

 

The analysis of the data collected shows that the current status of the public legal aid and ex officio 

legal aid system is characterized by two major aspects: (i) the upward trend of the funds needed for 

funding the public legal aid system, reflected in the period 2008 - 2010, against a background of (ii) a 

significant limitation of the sources for funding this system according to the legal framework in force. 

In civil matters, the assessment of the need of financing related to the public legal aid system deriving 

from the enforcement of the New Codes requires the quantification and the correlation of the 

following relevant main indicators: 
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(a) Number of beneficiaries eligible for public legal aid 

Taking into account that granting public legal aid is conditioned by the applicant‟s poor financial 

status as compared to a threshold of the monthly income per family member as set by law, the 

identification of the number of the potential beneficiaries of the public aid system at the level of 

the entire country is required.  With respect to this indicator, there is worth mentioning as follows: 

- Since the draft law No.244/2011 for the modification of GEO No.51/2008 regarding the public 

legal aid in civil matters in the form adopted by the Senate on 30 May 2011 provides for the 

modification of the threshold of the income up to which the applicants are eligible for this form 

of State support (i.e. from 500 RON to 200 RON/family member for receiving in advance 100% 

of the amounts needed for the trial and from 800 RON down to 400 RON/family member for 

receiving in advance 50% of the amounts needed for the trial) it would be suitable that the 

identification of the eligible beneficiaries be made after stabilising the applicable legal 

framework.  To this end, the involvement of specialised institutions (i.g. the National Institute 

of Statistics) is needed, in order to obtain statistical data at national level;  

- Considering the enforcement of the obligativity to exercise the appeal and the other 

extraordinary remedies of law to appeal by lawyer, the issue of identifying the eligible 

beneficiaries for public legal aid in connection to this trial stage might be raised, for the purpose 

to assess the direct impact of enforcing such provisions over the system.  In principle, this 

action would require the identification of the number of applicants who have currently 

submitted a personal appeal, even if they falled under the category of persons eligible for public 

legal aid according to the current regulation and who, as a consequence of enforcing the New 

Codes, might be in the position to apply to this system in order to exercise the appeal by the aid 

of a professional. 

This category of data was requested by the Consultant, but the data provided by the courts were 

incomplete and consequently, they could not be included in the analysis.  As a result, in absence of 

complete data from the Beneficiary, the present number of those parties and the relevance of that 

category could not be determined, and consequently, the assumptions needed for the analysis of the 

direct potential impact of the enforcement of these provisions of the New Codes proved not possible to 

set.   

(b) Number of cases likely to trigger the granting of the public legal aid 

The first step in estimating the number of cases which are likely to trigger the granting of the public 

legal aid as a consequence of the enforcement of the New Codes is to assess the current number of 

cases in which public legal aid was granted out of the total number of cases submitted to the courts 

during the reference period.  Since the data provided by the Beneficiary are not complete, the value of 

this indicator could not be estimated on the date of drafting this report. 

Basically, the effect of the enforcement of the New Codes over this system is closely connected to the 

general impact of the new regulations on the volume of activity in matters likely to trigger public legal 

aid. 
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Also,  account should be taken that the anticipated change in the specific legislation in the matter of 

public legal aid may lead to a limitation of the category of eligible beneficiaries and consequently, of 

the number of cases in which this form of support may be granted by the State.  As a result, further to 

the clarification of the legal framework and after assessing the category of eligible beneficiaries 

according to the above, the correlation of the value of this indicator with that of the eligible 

beneficiaries of the public legal aid system will be needed.  Thus, to the extent to which, for instance, 

the number of eligible beneficiaries will reduce by a percentage to be further determined, the estimated 

volume of cases likely to trigger the granting of public legal aid will diminish by the same percentage. 

(c) Average amount of legal public aid per case 

The average cost of the public legal aid per case could have been obtained by dividing the total 

amount of public aid granted at the level of the system during the reference period to the total number 

of cases in which public legal aid was granted.  In the absence of the data requested from the 

Beneficiary, as mentioned in the Report, the Consultant could not compute the value of this indicator. 

By multiplying this value to the estimated number of cases likely to trigger the granting of public legal 

aid as a consequence of enforcing the New Codes, the total financial impact of the enforcement of the 

new provisions on the public legal aid system could have been assessed. 

In criminal matters, the NCrPC and the NCrC provisions do not bring major novelties with respect to 

the term of obtaining ex officio legal aid.  As a result, in the absence of provisions triggering a direct 

or a quantifiable impact specifically on the ex officio legal aid system, the financial impact of the 

NCrPC and the NCrC on such system are closely related to the general impact of the new regulations 

on the volume of activity in criminal matters.  At this level of analysis, based on the data obtained so 

far, the financial impact of the NCrPC and the NCrC on the ex office legal aid system are difficult to 

quantify. 

However, an efficient sizing of the sources of revenues able to provide the funding required by the 

system is needed.  To this end, the elaboration of a set of actions intended to ensure an adequate 

operation of the legal aid system within the current context might prove useful, as follows: 

- A clear identificication of revenues collected through the judiciary system, which could become 

potential sources of funding of the public legal aid and ex officio legal aid system.  The lack of 

relevant data does not currently allow a clear picture of the amounts collected in the system 

amid a backdrop of the system of justice; 

- Currently, the appropriation from the state budget of the amounts meant for funding the public 

legal aid and legal aid system is not correlated with the amounts collected from the state budget 

within the judiciary system in Romania, and with their share in the budget revenue.  Therefore, 

an efficient prioritization should be conducted for the funding needs in the judiciary system 

according to the categories of expenditure and the funds necessary for the various systems 

funded through the state budget; 

- A system designed for the efficient management of the amounts distributed to the operation of 

the public legal aid system and the setting-up of a thorough control system for granting the 
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public legal aid may have beneficial effects on the system;  in the medium and long term, it may 

lead to a reduction in the related expenditure; 

- Seting-up a set of selection criteria and adequate vocational and professional training 

programmes intended for the lawyers rendering legal advisory services, in order to ensure a high 

quality advisory and representation services in this field; 

- The stimulation of the use of alternative dispute settlement mechanisms, including mediation, 

and the development of the extrajudicial aid, may lead to a decrease in the cases that reach the 

court for settlement, and, consequently, it may have as long-term effect the decrease of the 

necessary funds for ensuring public legal aid in such cases. 

1.5. Revenues collected via the judiciary system 

1.5.(a). Impact of the New Codes on the revenues collected through the judiciary 

system 

The conditions and methods of collecting the amounts resulting from the justice process are regulated 

by special laws
175

.  Except for the amendment of the minimal and maximal limits of legal fines, the 

New Codes bring no changes to the potential sources of revenues in the judiciary system.  Therefore, 

the impact of the new regulations on them is, in the Consultant‟s opinion, currently unquantifiable. 

An overview of the current status regarding 

the amounts collected to the state budget 

through the judiciary system is needed 

within the context of analysing the financial 

impact of the New Codes on the judiciary 

system.  The overview if followed by a 

layout of main directions of analysis and by 

the Consultant‟s preliminary conclusions. 

 

The evolution of revenues collected through 

the judiciary system during the period 2006-

2010 was presented in the chart on the right. 
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(i). Current status of revenues collected through the judiciary system 

(a) Identification of revenues collected through the judiciary 

system 

1. Legal stamp duties 

                                                      

 

175 Law No.146/1997, GO No.32/1995, GO No.2/2000, Law No.178/1997.  
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Starting from April 2009, further to the entry into force of the amendments to Law No.146/1997, by 

way of Law No.76/2009, the amounts coming from the legal stamp duties are established as local 

budget revenues.  These are paid into the account of the local budget of the administrative - territorial 

unit in the area of which the debtor has the residence or, as appropriate, the fiscal office. 

Prior to the above-mentioned legal amendments, the legal stamp duties collected in the legal system 

were set as state budget revenues and included separately in the revenue and expenditure budgets of 

the Ministry of Justice, the Superior Council of Magistracy, HCCJ, and the Prosecutor Office attached 

to the HCCJ, respectively, and they were used to finance the various expenditure categories within the 

judiciary system (e.g. the public legal aid system and legal aid system, investment costs and running 

expenses, the training of judges, prosecutors, related staff within the courts and prosecutor offices 

attached to them).  In this respect, the Draft IL NCPC anticipates the change of the provisions of 

Art.26 para.(4) in Law No.146/1997, specifying that a quota of 30% of the amounts derived from 

judicial stamp duties shall be revenues to the state budget, they shall be distinctly included in the 

budget of revenues and expenditure of the Ministry of Justice and they will be exclusively used to 

finance the courts and the public legal aid system, while the remaining 70% will be revenues to the 

local budgets. 

As a result, starting from the entry into force of the new legal provisions in April 2009, the amounts 

collected as legal stamp duties arising from the use by the litigant of the judiciary system were 

transferred from the state budget to the local budgets and, this way, the funding sources of the 

judiciary system were limited. 
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Revenues type 2010 2009

Income tax on the lawyers', public notaries' fees 1848,02 2885,64

Court fees and other taxes 0,00 37699,89Revenues resulting from the recuperation of 

the 

legal expenses covered by the state 16065,38 14069,54

Legal fines 8579,32 9191,49

TOTAL 26492,71 63846,56  

Source: Statistical data provided by the Beneficiary 

In 2009, legal fees, judicial stamp duties 

amounting to RON 37,699.885 thousand, which 

were made revenues to the budget of the Ministry 

of Justice, and their share in the total revenues 

(amounting to RON 6,3846.559 thousand) 

included in the revenue and expenditure budget of 

the Ministry of Justice is 59% of the total revenue. 

As compared to 2009, in 2010, the total state budget revenues collected via the judiciary system 

diminished by 59% and reached RON 26,492.71 thousand.  The analysis of the structure of the state 

budget revenue, as collected through the judiciary system in 2009 - 2010, shows that either the amount 

related to revenue sources has remained largely constant or its impact on the revenue system is not 

significant. 
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provided by the beneficiary 

Thus, the amounts coming from the recovery 

of legal expenses paid in advance by the state 

in 2010 was RON 16,065.378 thousand, a mere 

12% higher than the amount collected in 2009 

under the same heading.  

Regarding the amounts collected as tax on the 

lawyers‟ and notaries public‟s fees, although 

the evolution of the collections of such 

amounts is towards their decrease by 37% in 

2010 as compared to the previous year, their 

impact on the overall revenue system is not 

significant due to the low values of these 

amounts. 

The significant decrease in the amount of the state budget revenue, collected through the judiciary 

system in 2010, as compared to 2009, appears mainly due to the elimination of the judicial stamp 

duties from the sources of revenue and the transfer of these amounts to the local budgets. 

2. Judicial stamp 

According to the GO No.32/1995, the amounts collected from the sale of the judicial stamp shall make 

up and be used as extra-budget revenue available to the Ministry of Justice.  These amounts are 

intended to cover the various types of expenditure within the judiciary system for a proper operation of 

the courts. 

With the advent of Law No.500/2002, according to which all revenue retained and used outside the 

budget system, shall be included in the state budget, the terms for the amounts collected as judicial 

stamps have changed, and they are no longer included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice, but are 

transferred to the state budget.  As an effect of the amendment of the legal provisions, in 2010 for 

example, an amount of RON 1,603 thousand collected from the sale of the stamp duty was transferred 

to the state budget. 

Therefore, the provisions of the GO No.32/1995 have become inapplicable, and, thus, the sources of 

revenue available to the Ministry of Justice have been limited. 

3. Legal fines, amounts resulting from the recovery of the expenses advanced by 

the state and criminal fines 

Under the law, the amounts achieved from the legal expenses advanced by the state from the budgets 

of the Ministry of Justice and the Public Ministry for conducting criminal trials, which are borne by 

parties or other participants in the trial, and the legal fines have the following purpose: 

- A percentage of 25% is revenue to the state budget and is included separately in the revenue and 

expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice; 

- The remaining 75% make up a special purpose fund to stimulate the staff of the judiciary 

system provided to the Ministry of Justice. 
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Revenues type 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006

Revenues resulting from the recuperation of 

the legal expenses covered by the state 16065,38 14069,54 0,00 9831,14 7852,54

Legal fines 8579,32 9191,49 8768,95 6109,38 2340,16

TOTAL 24644,69 23261,04 8768,95 15940,52 10192,71  

■ Of the total amounts collected in the judiciary 

system during 2006 - 2010 and included in the 

revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry 

of Justice, the amounts coming from legal fines 

have, on average, accounted for 37.8% of the 

total revenue. 

During the same reference period, the collections from legal fines witnessed a positive trend, and their 

value increased by over 300%, i.e. from RON 2,340.164 thousand in 2006 to RON 8,579.316 thousand 

in 2010. 

An overall positive trend in 2006 - 2010 was also shown by the revenue collected from the recovery of 

the expenses paid in advance by the State in criminal trials, and included in the revenue and 

expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice, i.e. from RON 7,852.542 thousand in 2006 to RON 

16,065.378 thousand in 2010.  This source of revenue accounted for 25.6% of the revenue and 

expenditure budget of such institution in that period.  

It should be noted that, although the amounts related to the percentage of 25% of the above-mentioned 

amounts are listed separately in the revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice, 

according to the information provided by the Beneficiary, the amounts collected from these sources 

are actually managed by the Ministry of Public Finance. 

The same terms also apply to criminal fines, the collection of which is conducted as per the common 

right in the matter (Art.25 of Law No.146/1997). 

Even if the main changes brought by the NCPC regard the minimum and maximum limits of the 

criminal fine, the new regulations on the matter are likely to generate an increase in the number of 

cases in which a fine is decided, further to the extension of the scope of application of such sanction.  

Thus, on one side, the number of infractions sanctioned by fine as an alternative increases, while on 

the other side, the number of cases which may trigger the criminal responsibility of the legal person 

(where the fine is the main sanction) increases. 

However, the impact of this potential source of revenue on the revenues collected within the judicial 

system is difficult to quantify, as, concretely, the decision to apply a fine in cases where such sanction 

is provided as an alternative to the sanction with prison lays with the court and it eventually depends 

on a series of factors, both objective (i.g. the State criminal policy orientation, the case and the 

defendant‟s circumstances etc.) and subjective ones (education, perception, opening for change, etc.) 

4. Taxes on lawyers’, notaries public’s, bailiffs’ fees 

According to the legal regulations in force, starting from April 2009, 75% of the taxes on lawyers‟, 

notaries public‟s and bailiffs‟ fees will be established as revenue to the state and will be included in 
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different proportions in the revenue and expenditure budgets of the various institutions within the 

system of justice as follows:  

(a) A 70% share of these amounts is included in the revenue and expenditure budget of the Ministry 

of Justice, out of which 50% is designed for funding the public legal aid system and the legal aid 

system and 20% is designed for investment expenses and current expenses; 

(b) The remaining 30%, in equal 10% shares, is included in the budgets of the other institutions in 

the judiciary system, i.e. the budget of the Superior Council of Magistracy, HCCJ and the 

Prosecutor Office attached to the HCCJ, with the purpose of professional insurance of the staff 

within the judiciary system and covering the investment expenses and current expenses. 

The remaining 25% from the collections related to the tax on the revenues of lawyers, notaries public 

and bailiffs is established as revenues from the local budgets. 

The transfer to the local budgets, starting from April 2009, of a 25% percentage from the tax on the 

revenue of the above-mentioned professional categories results in a limitation of the sources of 

revenue available to the Ministry of Justice.The share of these revenues in the total amounts collected 

as tax on the fees of these professional categories is low, of 5% of the total in 2009 and 7% of the total 

in 2010.  From the data supplied by the Beneficiary, a decrease in the revenues coming from this 

source was found, by about 36% in 2010 as compared to the previous year. 

5. The share from the fees of legal technical experts 

Under GO No.2/2000, the local offices for legal and accounting technical expertise will retain a 10% 

share of the fees set for the legal technical expertise which they will transfer on a monthly basis to the 

account of the Ministry of Justice - the Head Office for legal technical expertise.  The amounts thus 

collected shall be set as a special fund available to the Ministry of Justice and are intended primarily 

for expenditure on the organization, operation, coordination, direction and control of the expertise 

activity. 

The same as for the amounts coming from the sale of the judicial stamp, these extra-budget revenues 

are also actually transferred to the state budget as a result of the enforcement of Law No.500/2002.  

Thus, in 2010, the amount of RON 4,696 thousand representing the 10% share of the fees of legal 

experts retained by the local expertise offices was transferred to the state budget. 

Beginning from 2011, as a consequence of entering in force of Law No.208/2010, modifying GO 

No.2/2000, the amounts derived from withholding 10% of the fee set for the judicial technical expert 

studies will no more be transferred to the State budget, but they will be transferred to the account of 

the Ministry of Justice – Central Office for Judicial Technical Studies, on monthly basis.  Under the 

law, these amounts will be deposited into a special account available for the Ministry of Justice, being 

particularly intended for covering the expenses needed for carrying out the activity of judicial 

technical expertise efficiently. 

(b) Potential sources of increase of revenues in the system of 

the New Codes 
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 1. Extension of the applicability of criminal fine 

punishment 

Unlike CrPC, NCrC extends the applicability of fine, as main criminal punishment, by increasing the 

number of offenses and of their variants for which fine may be applied as sole penalty or alternative 

punishment. 

Therefore, the fine punishment, as a sole penalty or alternative to imprisonment, is applicable for a 

number of approximately 146 offenses regulated by NCrC176, unlike a number of approximately 46 

offenses provided by the CrC.177 

The fine is also regulated as main criminal punishment in the area of criminal liability of the legal 

entity, institution having a larger applicability than in CrC.  To this extent, NCrC narrows the area of 

cases of non-liability for public institutions, such area being limited only to offenses perpetrated in the 

exercice of an activity that cannot be object of the private domain, as opposed to the current 

regulation, that exempts of criminal liability authorities and public institutions (Art.191). 

Furthermore, the quantum of the fine that may be applied to legal entities in the NCrC system 

increases substantially, related to the CrC system. 

In accordance with the provisions of NCrC, the determination of the amount of the fine as main 

criminal punishment is made based on the day-fine system, namely:  the number of days-fine, which 

reflects the severity of the criminal offense perpetrated and the perpetrator‟s virulence (and which is 

set based on the general criteria of individualization) and the value of a day-fine, representing the 

amount of money corresponding to a day-fine, which is established considering the financial situation 

of the convicted person and the legal duty of care incumbent upon the convicted person with regard to 

other persons, between the maximum and minimum limits provided by law, respectively RON 10 and 

RON 500 per day-fine for physical persons (Art.61 para.(2) NCrC), and RON 100 and RON 5000 per 

day-fine for legal entities (Art.137 para.(2) NCrC). 

                                                      

 

176 Art.193, Art.196, Art.198, Art.199, Art.201 para.(1), Art.203, Art.204, Art.206, Art.208, Art.214 para.(1), Art.215, 

Art.216, Art.221 para.(3) and (4), Art.222, Art.223, Art.224, Art.225, Art.226 para.(1)-(4), Art.227, Art.228, Art.230, 

Art.238, Art.239, Art.240, Art.242 para.(1), Art.243, Art.245 para.(2), Art.253 para.(1) și (2), Art.255 para.(1), Art.256, 

Art.257 (with reference to Art.207 and Art.193), Art.258 para.(1) and (2), Art.260, Art.261, Art.262 para.(1), Art.265, 

Art.266, Art.267, Art.268 para.(1), Art.269, Art.270, Art.271, Art.273 para.(1), Art.274, Art.276, Art.277, Art.278, Art.279 

(with reference to Art.193 and Art.207), Art.284, Art.287, Art.288 (as well as a sole punishment for the normative variant 

described at para.(3) of the law text), Art.296, Art.298, Art.299 para.(2), Art.300, Art.302 para.(1), (2) and (4), Art.303 

para.(2), Art.304 para.(1) and (2), Art.305, Art.308 (with reference to Art.208, Art.299 and Art.300), Art.309 (with reference 

to Art.298, Art.300, Art.303 and Art.304), Art.312, Art. 313, Art.316, Art.317, Art.318, Art.319, Art.322, Art.323, Art.324, 

Art.326, Art.327, Art.328, Art.330, Art.334, Art.335 para.(2) and (3), Art.336 para.(1) and (2), Art.339, Art.340 para.(1) and 

(4), Art.341, Art.342 para.(2), Art.344, Art.348, Art.349, Art.350, Art.352, Art.353, Art.355, Art.356, Art.357, Art.358 

para.(1) and (2), Art.360 para.(1), Art.365, Art.368 para.(1), Art.369, Art.370, Art.371, Art.372, Art.373, Art.374 para.(3), 

Art.375, Art.376, Art.378, Art.379, Art.380, Art.381, Art.382, Art.383 para.(2), Art.384, Art.387, Art.389 (sole punishment), 

Art.390, Art.413, Art.414 para.(1), Art.415 para.(1), Art.417 para.(1), Art.420, Art.423, Art.434 (sole punishment). 
177 Art.184 para.(1)-(3), Art.193, Art.196, Art.2031, Art.205, Art.206, Art.213, Art.216, Art.217 para.(1), Art.219 para.(1) 

and (2), Art.236 para.(2), Art.239 para.(1), Art.241 para.(1) and (2), Art.242 para.(2), Art.243, Art.244, Art.249 para.(1), 

Art.250 para.(1) – (3), Art.258 (with reference to Art.249 para.(1), Art.250 para.(1)-(3)), Art.261, Art.265, Art.271 para.(4) 

and (5), Art.2721 , Art.281, Art.2811 para.(1) and (2), Art.287 para.(2), Art.290, Art.291 (with reference to Art.290), Art.292, 

Art.294 para.(1), Art.299, Art.301, Art.305, Art.307, Art.308, Art.3091, Art.310, Art.311, Art.315, Art.316, Art.317, Art.318, 

Art.320, Art.322 para.(1), Art.325 and Art.330. 
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As a conclusion, the new provisions create the premises for the applicability of the fine criminal 

punishment in a higher number of cases, the amounts collected in this respect having the potential to 

represent supplementary revenues to the state budget and to the special fund set to stimulate the staff 

in the judiciary system at the service of the Beneficiary. 

 2. The increase of the quantum of judicial fines provided 

by NCrPC 

NCrPC (Art.283) provides higher quantums of judicial fines for most of judiciary deviations regulated 

by the current CrPC, to which are also added new judiciary deviations.  Therefore, there is a 

possibility of increase of the quantum of judicial fines applied and, respectively, collected, that, in 

accordance with the law, become revenue to the state budget and to the special fund set to stimulate 

the staff in the judiciary system at the service of the Beneficiary. 

 3. The new regulation of the judicial control on bail 

NCrPC introduces the judicial control on bail (Art.216 and following), measure that may be taken by 

the prosecutor during criminal investigation, should the conditions provided by law are met and the 

defendant submits a bail having a value established by the judicial body.  In this context, although 

submitted bails may not be considered revenue sources, they remain available to judicial bodies for a 

certain period of time (longer or shorter, as the case may be), case in which we consider that the 

implementation of a coherent system of collecting, evidence, management and refund (as the case may 

be) of the amounts collected in this respect is necessary. 

(c) Direction for analysis and preliminary conclusions 

The above analysis, based on the information provided by the Beneficiary, shows that the terms and 

purpose of the various categories of amounts collected through the judiciary system differ, as follows: 

- Amounts which are set as revenues to the local budgets (i.e. the judicial stamp duty and a 25% 

share from the amounts collected as tax on the lawyers‟, notaries public‟s and bailiffs‟ fees); 

- Amounts set as extra-budget revenues, which are transferred to the state budget as a result of the 

enforcement of Law No.500/2002 (i.e. amounts resulting from the sale of the judiciary stamp 

and the rate withheld from the fees of legal experts by the local expertise offices); 

- Amounts that are set as revenues to the state budget and are included in the revenue and 

expenditure budget of the Ministry of Justice (i.e. 25% of the amounts collected as legal fine 

and of the criminal fines, the amounts from the recovery of legal expenses advanced by the state 

in criminal cases, 75% of the amounts from the tax on lawyers‟, notaries public‟s  and bailiffs‟ 

fees);  although, on paper, they are included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice, the 

information provided by the Beneficiary indicate that they are actually managed by the Ministry 

of Public Finance;  

- Amounts from which a special fund is set to stimulate the staff in the judiciary system (i.e. 75% 

of the amounts achieved from the recovery of the legal expenses advanced by the state court in 

the criminal cases, from the amounts collected as judicial fines and from the legal fines). 
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The data provided by the Beneficiary indicate that only the 75% share of the amounts recovered from 

the legal expenses advanced by the state in criminal cases, from the legal fines and from criminal 

fines, are actually available to the Ministry of Justice, while the rest are transferred either to the local 

budgets or to the state budget.  They are only a small share in the total amounts collected in the 

judiciary system and transferred to the state budget, i.e. 7,5%.  

The analysis of the data provided shows the lack of information on the amounts collected in the 

judiciary system as judicial stamp duties and transferred to the local budgets, and, partially, the data on 

the categories of amounts transferred to the state budget (i.e. the tax on bailiffs‟ fees).  In the absence 

of data on these categories of revenues, no overview may be obtained on the total revenue collected 

through the judiciary system. 

At the same time, no correlation can be identified between the amounts collected by the exercise of 

justice and the level of appropriation from the state budget to the Ministry of Justice.  Moreover, the 

amounts included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice are actually managed by the Ministry of 

Public Finance and are, consequently, not available to the Ministry of Justice and actually used in the 

judiciary system.   

From the analysis of the data collected from the Beneficiary, on the one hand, a trend may be noticed 

consisting in a limitation of both the sources of funding the judiciary system (by transferring to the 

local budgets of certain categories of revenues), and the actual capacity of the Ministry of Justice of 

managing the amounts included in the revenue and expense budget, and, on the other hand, potential 

sources of new revenues are created, namely criminal fines and judicial fines. 

In order to efficiently enforce the New Codes, in the Consultant‟s opinion, designing a system of 

actions with impact on the funding of the judiciary system is required to ensure an efficient use of the 

amounts collected through the judiciary system to improve the quality of justice in Romania.  Based 

on the above analysis, the following key preliminary directions should be considered and analyzed in 

the preparation of this set of actions with impact on the funding system: 

- Increasing transparency in regard of all the amounts collected in the system by way of the 

collaboration with the other institutions involved (the Ministry of Public Finance, the local 

financial administrations etc.);  

- Setting-up correlations between the amounts collected in the judiciary system and the amounts 

distributed from the state budget to the budget of the Ministry of Justice, so as they take into 

account the macroeconomic context, on the one hand, and a proper prioritization of the funding 

needs of the other sectors financed from the state budget, on the other hand; 

- In considering the role of courts and other entities within the local judiciary system, 

incentivising the local authorities in financially  supporting the exercise of justice by identifying 

actions for supporting the activity in the system (e.g. the cooperation with the probation services 

to ensure an efficient exercise of their expanded powers under the New Codes); 

- The analysis of the timeliness of amending the terms of certain categories of revenues collected 

through the judiciary system to ensure their use for supporting the efficient operation of the 

system;  specifically, the analysis of the timeliness of establishing as state budget revenues and 
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the inclusion in the budget of the Ministry of Justice of amounts collected in the exercise of 

justice and currently transferred to the local budgets (e.g. judicial stamp duties, a percentage of 

criminal fines) to ensure the necessary financial basis for the system operation in the context of 

the implementation of the New Codes; 

- Ensuring an efficient management by the Ministry of Justice of the amounts currently included 

in its revenue and expenditure budget. 

Elaborating a set of actions with impact on the manner of setting-up and management of the revenue 

in the judiciary system is conditioned by the provision of complete data on the extent of any amounts 

currently collected through the system and the mechanism currently applicable for the distribution of 

the amounts from the state budget to the budget of the Ministry of Justice, and by the completion of 

the analysis of the financial impact of implementing the New Codes on the system of justice. 
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C. ORGANIZATION OF THE COURT OF TUTORSHIP AS PER THE NEW CODES  

NCC regulates the court of tutorship and family (“court of tutorship”), a new institution whose 

establishment and operation178 may be anticipated to create a financial and budgetary, as well as an HR 

impact on the judicial system.   

We underline from the outset that the budgetary and HR impact of creating the court of tutorship is 

difficult to quantify lacking a complete set of data that may be processed with regard to the current and 

estimated number of personnel allocated to the specialized divisions/panels for minors and family, and 

to the infrastructure allocated to them.  Until the date of this Report, the Consultant has not received 

the necessary data to make this analysis.   

Thus, we would like to mention that any analysis on the financial implications (staffing and 

infrastructure expenses) triggered by the implementation of the court of tutorship is in close 

connection with the estimation of the necessary headcount.  In this respect, it is questionable whether 

the workload and implicitly the number of judges specializing in family and minor cases can be 

estimated, in the absence of data to reflect the existing number of specialized staff at the level of each 

court.  Moreover, as we will show below, data would also be necessary on the structure of such staff, 

per each specialization (criminal/civil cases). 

In the absence of an estimated headcount involved in the settlement of minor and family cases, we will 

not be able to quantify the HR-related financial impact and the infrastructure for the court of 

tutorships.  For instance, in relation to this last set of analyses, we would also like to note that, 

according to the information provided by the Beneficiary so far, it seems that there are no courtrooms 

dedicated exclusively to the divisions/panels specializing in minors and family, or offices dedicated 

exclusively to the judges solving minors and family cases, which deprives our infrastructure impact 

analysis of some of its core indications.  Moreover, from the data made available to us, it does not 

clearly follow whether there are panels/divisions specializing in minors and family at the level of all 

courts. 

Nevertheless, the requests for information/clarifications have not been fully settled by the Beneficiary 

so far, and it is possible for the supplementation of data in stage 3 of the Project (Interim Report III) to 

allow more detailed analyses in this respect.  

We present below, synthetically, the factors on which the estimation of the impact this new institution 

will create depends. 

1. The competence of the court of tutorship in civil matters  

According to NCC, the newly-created court of tutorship will settle, among others, all requests 

concerning family matters.  Applications for divorce are among them, as well as accessory claims to 

divorce applications some of which are newly introduced by NCC.  In establishing the workload of the 

court of tutorship in connection with divorce applications, one must into account that the new 

                                                      

 

178 Article 229 of Law No.71/2011 for the implementation of Law No.287/2009 on the Civil Code, published in the Official 

Gazette of Romania, Part I, Nr. 409 of 10 June 2011, clarifies the modality in which the court of tutorship will be organized, 

as explained in Section II.C.3 of the Report. 
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legislation also permits the divorce by administrative or notary procedures, under certain conditions.  

It is expected that these new procedures will lead to a certain unburdening of courts, but such may not 

be quantified at the moment.  Provided with statistical data on the incidence, in practice, of these new 

extra-judicial procedures, already available since November 2010 under Law No.202/2010, we may 

perform analyses on the preliminary estimation of the impact they carry on the judiciary system.  

Nevertheless, the Consultant has not been provided with data from the courts to reflect the number of 

divorce cases filed before the courts in 2011 (in fact, according to the information provided to us, there 

are no statistical data for the year 2011 in general). 

Also, under NCC, the court of tutorship will be competent to settle cases on tutorship and curatorship, 

taking over attributions from the existing tutorship authority regarding, among others, the appointing 

of the tutor for persons placed under interdiction (currently within the competence of the tutorship 

authority under Art.145 Family Code) and the appointing of the curator for persons lacking legal 

capacity and for the minor, in case of conflict of interests with his tutor (currently within the 

competence of the tutorship authority under Art.152 and 133 Family Code). 

The court of tutorship will also have new attributions, such as:  authorizing the minor with limited 

legal capacity to conclude certain deeds (Art.146 NCC);  exercising the attributions of the family 

council when such is not established (Art.108 para.(3) NCC);  authorizing the marriage of the minor of 

over 16 years of age (Art.272 para.(2) NCC) etc.  NCC also brings amendments in matters such as 

kinship, alimony etc., which may generate new types of claims.  

These attributions, whether taken over from the tutorship authority or newly-created by NCC, entail an 

increase in the workload of the newly-created court of tutorship – in civil matters, as compared to the 

current workload of TMFB, respectively the specialized divisions and panels. 

In the table included in Section A, the HR impact deriving from the relevant amendments brought by 

NCC in the matter of family and the protection of minors has been generally estimated as low.  

However, missing data do not allow more precise estimations and quantifications.  In addition, 

estimations as to the impact entailed by the creation of this new court also depend on other aspects, as 

analyzed below. 

2. The competence of the court of tutorship in criminal matters  

Estimations on the impact the new court of tutorship will have on the judiciary personnel and budget 

must take into account the general competence that will be given to these courts:  more precisely, 

would these courts be judging only civil cases – within the substantive competence limits established 

by NCC, or also criminal cases involving minors. 

The New Codes do not provide expressly that the court of tutorship will be competent to judge 

criminal cases involving minors, but the lack of an express provision does not necessarily mean that 

these courts will have a civil competence only.  The current regulations lack express provisions 

granting the existing specialized courts/divisions/panels for minors and family a competence to judge 

criminal cases involving minors, still, in practice, these courts do settle such criminal cases. 

Should the courts of tutorship be competent to only judge civil cases (of the types allocated to these 

courts by NCC), one may estimate a reduction in the workload of these courts compared to the 
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workload now existing in the TMFB and the specialized divisions and panels for minors and family.  

Correlatively, one may also estimate that the criminal divisions of courts will suffer an increase in 

workload generated by them taking over criminal cases involving minors that are currently settled by 

the specialized structures for minors and family.  On the contrary, should the courts of tutorship retain 

competence over both civil and criminal cases, their workload would be bigger than the current 

workload of the TMFB and the specialized divisions and panels for minors and family, due to various 

amendments brought by the New Codes in civil and criminal matters.   

Lacking complete and workable data on the current and estimated number of personnel allocated to 

the specialized divisions and panels for minors and family, including data on the allocation of judges 

according to their specialization (civil/criminal), it is not at this time possible to perform an analysis of 

the impact the creation of the court of tutorship will have on the judicial system. 

We note that, according to comments made by the Beneficiary, it is not intended that the court of 

tutorship should have jurisdiction over criminal matters.  We suggest this should be expressly clarified 

in the enactments that will be passed for the establishment of these courts.  

3. The manner in which the court of tutorship will be organized 

Also, the impact generated by the creation of the court of tutorship heavily depends on the manner the 

legislator will choose for the organization of this institution.  Art.229 of the IL NCC, the court of 

tutorship will be organized in stages:  in a first stage, the attributions of the court of tutorship will be 

taken over by the existing specialized courts/divisions/panels for minors and family:  afterwards, the 

modality in which the courts of tutorship will be organized shall be established by the law for judicial 

organization. 

(i) In the first stage, the attributions of the court of tutorship shall be taken over, as the case may 

be, by the existing TMFB and specialized divisions and panels for minors and family, as established 

under Law No.304/2004 at the level of district courts, tribunals and courts of appeal.  It may be 

presumed that this takeover of competencies would result in an increase in the workload of the 

existing structures caused by new attributions NCC grants the court of tutorship, as exemplified above 

(such as attributions currently held by the tutorship authority).   

However, Art.229 of IL NCC, provides that, in this first phase, not all the court of tutorship‟s 

attributions as envisaged under NCC will be exercised by the existing specialized 

courts/divisions/panels for minors and family.  The psychological and social investigation report shall 

be made by the tutorship authority – except in cases related to the forfeiture of parental rights, where 

such report will be made by the general divisions for social security and child protection;  the courts 

will also be able to delegate by way of resolution to the tutorship authority the exercise of attributions 

referring to tutorship on the minor‟s assets and the supervision of the manner in which the tutor 

manages the minor‟s assets.  Under the same legal provision, the cases pending at the date NCC comes 

into force shall be settled by the courts or administrative bodies competent under the law at the time 

they have been intimated. 

It may be predicted that the adjustment of existing structures to the new provisions on minor and 

family in NCC will have a financial impact, both in terms of the personnel allocated to the specialized 

courts/divisions/panels that will take over, in this first stage, the attributions of the court of tutorship, 
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as well as on the relevant physical and IT infrastructure, which shall need an appropriate re-

dimensioning.  As mentioned in the introduction to this section, lacking complete and workable data, 

the estimation of this impact is not possible. 

(i) In a subsequent stage, the organization and functioning of the court of tutorship will be 

established.  One may take into account, at least theoretically, the following scenarios: (i) as 

specialized divisions and panels in courts, following the existing model, with the winding up of TMFB 

(ii) as specialized divisions and panels in courts, following the existing model, with the maintain of 

TMFB and a continuing effort to create other new specialized courts in addition to TMFB or (iii) as 

specialized, separate courts, on all relevant levels of jurisdiction.  Each of these versions entails a 

different personnel and financial impact on the judicial system.  In each of these versions, the impact 

will also depend on the competences granted to the court of tutorship (civil, or civil and criminal 

combined) as explained above.  

The budgetary and HR impact of creating the court of tutorship in any of the scenarios presented 

above may not be quantified at present, lacking a complete and workable set of data on the current and 

estimated number of personnel allocated to the specialized divisions/panels for minors and family and 

on the infrastructure allocated to them. 



  

 

489 

 

 

D. IMPACT OF THE NEW CODES ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR AND THE OVERALL BUSINESS 

ENVIRONMENT  

With the private sector playing a crucial role in the economic growth and social development of a 

country, and support for it an essential link in the development cooperation chain, the enactment of the 

New Codes, as the most important step taken as part of the reform of the Romanian judicial system, is 

expected to produce an impact on the business environment. 

For the purposes of this chapter, “private sector” refers mainly to the “corporate sector” (legal entities 

run by private individuals as means of enterprise for profit);  however, whenever relevant, comments 

will be made with regard to the so-called “personal sector” (households) as well as to the “non-profit 

sector” (non-governmental, non-profit organizations).   

Seen as a set of complex measures and institutional reforms designed to ensure independence and 

accountability of the judiciary, an increase in the courts‟ efficiency by reducing the duration of court 

proceedings and by improving the quality of judgments the New Codes may be expected to carry an 

overall long-term positive impact on the private sector as whole.  

1. Compliance analyses 

In terms of a generalized immediate impact, as expected with any legislative change of such 

magnitude as modifying the core civil and criminal substantive and procedural codes, the entry into 

force of the New Codes will require entities belonging to the private sector (as well as non-profit 

entities) to reassess their body of contracts, pending and threatening litigation, authorizations, 

registrations – in other words, to perform an overall compliance as well as a new opportunity 

assessment in view of the new regulations.  Sources from the corporate sector confirm that many 

entities are already undergoing such efforts.   

This process of reassessment also creates a need of professional training, especially of the in-house 

legal staff, but also of business staff, as well as an increase, at least on the short term, of the need for 

legal advice.  The latter may particularly affect small entities, which do not usually hire legal counsel 

and run their contractual relations exclusively with business/commercial staff.   

Without knowledge of the actual structure of private business in Romania it is very difficult to 

pinpoint a scale of high/medium/low financial and staffing impact that the changes will have on the 

private sector.  However, in general, since this type of impacts for private sector promotes changes in 

the most active/ambitious businesses, it may be said that the impact on the entire private sector, 

including all groups and categories of companies, will be low to medium.  To the same extent, as it is 

expected for the various groups and levels to react at different speeds to the legislative change, it may 

be estimated that the impact will be immediate or on a medium term.  

To exemplify the type and extent of compliance assessments that entities in the private sector should 

go through in order to harmonize their business documents and practice with the new regulations, we 

will further shortly present the case-scenario of credit and financial institutions, which, even though 

changes in NCC as to contracts specific to the financial sector are not significant, will still have to 

perform a thorough review of their business activities. 
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Provisions in NCC regarding the bank deposit, the credit facility contract or the insurance contract are 

expected to be easily understood and assimilated by the players in the financial sector, without major 

efforts.  Nevertheless, there are numerous other provisions in NCC which bring changes to the existing 

regulations and which would have a direct impact on how the credit and financial institutions would 

contract and enforce their contractual rights.  Examples could range from the formation of a contract, 

its interpretation, its amendment (including by court interventions) and its enforcement.  

In particular, we expect that credit and financial institutions would be most concerned to understand 

the provisions in the NCC which could affect the conclusion of a contract (e.g. provisions regarding 

the vices of consent or the lesion) so as to protect against the risk of having their contracts invalidated.  

Also, the provisions which give the courts of law possibilities to intervene for amending the 

contractual terms agreed by the parties (e.g. the regulation of the principle of hardship - if the contract 

performance becomes extremely burdensome for one party due to an exceptional change in the 

circumstances, the court may order the adjustment of the contract or the termination of the contract) 

would have to be carefully considered.  From this perspective, it is key for credit institutions to have 

robust standard credit documentation as well as correct procedures, in line with the new set of 

principles set out by NCC, so as to avoid being challenged in court by their clients (collective court 

actions by retail clients could be extremely troublesome for banking activities). 

As the secured lending represents a large part of the activity of professional financiers, another topic 

which is of maximum interest for credit and financial institutions and which would have a major 

impact over their activities is that referring the various types of security interests.  As such, the 

changes in the legal regime of personal and real securities which is to be introduced by the NCC, is 

perceived as being very important for banking activities.  The new or amended principles regarding 

the suretyship, the letter of guarantee and the letter of comfort as well as the significant changes 

brought to the regulation regarding the privileges and the security interests in rem (real securities) 

would need to be understood by the entities acting in the financial sector and transposed into their 

standard documentation and practices.  Further on, the changes to the enforcement principles and 

procedures are equally important and would have a significant impact over the activities of credit and 

financial institutions.  

As such, it is expected that the credit and financial institutions would have to undertake certain 

measures for the purpose of understanding the legal reforms which are introduced by the NCC, for 

assessing the impact over their respective activities and for taking the appropriate measures in view of 

aligning their standard practices and documentation to the provisions of NCC.  More specifically, we 

expect that the credit and financial institutions would have to (among other things): 

- make a thorough assessment of the legal changes introduced by the NCC; 

- organize trainings for their legal and business personnel, with a view to ensure that the legal 

changes are understood and assimilated into their system; 

- review their corporate procedures, work flows, booklets and other materials which are used in 

the regular course of their business; 

- review their business procedures, with regard to both their core business and their auxiliary 

activities; 



  

 

491 

 

 

- review the standard contractual documentation, used in relation to core business activities (e.g. 

retail lending, corporate lending, personal security agreements, real security agreements); 

- review the contractual documentation which is issued in relation to non-core activities (with 

third parties, other than clients); 

- review of the ancillary procedures, such as security registration formalities and other publicity 

means;  and 

- review the internal rules, both with regard to core banking products and services and to ancillary 

activities, such as those related to the internal organization. 

We expect that the amount of legal work which is needed for the purpose of completing the above 

steps in relation to a medium or large financial and credit institutions (including leasing and insurance 

companies) to be fairly significant.  As such, it would probably be necessary for the larger entities to 

use external legal advice for these purposes. 

On the other hand, the clients of financial and credit institutions will have to understand what 

contractual rights and obligations they have under the revised documentation when contracting 

financial services, after the enactment of NCC.   

The following sections are dedicated to identifying major changes brought by the New Codes that may 

carry an impact on the private sector, besides the generalized need for compliance analyses described 

and exemplified above, as well as to describing the possible types of impact. 

2. Contract regulation 

NCC introduces a new approach as to managing contractual relations between parties, with good faith 

in negotiating and performing agreements becoming more central to the regulation.  Players in the 

private sectors are likely to appreciate the new flexibility of rules in matters of termination, which 

becomes unilateral as a rule under NCC, the precedence given to relative nullity over absolute nullity, 

or the introduction of pre-contractual liability.   

More detailed rules on notifying debtors are also likely to be welcome, as well as the introduction of a 

mandatory “grace period” in notices to the debtor, which must contain a term of fulfillment, lacking 

which the debtor is presumed obliged to perform his obligation in a “reasonable term”.  During the 

term established by notice or during the “reasonable term”, the creditor is entitled to suspend the 

performance of its own obligations or claim damages, but may not seek termination and cannot 

proceed to enforcing its contractual rights.  As the case is with so many other modifications in the 

general contractual law brought by NCC, contractual parties may require a period of adjustment before 

reaching full knowledge and compliance with these new rules.  Therefore, at least for the period 

immediately following the entry into force of NCC and before a practice is established, such changes 

may be a source of contractual dispute.   

A new legal framework is created by NCC, with a view to maintain contractual balance between 

parties when threatened by survening objective circumstances (hardship) or by lack of proper 

understanding in undertaking contractual obligations (be it by error or by undertaking standard clauses 

in certain agreements), or by illicit conduct of the other contractual parties ( duress, fraud).  The new 
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rules permitting the parties to ask the court to supplement, amend or extinguish the contract seek to 

ensure contractual balance are likely to create a more flexible contractual environment on the long run, 

but they may also create a certain insecurity in contractual relations, especially where resorting to 

courts may still result in time-consuming procedures.   

Although maintaining the consensualism as the rule, NCC introduces a new formal requirement 

expected to create an impact in practice, namely the authentic form for contracts transferring or 

establishing real rights to be registered with the land book with regard to buildings, while under the 

current rules such contracts are concluded as private instruments.  The change is liable to create an 

increase in costs related to notary public services.  On the other hand, NCPC offers parties an 

incentive in concluding contracts in an authentic form even where the law does not require it, by 

introducing an expedited forced execution procedure of all authenticated documents. 

Among the new contractual law institutions expected to have a positive impact on the private sector, 

we would mention the introduction of the assignment of contract, which is absent from the current 

regulation, but it is necessary for the business environment to operate properly.  As provided by NCC, 

the assignment of contract implies that either party may, in principle, be substituted by a third party as 

regards the rights and obligations arising for it under the contract.  Unlike novation, this operation 

does not lead to the extinguishment of the existing contract;  further more, unlike the assignment of 

rights currently permitted by the law, the assignment of contract also permits the assignment of 

obligations. 

As briefly mentioned above, since activities in the financial sector (deposit-taking, lending, other types 

of financing such as financial leasing, insurance) are already highly regulated under special laws, the 

limited number of provisions in NCC which are specifically referring to financial activities (such as 

the provisions regarding the banking contracts or the insurance contract) are not expected to produce a 

significant impact on the activities carried on by financial and credit institutions. 

3. Contractual dispute resolution and debt recovery 

Besides other amendments that are susceptible of creating an impact on the private sector and will be 

shortly discussed below, with strict regard to contractual dispute resolution, a first positive note is that 

NCPC brings together and consolidates special contractual debt recovery procedures currently 

provided in various other enactments (respectively, somaţia de plată provided by GO No.5/2001 and 

ordonanţa de plată provided by GEO No.119/2007).  The resulting “order for payment” procedure 

stipulated in NCPC is a transposition of Directive No.2000/35/EC of the European Parliament and of 

the Council on combating late payments in commercial transactions, which requires Member States to 

guarantee that, in normal conditions, a creditor may obtain writs of enforcement for any amount owed 

to it and not contested by the debtor within 90 calendar days from filing action.  NCPC adds a 

preliminary procedure, consisting in a summons sent to the debtor prior to the filing for order for 

payment, whereby the creditor requests payment in 15 days, and which tolls the prescription.   

Also as a novelty that may be expected to bear some impact on the personal sector, NCPC expressly 

permits associations of owners (asociaţii de proprietari) to resort to the simplified, expedited order for 

payment procedure in order to recover debts consisting in quotas of common expenses and 

contributions to maintenance expenses of common areas owed to the association by the persons living 
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in the building.  While this provision may help improving the cash flow of these associations, a 

positive impact on the households is also expected from the possibility given to courts to allow such 

debtors between 10 and 30 days for the payment of such receivables, and even longer terms or a 

schedule of payment by installments where debtors prove difficulties to pay. 

NCPC also introduces the so-called “small claims” procedure, applicable among others to contractual 

debt recovery claims.  This procedure is available for claims worth up to RON 10,000 and presents a 

number of advantages, such as the use of standardized forms.  The court will, as a rule, settle the claim 

in chambers, based only on written submissions, and issue an enforceable decision in 30 days from 

gathering all necessary evidence.  Appeals against the district court‟s judgment do not stay 

enforcement, even though the tribunal may stay enforcement upon request, provided that a 10% of the 

claim value is placed as bond.  It is expected that both the commercial companies (especially small 

and medium entities or service providers with a large pool of small individual clients) and the 

individuals would appreciate the benefits of this new procedure, which provides an expedited, 

simplified way of recovering small debts. 

In addition to these debt recovery special procedures involving the courts, NCPC introduces new 

incentives for parties to resort to alternative dispute resolution mechanisms:  mediation and arbitration, 

which is expected to create a positive impact on the private sector in the long term.  NCPC provides an 

obligation to judges to recommend the parties to submit their dispute to mediation, and permits courts 

to apply a court fine to the party refusing to present itself to the session where parties are informed on 

the advantages of mediation (a provision already introduced by Law No.202/2010).   

Also, NCPC encourages dispute resolution by arbitration, first by broadening the scope of arbitrabl 

matters, but also by relaxing the formal conditions required for a valid execution of the arbitral 

agreement (which may be concluded by exchange of correspondence or procedural deeds and is 

presumed valid whenever a party claims there is an arbitral agreement and the other party does not 

oppose).  On the other hand, the new regulation requires the execution of the arbitral agreement in 

authentic form in case of disputes related to real rights on immoveable assets.  Even though this 

implies stricter formalities than the current regulation, the new rule is not supposed to create additional 

burdens to the private sector, as in practice parties usually include the arbitral clause in the contract 

from which the dispute arises, and NCC requires all contracts related to real rights on lands or 

buildings to be concluded in authenticated form. 

In accordance with the provisions of NCPC, arbitral awards are not deemed writs of enforcement and 

still require vesting from the court, which may deter parties from resorting to arbitration, rather than 

the courts for the resolution of their disputes.  Nevertheless, we note that the Draft IL NCPC proposes 

that Art.606 NCPC should be amended as to provide that arbitral awards constitute writs of 

enforcement, similarly to court judgments.  In addition, Art.10 of the Draft IL NCPC provides that 

writs enforcement shall no longer need be vested in court as a preliminary to enforcement 

authorization, the vesting procedure being entirely eliminated.  Should these amendments of NCPC be 

enacted, there will no longer be inconvenients for the parties should they choose arbitration instead of 

the common right procedure. 
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We will discuss new rules related to enforcement in a section below, but, in strict connection with debt 

recovery, we note a new approach that may be of great impact in practice.  NCPC permits third-party 

creditors to intervene in enforcement procedures pending at courts between parties, which 

demonstrates the legislator‟s intention of transforming enforcement in a collective procedure, much 

like in the case of insolvency.  Even though there are certain advantages to this new approach, it is 

possible that the private sector does not necessarily welcome the change, as creditors having initiated 

enforcement will have to compete with other creditors of the same debtor, not only with those holding 

writs of execution or having established liens or other preventive measures against the debtor, but also 

with creditors who have secured their receivables by real guarantees or privileges that may rank 

superior to the creditor having initiated the procedure.  In addition, creditors that are not secured, and 

hold no writs of enforcement, but only a private instrument that bears an official date or has been 

registered with legal registries, may also intervene in an enforcement procedure and obtain that the 

amount they claim from the debtor, an amount which was earned from the capitalization of its assets, 

be temporarily deposited at the court‟s disposal.  The new regulation may also create disadvantages to 

debtors, liable to face all their creditors at once within the same enforcement procedure. 

4. Personal and real moveable and immoveable guarantees 

With regard to real guarantees, a matter of great interest for the private sector in general, the 

modifications and novelties introduced by NCC are also expected to create a positive impact.  Besides 

providing a better systematization than the current legislation, where regulations on guarantees are 

scattered among the CC, the CPC and other special laws, NCC brings certain clarifications and 

changes that are likely to be welcome by the private sector. 

In the matter of real guarantees over moveable assets, we would note the codification, for the first 

time, of the retention right as a general right of persons who are under the obligation to deliver or 

return a moveable asset to retain the asset until the creditor reimburses them the necessary or useful 

expenses they made in connection with the asset, or the damages they incurred because of the asset.  In 

addition, receivables secured by retention right (deemed special privilege under NCC) have priority 

over receivables secured by mortgage or pledge, provided they are registered with the electronic 

archive before the secured receivables.   

Also, NCC provides a better systematization of real guarantees on moveable assets by introducing the 

moveable mortgage (for the security interest without dispossession) as opposed to the pledge (with 

dispossession).  Similarly with the current security interests in personal property under Law 

No.99/1999, moveable mortgages need be registered with the electronic archive.  Also, rights acquired 

under contractual clauses such as the pactum reservati dominii clause, the repurchase option and the 

assignment of receivables are assimilated with moveable mortgages in terms of priority order and 

enforcement, provided they are registered with the electronic archive.  In addition, the secured creditor 

may register a takeover notice whenever he intends to take over the mortgaged asset on account of the 

secured receivable.  However, NCC abandons the current rule, whereby secured creditors under Law 

No.99/1999 may pursue the asset in the hands of third parties;  instead, under NCC, the secured 

creditor who commenced the enforcement of the security has the obligation to return the movable 

asset or, as the case may be, the proceeds resulting from the sale of the asset to the true owner, as soon 
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as he finds out that the asset is not the debtor‟s property.  Even though meant to increase stability and 

security of the civil circuit, this new rule may discourage parties from using this type of guarantee.   

As regards the guarantees over immovable assets, maybe the most important change brought by NCC, 

expected to impact the private sector, is the new concept on the effects of mortgage registration with 

the land book, which acquires the power to establish rights, unlike the current conception that 

registration has only an effect of enforceability against third parties.  This provision, part of a new 

general approach to the effects of registrations with the land book, is meant to encourage parties to 

register their real estate transactions, which, on the long term, would allow that the public records of 

real rights on immovable assets be complete and up to date, to the benefit of the private sector.  

Another positive effect of this new rule is that renewal of mortgage registration to prevent 

obsolescence would be no longer necessary.  

Another very welcome novelty, which will positively impact the private sector, is the possibility to 

establish mortgages over future buildings, currently allowed only for mortgage investments.  Lack of 

regulation is currently supplanted in practice by the execution of mortgage contracts under a 

suspensive term, set to enter into force once the building has been constructed, an artifice not without 

risk that the parties would be no longer forced to resort to under NCC.   

Also, under the new rule, mortgages may be established over the universality (totality) of one‟s 

immovable assets.  Another new element that may have an impact is the possibility to assign the 

mortgage rank separately from the assignment of the security itself. 

5. New regulation on extinctive prescription  

Changes to the rules on extinctive prescription and forfeiture in NCC may also impact the private 

sector, as they ensure increased flexibility of legal relations and could, in the long term, help in 

creating a more responsible business environment as a whole.   

First, NCC operates a new systematization of the periods, establishing three categories of special 

terms, namely 10-year, 2-year and 1-year prescription periods, in addition to the general 3-year term.  

Other special prescription periods are provided as well, ranging from 6 months (i.e., for applications 

requesting a court ruling in lieu of a bilateral sale promise agreement,) and 5 years (for example, as 

regards the claims for the reimbursement of the credit balance resulting at the closing of the current 

account). 

More importantly, in NCC the focus shifts from mandatory, public order to private, dispositive 

character of extinctive prescription.   

Parties are permitted to conclude agreements (pacts) whereby to modify the duration, commencement 

date or conditions for suspending extinctive prescription terms.  Moreover, the NCC expressly 

provides that extinctive prescription may be pleaded only by the person in whose benefit it runs and 

not ex officio, no matter if private or public interests are at stake.   

Besides extinctive prescription, NCC covers an important legislative gap by introducing the institution 

of forfeiture.  Under the new rules, failure to exercise a subjective right within the provided period 

shall entail the loss of the subjective right itself, rather than of the right to initiate legal proceedings.  

The severe effects of forfeiture will require the private sector greater discipline in exercising rights. 
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6. Representation, administration and operation of legal entities 

NCC contains regulations on the representation, administration and operation of legal entities, 

including to some extent commercial companies that are expected to create an impact on the private 

sector and the non-profit sector.   

With regard strictly to the corporate sector (commercial companies), we identify a possible source of 

instability in the fact that NCC includes so many rules applicable – at least in principle - to 

commercial companies as well.  Currently, Law No.31/1990 is the special law governing commercial 

companies, its provisions to be interpreted in the light of, and supplemented by provisions of the 

Commercial Code.  Given that it repeals the Commercial Code and incorporates commercial law 

within its monistic approach on civil law, NCC shall become the general applicable law for 

commercial companies upon its effective date, supplementing the special provisions. 

Also as a result of the monistic view undertaken by the Romanian lawmaker, NCC repeals and 

replaces the general rules currently forming the legal framework applicable to the legal entities 

included in the Commercial Code and the Decree No.31/1954.  While NCC essentially codifies the 

existing provisions, the modification is not expected to significantly impact the private sector. 

7. General judicial system performance (civil matters) 

As announced in the introduction to this chapter, the reform is expected to improve the general 

performance of the judicial system, and thus carry an overall positive impact on the private sector and 

the business environment in general.  Shorter civil trial durations as well as more efficient procedures 

entail a reduction in legal costs incurred by the parties, but the benefits of the changes brought by 

NCPC may also contribute to increased accountability and discipline in the business environment as a 

whole. 

7.1. Measures to improve predictability and overall quality of the act of justice 

NCPC highlights the importance of unitary judicial practice, which leads to increased stability and 

security to the business environment due to increased predictability of solutions passed by the courts.  

Increased predictability of court solutions may also lead, in the long run, to better discipline in 

concluding contracts and higher responsibility in performing contractual obligations, which would 

benefit the overall business environment, as well as to the parties‟ resorting more often to extra-

judiciary settlements, mediation or arbitration as means of dispute settlement.  

In this respect, the final appeal in the interest of law receives a more detailed treatment and higher 

availability under NCPC than it currently has;  besides the General Prosecutor, are competent to 

promote such final appeal the collegia of the HCCJ and of the Courts of Appeal as well as the 

Ombudsman.179   

In addition, NCPC introduces a new instrument meant to achieve uniform solutions for legal issues, 

permitting parties to request courts judging their disputes as last instance, as well as the Courts of 

                                                      

 

179 We note that Law No.202/2010 included similar measures to those provided in NCPC in the matter of the final appeal in 

the interest of the law.  
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Appeal and Tribunals, ex officio, to refer to HCCJ for a preliminary ruling on a certain legal issue 

upon which the settlement of a case is dependant, if such legal issue has not been uniformly solved in 

court practice.  The Draft IL NCPC proposes that Art.152 NCPC should be modified as to provide that 

the subject-matter of the application is to be strictly restricted to legal issues, the clarification of which 

is determinant for the settlement of the case on the merits, which are new, have not been solved in an 

unitary manner by the courts, and have not been subject to a final appeal in the interest of the law 

which is pending.  

Predictability is one of the goals of the reform not only as regards solutions passed by the courts, but 

also in terms of trial durations.  NCPC introduces an obligation for the judges to inform the parties on 

the first hearing of the estimated duration of the trial, which permits the parties to more judiciously 

manage the exercise of their rights, as well as the legal costs. 

Also as a new instrument aimed at improving the quality of justice, NCPC introduces the challenge on 

trial stalling, whereby parties are entitled to defend their right to settlement of their dispute within an 

optimum and foreseeable term;  the party may complain to the court hearing their case against the 

other party‟s, or the court‟s itself conduct that causes undue delays.  Besides contributing to ensuring 

reasonable trials duration, and therefore to limiting parties‟ legal costs, this instrument is also designed 

to enhance judges‟ accountability. 

7.2. Changes likely to reduce civil trial duration 

One of the most important amendments brought by NCPC is the reshaping of the civil trial, in order to 

speed up proceedings and increase awareness and accountability of all participants.  

NCPC divides the trial into three main stages:  the pre-trial written stage, the court investigation stage 

and the hearing on the merits of the case.  The pre-trial written stage is designed as an expedited 

procedure in which the judge verifies the formal compliance of the parties‟ submissions, and ensures 

service of process is duly completed before establishing the first hearing date.  This new procedure is 

expected to reduce the trial overall duration, as properly formalizing submissions and serving them 

among the parties is a phase which in current practice often leads to numerous postponements.   

Also, NCPC includes new rules as to the procedural deadlines by which parties are permitted to 

exercise their rights, also expected to greatly contribute to expediting proceedings.  Pleas must be 

raised in writing in the statement of defense, or, where such is not mandatory, until the first hearing 

date at the latest.  All causes for nullity must be invoked simultaneously, subject to forfeiture of the 

party‟s right to invoke them.  Absolute pleas must be raised as soon as their grounds are known to the 

party, subject to fine and/or indemnifications.  The verification of documents and claims of forgery are 

also restricted to the first hearing after the submission of the document.  

The elimination of final appeal for cases of a certain frequency in practice, (e.g., motions for nullity or 

dissolution of marriage, motions on the obligation to do that are not financially assessable) and the 

replacement of final appeal with appeal in specific matters and procedures (e.g., production of 

evidence or fact-finding procedure), as well as establishing maximum terms by which the first hearing 

in appeal must take place are also meant to decrease trial duration and, consequently, legal costs 

incurred by the parties.  
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Another set of rules that may lead to a shortening of trial duration is the newly introduced preliminary 

admissibility check of motions to bring a third party in the trial, impleader or interpleader, a procedure 

whereby the court shall assess whether such motions are, prima facie, admissible, before proceeding to 

hearing them on the merits.   Consequently, stalling of trial due to various procedural incidents 

occurring in relation to such claims or evidence proposed or produced by such third parties shall be 

avoided (e.g., faulty service of process for the third party, postponements granted for the third party to 

prepare its defense).  The new rules are expected to positively impact the private sector, both in terms 

of procedural costs of the parties benefiting of a shorter trial duration, and in terms of costs incurred 

by third parties having to stand trial based on motions which are obviously inadmissible.  

New rules on summoning/service of procedural acts and production of evidence may also contribute to 

a reduction of trial duration.  NCPC allows parties to send summons themselves, by way of the court 

bailiff or fast courier.  A diligent plaintiff, seeking speedy settlement of its claim, is expected to use 

the new method of summoning/service of procedural acts, even though on its own expense.   

NCPC also expands the scope of cases where evidence may be produced by lawyers or legal advisors.  

Unlike CPC, which permits this procedure only in certain property-related disputes, NCPC makes this 

procedure generally available to parties in all disputes, except cases concerning marital status, 

capacity, family relations and other rights the parties may not dispose of.  In addition, Art.13 item 59 

of the Draft IL NCPC proposes amendments to improve the procedure of administration of evidence 

by lawyers or legal counsels, expressly permitting the parties to agree among themselves to modify the 

schedule for administering evidence. 

The private sector is expected to welcome the opportunity given by these changes;  although both 

novelties involve an immediate supplementary cost consisting in the fee paid to the court bailiff, 

courier or lawyer, applying these provisions could shorten the duration of trials, which may implicitly 

lead to lowering legal costs on the whole. 

7.3. Changes likely to increase the speed and efficiency of enforcement 

procedures 

The private sector is also likely to benefit from new rules in the matter of enforcement, many of which 

are likely to increase speed and efficiency of the civil trial.  As already mentioned above with regard 

to contracts, NCPC creates an expedited enforcement procedure for all authenticated documents.  The 

creditor holding an authenticated notarial document acknowledging its claim against the debtor will no 

longer need to resort to courts in order to obtain a writ of execution, but is permitted to address the 

bailiff directly.  Besides reducing the duration and costs of the enforcement procedure, the new rule 

encourages parties to conclude agreements in an authentic form which, even though more costly than 

the private form, offers a number of other benefits (such as the legality check performed by the notary 

public on the contract, where the parties would not have otherwise used legal counsel). 

Clear deadlines set by NCPC for the bailiff or the court in matters of enforcement (already in force by 

Law No.202/2010) are meant to speed-up enforcement procedures, which often in current practice are 

inefficiently slow and threaten to put the creditors‟ rights at risk.  The Draft IL NCPC envisages that 

the vesting of titles in court – which is a distinct phase in the enforcement procedure, preliminary to 

the court‟s authorizing the enforcement - should be eliminated.  This proposed change in approach 



  

 

499 

 

 

may reduce the time the creditor needs to enforce his rights, as recognized by writs of enforcement, 

and it therefore expected to be welcome in the private sector. 

Under NCPC, the court bailiff should request the court to approve enforcement within 3 days from 

receiving the creditor‟s application, and the court must rule on said approval request within 3 days 

from its being registered.  However, lack of any sanction for the bailiff‟s or court‟s failing to meet 

these deadlines is bound to reduce the benefits of this legal text. 

As already discussed in some detail above, the possibility given to third-party creditors to intervene in 

enforcement procedures already pending between parties may increase efficiency of enforcement 

procedures, but it also may cause delays, as well as an increased risk for competing creditors.  

NCPC also introduces changes to certain forms of enforcement that are expected to be well-received 

in the private sector.  With vehicles one of the categories of moveable assets most frequently pursued 

by creditors, there was a need in practice for a more detailed regulation to take into account the 

specificities of this particular form of enforcement of moveable assets.  Without departing from the 

general rules, NCPC introduces detailed procedural rules for enforcement of vehicles, including as to 

the duties of traffic police and public community services, that we deem useful for a swifter and less 

costly enforcement.  

Also, the new rules permit conditional receivables as well as receivables subject to a term to be subject 

to garnishment.  The obligations of the third-party garnishee are also expressly provided, with the 

purpose of speeding up the enforcement proceeding (amounts subject to garnishment are to be blocked 

within 5 days, rather than the currently provided 15 days);  the same applies for the validation of 

garnishment procedure (the deadline by which the enforcing creditor, the debtor or the court bailiff 

may request validation was lowered from 3 months to 1 month). 

NCPC reintroduces the enforcement upon general revenues generated by immoveable assets, a 

procedure previously in force before the year 2000.  Considering the ratio of revenues generated by 

rent or lease is significantly higher today than in past years, the reintroduction of this type of 

enforcement shall increase the creditors‟ chances of debt recovery, and therefore is expected to be 

well-received in the private sector.   

Also in connection with immoveable assets, NCPC greatly facilitates eviction procedures by 

recognizing the winning party in property or possession recovery claims to use the judgment as writs 

of enforcement for the eviction of the party who lost the case, as well as of any other person that 

occupies the premises without a title, even where the judgment does not contain an explicit order for 

eviction.  The new rules are expected to significantly improve the current situation in practice, where 

owners have to undergo a separate trial to obtain an order for eviction if the judgment recognizing 

their rights does not specifically contain it, and may not use the judgment against any person other 

than the party who lost the case, even if such person occupies the premises without title, or against the 

party who lost the case, if, after being evicted once, that counterparty moves back on the premises.  

The private sector is highly likely to welcome the benefits of the change, which implies reduced legal 

costs for the owners, as well as swifter and more efficient means to force debtors out of premises they 

occupy without a title.  
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7.4. Changes that may have adverse effects on civil trial duration or legal costs 

incurred by the parties 

Some of the amendments brought by NCPC may lead, in practice, to an extension or decrease in the 

predictability of trial duration, with may impact the private sector in various ways, including from the 

perspective of legal costs. 

NCPC extends the scope of co-participation in trial to situations where there is a close connection 

between the parties‟ rights and obligations.  Even though the new regulation, which creates the 

premises for the development of a so-called “class action” practice in Romania, is likely to decrease 

the number of cases and facilitate the production of evidence, one may also anticipate an increased 

complexity of the cases, resulting in longer trial durations.  On the other hand, the new rule may 

determine a reduction in the legal costs borne by each of the co-participants, from legal fees paid to 

lawyers representing a number of, or all co-participants, to legal stamp and other court charges.   

While the introduction of a preliminary admissibility check for permissive intervention and motion for 

interpleader or impleader may be a cause for reduction of trial duration, as explained above, it could 

also carry an adverse effect, because of the possibility given to the interested party to appeal, 

separately, the resolution whereby the motion was rejected as inadmissible.  For that matter, we note 

that, however, in accordance with the provisions of the Draft IL NCPC, it is suggested the elimination 

of the possibility to challenge separately these resolutions;  should this amendment be enacted, the 

identified adverse effect will no longer occur. 

Also, the interveners‟ possibility to request and produce evidence, irrespective of the stage of the trial, 

may cause delays in trial settlement. 

Another example of new rule that may have an adverse impact on legal costs borne by the parties is 

the limitation of the possibility to join cases, which under NCPC may only be performed before the 

first instance court, which also limits the parties‟ possibility to reduce their trial-related costs and 

expenses. 

The “professionalization” of the civil trial is also expected to create, besides a positive effect on the 

overall quality of justice and trial duration, may also carry an adverse effect on the private sector in 

terms of legal costs.  Legal entities will be forced, under the new regulations, to hire professional legal 

services to draft, file and argue in court their applications for extraordinary means of appeal (final 

appeal, challenge for annulment and revision).  Similar effects will produce the new rules requiring 

legal entities to be assisted and/or represented by in-house legal counsel or lawyer in drafting and 

arguing motions to stay enforcement of judgments subject to final appeal, challenge for annulment or 

revision, as well as final appeals against the judgments settling such motions. 

In connection to the above, we remind that the Draft IL NCPC envisages amendments to GEO 

No.51/2008, namely that, if the judgment passed in the case where the legal aid was granted is subject 

to final appeal, the legal aid granted for the immediately previous trial phase is to be automatically 

extended to the drafting of the application for final appeal and its motivation, as well as to submitting 

this application and arguing it in court.  The judgment subject to final appeal, together with a copy of 

the resolution granting legal aid, is to be immediately communicated to the bar so that a lawyer able to 
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plead the case in final appeal is verified, confirmed or appointed, as the case may be.  A new term for 

final appeal runs from the date the lawyer is confirmed or appointed.  

Equally, the Draft IL NCPC provides that the application for legal aid needed for the exercise of a 

means of appeal should be submitted to the court whose judgment is subject to that appeal, while, by 

submission of this application for legal aid, the term for the respective appeal is tolled;  this 

interruptive effect of the application for legal aid shoul only be permitted once, and only provided that 

the applicant submits the necessary evidence in support of the application within 10 days at the latest.  

A new term for the respective means of appeal runs from the date the resolution solving the 

application for legal aid or, as the case may be, the resolution solving an application for a 

reexamination, is communicated. 

8. Overall performance of the criminal justice system 

The reform introduces mechanisms for the interpretation and unitary application of criminal law, in a 

manner more suitable to satisfy the requirement of predictability underlying criminal trial.  Therefore, 

it should be easier for businesspeople to recognize and avoid conduct incriminated by the law, while, 

at the same time, the new regulations ensure the private sector‟s reasonable expectations of stability 

(e.g., when preparing and enforcing their compliance policies, commercial and business strategies 

etc.), all finally reflected in cost structure and overall business efficiency. 

8.1. New regulations to increase the speed and efficiency of the criminal justice 

system 

NCrPC aims, inter alia, to observe the principle of reasonable term of criminal procedures, as a 

dimension of the due process right, and to increase the efficiency of the criminal justice system, 

including as regards the costs of procedure, incurred, as the case may be, by the state or the parties.  In 

this respect, NCrPC reconfigures the criminal investigation and the criminal trial, setting forth the 

basis for a speedy criminal trial. 

According to NCrPC, the criminal trial has been divided into two main stages, intended to speed up 

the court procedures and the final settlement of the case:  the preliminary (pre-trial) chamber, and the 

hearings on the merits of the case.  In order to ensure the due process trial, the NCrPC introduces two 

new categories of judges, the freedoms and rights judge and the pre-trial judge, which settle matters 

preliminary to the actual court trial on the merits of the case, thus becoming incompatible to settle the 

case on the merits.  

To the same effect, NCrPC provides for shorter procedural terms, as well as for new ways to issue 

and, respectively, serve, subpoenas and other procedural documents, to intimate investigative bodies 

(e.g., via electronic media) or for the merger of certain procedural institutions (e.g.., prosecutorial 

decision not to intimate the court or prosecutorial documents). 

8.2. New regulation on corporate criminal liability 

The new provisions on corporate criminal liability and derivative corporate criminal liability included 

in NCrC, based on the “fraus omnia corrumpit” (i.e., “fraud denies everything”) principle, allow the 

prompt and proper intervention of state authorities in those cases where commercial companies have 

been established for fraudulent purposes or, as the case may be, diverted from their lawful purpose and 
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employed as vehicles of fraud.  For this purpose, NCrC sets forth a system of financial reprimands, 

supervision and ancillary penalties for corporate offenders, with both punishing and deterring effect.   

In light of the new provisions, corporations should reflect more on issues such as reputation, corporate 

goodwill, organizational culture, staff training and market behavior, which should eventually lead to a 

stronger and more viable business environment. 

Moreover, the day-fine system and the new complementary punishment of judicial supervision 

applicable to legal entities make for a more deliberate individualization of punishments, therefore 

representing the instruments of a better-tuned system, with the effect of rendering legal entities more 

aware of the potential criminal law consequences of their illicit activities. 

8.3. New regulation on offenses against patrimony and on professional offenses 

NCrC includes provisions aimed at mirroring the new economical realities, particularly in the new 

chapter dedicated to offenses against patrimony by breach of trust (Art.238-248), as well as to 

electronic and wire fraud (Art.249-252), which reflect the legislator‟s concern for reducing and 

preventing crime related to internet and the world wide web.  At the same time, the legislation shows a 

new conception of criminal punishments, with emphasis on quick reaction of state authorities by way 

of criminal fines, together with a decrease in the maximum penalty limits. 

Similarly, the new law modifies the applicable penalties and incident criminal liabilities in the matter 

of professional offenses, so as to better reflect today realities in the working environment, whether 

public or private. 

8.4. New regulation on the settlement of civil actions adjoined to criminal 

actions 

Undoubtedly, matters such as the recovery of financial loss incurred as a result of the perpetration of 

criminal offenses against a corporation or as the potential corporate civil liability associated with the 

perpetration of criminal offenses are of crucial importance for commercial companies, the primary 

purpose of which revolves around cost-effectiveness.  Considering that the main concern of a 

commercial company involved in various capacity in the civil side of a criminal matter remains the 

settlement of the civil action, the new regulations on the settlement of civil actions adjoined to 

criminal actions are of high importance to the private sector. 

NCrPC only permits civil action to be settled within the criminal trial if the criminal court passes a 

conviction judgment.  If, to the contrary, the criminal court acquits the defendant or dismisses the 

criminal trial, the court will leave the civil action unsolved.  The civil action severed from the criminal 

action is always referred for settlement to the competent civil court.   

NCrPC limits the duration of the stay in the settlement of civil actions until a judgment on merits is 

rendered in the criminal case to no more than one year.  Also of interest, the new regulation modifies 

the extent of res judicata of the final judgment passed by the criminal court before the civil court 

ruling on the civil action, which shall be limited to the existence of the deed and of the perpetrator, 

except for the cases of acquittal or termination of the criminal trial, where the final judgment passed 

by the criminal court only enjoys the authority of res judicata for damages or guilt of the perpetrator. 
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8.5. New regulations on plea bargain 

NCrPC amends the current principle according to which the judicial bodies have the obligation to 

pursue any potentially perpetrated offense, introducing the prosecutorial discretion to waive the  

criminal proceedings at an incipient stage of the trial, for the cases where the prosecutor deems that 

there is no public interest to prosecute.   

Hence, for business entities which may become involved in various capacities in a minor criminal 

matter, the enforcement of this opportunity principle would avoid ultimately reputational or financial 

costs, considering the nature of the offense potentially perpetrated. 

At the same time, NCrPC introduces the plea bargain procedure, liable to generate economical and 

moral benefits, for the state and for society in general, but also for the parties, as regards the proper 

performance of criminal justice, with its corollary, return of the original state of affairs, prior to the 

perpetration of an offense, which finally translates in swifter procedures and decreased legal costs. 

8.6. New regulation to ensure unitary practice 

NCrPC regulates the final appeal in the interest of the law (similarly with the civil procedure, 

substantially modified so as to become more available to parties) as well as the procedure for the 

intimation of the HCCJ to pass a preliminary decision solving a legal issue, both aiming to ensure the 

unitary practice of criminal courts with a view to increase predictability of substantial and procedural 

criminal law, as enforced by courts, and eventually increase the quality of criminal justice. 
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E. ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT ON THE EFFICIENCY, PREDICTABILITY AND QUALITY OF 

JUSTICE IN CIVIL AND CRIMINAL MATTERS  

1. The analysis of the impact of the New Codes on the procedure costs incurred by the 

petitioner 

One of the indicators of the efficiency of justice in general is the degree of individual access to the 

judiciary system in order to defend its legitimate rights and interests.  Under the Constitution, free 

access to justice is guaranteed to any person for defending the legitimate rights, freedoms and interests 

thereof.  

In this context, the procedure costs incurred by the petitioner express the degree of system 

accessibility for the beneficiaries of justice. 

The procedure cost from the petitioner‟s perspective is the whole of the amounts that the interested 

person incurs to access the judiciary system in Romania. 

1.1. Categories of costs 

In the makeup thereof, in principle, the following main categories of costs may be included: 

- The judicial stamp duty and the judicial stamp; 

- The lawyer fees related to legal aid and representation in court; 

- The experts‟ fees; 

- The translators‟ and/ or interpreters‟ fees; 

- The bailiff‟s fees; 

- Expenses related to the presentation of evidence (e.g. expenses on witnesses). 

1.2. Determining the level of the procedure cost component 

The amount of these categories of costs is different, depending on the category to which it belongs and 

depending on the actual status of each case.  They can be classified according to the method of 

calculating the amount, as follows: 

1.2.(a). Costs the amount of which is set by law 

This category includes the following types of costs: 

- The judicial stamp duty and judicial stamp, governed by Law No.146/1997, GO No.32/1995.  

Their amount is different depending on the type of application.  There are types of applications 

exempted from the payment of the stamp duties. 

- As starting April 2009, the collected judicial stamp duties are deemed as revenues to the local 

budgets, no data could be provided to offer a clear image of the quantum of such procedural 

costs in 2010.  On the other hand, the procedural costs borne by petitioners in the form of 

judicial stamps paid in 2010 reached an aggregate amount of RON 1,603 thousand, as per the 

data provided by the Beneficiary. 
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- An analysis of the revenues to the state budget in December 2009 showed that the judicial 

stamp duties as well as other stamp duties accounted for RON 53,856,979 thousand (of which 

RON 37,699,885 thousand was included in the budget of the Ministry of Justice as per the legal 

provisions then applicable).  

- The bailiffs‟ fees;  the minimal and maximal levels for the services rendered by bailiffs are 

approved by the Order No.2550/2006.  They are determined according to the work performed 

and the amount of the debt enforced, as appropriate.  The Consultant requested data about the 

quantum of such procedural costs which was however not received. 

- The fees of the authorized translators and interpreters used by the Superior Council of 

Magistracy, the Ministry of Justice, the Prosecutor Office attached to the HCCJ, the National 

Anticorruption Directorate, the criminal prosecution bodies, the courts, notary public offices, 

lawyers and bailiffs are set by the Order No.772/2009.  The actual amount of the payment is set 

by ordinance or a translator appointment or the contract for services under the law subject to the 

fees regulated by the above order. 

The amounts representing fees for translators and interpreters used by judicial bodies in criminal 

lawsuits are deemed as legal expenses advanced by the state and recovered from the parties under the 

terms provided by the NCrPP, representing a component part of the procedural cost borne by the 

parties during a criminal lawsuit.  

An accurate assessment of this category of procedural costs requires a complete dataset about:  the 

quantum of money advanced by the state between 2008 and 2010, the quantum of money advanced by 

the state during a criminal lawsuit and recovered from the parties during the same time interval and the 

number of cases for which such amounts were paid and recovered by the state between 2008 and 2010.  

Based on the data provided by the Beneficiary to date, the aggregate amount of money advanced by 

the state in 2010 as fees for the translators and interpreters used by the judicial bodies amounted to 

RON 2,502,113.13, which covers all the Courts of Appeal and subordinated courts.  Of these, the 

greatest expenses were recorded in 2010 by the Bucharest Court of Appeal and the courts attached 

thereto, i.e. RON 1,332,993.00, accounting for 53% of total costs.  The lowest quantum of this cost 

category was advanced by the state in 2010 to the Pitesti Court of Appeal, i.e. RON 52,656.10, 

representing 2% of total costs.  On an average, in 2010, the state advanced RON 166,807.54 in fees for 

the translators and interpreters used by the Courts of Appeal and courts attached thereto. 

The amount recovered in 2010 from the judicial expenses advanced by the state is of RON 16,065,378 

thousand, just 12% higher than the amount collected in 2009.  These amounts represent a part of the 

procedural costs covered by the parties during a criminal lawsuit.  

1.2.(b). Costs the amount of which is set as a result of the parties‟ agreement or by the 

court 

- Experts‟ Fees  

Under Ordinance No.2/2000, it is up to the body that orders the appraisal to set the fees for judicial 

expert appraisal, taking into consideration certain criteria, such as:  complexity of work, actual 

workload, the expert‟s professional or scientific seniority. 
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Based on data provided by the Beneficiary, in 2010, the 10% of judiciary experts‟ fees withheld by the 

local expert appraisal offices and transferred to the state budget accounted for RON 4,696 thousand.  

Therefore, the total amount of judiciary experts‟ fees paid in 2010 was RON 46,960 thousand. 

A complete dataset about the number of judiciary expert appraisals carried on in 2010, about the 

quantum of money paid for judicial expert appraisls during the same reference period and about the 

number of cases requiring such expert appraisals could help determine the average quantum per type 

of expert appraisal and per case in 2010.  

- Lawyers‟ fees for the legal assistance and representation before the courts; 

As lawyers‟ fees are freely established by the parties, we consider that this procedural cost category 

cannot be quantified.  However, given the conditions under which legal public aid and ex officio legal 

assistance is granted, a complete dataset according to section 1.4 above might be used for assessing the 

average quantum of legal assistance in the form of lawyers‟ assistance per case, as a component part of 

this category of procedural cost. 

- The expenses incurred on presenting the witness evidence include the travel expenses as well as 

the payment of the compensations according to the distance from the residence and the time 

allotted to participating in the procedure. 

Currently, given the nature and method of determining the amount of the procedure cost components, 

and also given the lack of a market price adequately certified, the Consultant understands that the 

average procedure cost incurred by the Beneficiary of justice in Romania cannot be quantified. 

1.3. Issues with potential impact on the procedure cost components 

The New Codes provisions do not bring changes with respect to the manner of setting the components 

of the procedure cost borne by the beneficiaries of the judiciary system.  In the Consultant‟s opinion, a 

number of aspects would be however worth mentioning, as they might be considered as having a 

potential impact in the reduction of the procedure cost of the exercise of justice, as follows: 

- There are mechanisms that can lead to diminishing the procedure cost for the petitioner.  Thus, 

the access to the public legal aid system and legal aid system, under the law, may result either in 

the exemption from the payment of certain categories of costs or in granting discounts, 

rescheduling, deferrals in their payment (the legal fees required by law) or the full or partial 

payment of the fees of lawyers, experts, translators, interpreters and bailiffs, if the case; 

- The principle according to which the court costs are borne by the party that has lost claim.  

According to CPC/ NCPC, the court costs consist primarily of judicial stamp duties and the 

judicial stamp, the fees of lawyers, experts and specialists, the amounts due to the witnesses for 

travel and losses caused by the need to come to the trial, if necessary.  According to the law, the 

party losing claim will be required, upon request, to pay court costs.  In considering its active 

role, the court may reduce the court costs representing lawyers‟ fees when they are manifestly 

disproportionate to the value or complexity of the case or the lawyer‟s work; 

- The length of the trial may affect the procedure cost borne by the Beneficiary of justice.  Thus, 

trial duration may lead to a corresponding increase or decrease in the expenses on presenting the 
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evidence in the case (witnesses, experts, etc.), the amount of the lawyers‟ fees, and the damages 

suffered by the petitioner due to the lack of exercise of the rights that are the subject to dispute.  

Given the nature of the potentially affected cost components, the Consultant understands that 

the impact of a potential reduction in the duration of the trials on the procedure costs resulting 

from the implementation of the New Codes cannot be quantified. 
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III. ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPACT AND IMPLICATIONS:  SUMMARY 

OF PHASE II OF THE PROJECT AND NEXT STEPS 

The scope of analyses presented in this Report allowed for detailed presentation of methodologies 

leading to assessment of quantifiable human resources-related impacts identified in the course of legal 

analysis of the New Codes.  Significant part of this Report was devoted to presentation of capabilities 

of the tool possessed by the Consultant and attainable level of accuracy in assessing scope and depth 

of individual impacts.  As emphasized in our Report, the ultimate result of our work remains highly 

sensitive to availability of core statistical data, reflecting precisely the status of the Romanian judiciary 

system in a defined period.  

Until the end of Phase II of the Project, the Consultant has been provided with only fraction of the data 

necessary and applicable to perform reliable and dependable estimation of changes in number and 

allocation of professional and auxiliary personnel.  

Missing core statistics in question are original and unique information, and can not be obtained from 

any source other than the Ministry of Justice in Romania.  Due to its uniqueness for the judiciary of 

the State of Romania, this kind of data could not be extrapolated or substituted.  Availability of the 

core data for Consultant for the purpose of this Project had been guaranteed by the Ministry of Justice 

as prerequisite for fulfilling the demanding result of analyses, defined in the Terms of Reference of the 

Project. 

Calculations of precise reallocation of workforce and workload for such important units as courts and 

prosecutor offices must be based on precise and relevant ground information.  Application of 

incomplete or substandard core data would inevitably lead to calculation of substandard results and 

incomplete or misleading base for conclusions.  

Data made available to the Consultant allowed us to prepare for further work and to reach the required 

scope of analyses, as specified in the Terms of Reference of the Project.  

The Consultant is expecting that further data will be made available for the consecutive Phase III of 

the Project.  

Furthermore, survey by Gallup which is currently under way, is scheduled to bring type of input, 

which could be provided only by practitioners representing individual institutions within the judiciary 

system.  Availability of data from these two sources will be decisive for allowing efficient analyses 

and securing precise results.  

The forthcoming Phase III of the analyses of human resources-related impacts will comprise of the 

following elements: 

- collection of missing data from the Ministry of Justice and, in some areas, through the Gallup 

survey; 

- performance of the actual full-size analysis of 2010-based workload and headcount impacts, on 

the basis of above mentioned data; 

- estimation of the Net Effect of the quantifiable impacts, resulting from the full-size analysis; 



  

 

509 

 

 

- preparation of the actual summary and HR-related conclusions, based on the calculated and 

properly described Net Effect, including illustration of shift of staffing within the judiciary 

system.  
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ANNEXES  
Annex 1 –Workload and staffing data analyzed (2009 data). 

 

Table 1.1.  Workload and staffing data – district courts. 
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Alba Iulia Alba Alba iulia 13 277 1 207 885 14 4 39 28 0 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 1 143 619 71% 

Alba Iulia Alba Campeni 3 224 461 403 7 1 21 15 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 53 560 33% 

Alba Iulia Alba Aiud 5 938 990 660 7 2 22 14 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 0 2 72 892 66% 

Alba Iulia Alba Blaj 2 056 514 514 3 0 12 8 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 45 381 46% 

Alba Iulia Alba Sebes 3 357 1 119 839 3 1 15 9 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 53 150 56% 

Alba Iulia Sibiu Sibiu 20 504 1 025 891 20 0 44 33 0 0 0 8 0 1 1 0 1 218 653 80% 

Alba Iulia Sibiu Medias 5 027 457 419 10 1 27 19 0 0 0 4 0 1 3 0 0 112 174 59% 

Alba Iulia Sibiu Agnita 749 250 187 3 1 13 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 27 544 40% 

Alba Iulia Sibiu Avrig 1 918 384 384 4 0 10 6 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 35 717 62% 

Alba Iulia Sibiu Saliste 1 426 357 357 3 0 12 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 27 509 37% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Deva 13 973 1 270 873 14 5 31 23 0 0 0 4 0 1 2 0 1 114 976 69% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Hunedoara 6 635 829 664 9 2 26 18 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 3 93 196 88% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Petrosani 13 547 1 042 753 16 4 31 23 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 3 139 880 99% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Orastie 2 174 725 544 3 1 13 8 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 39 017 69% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Brad 2 578 859 645 3 1 12 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 37 400 42% 

Alba Iulia Hunedoara Hateg 2 171 543 543 3 0 13 8 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 1 36 009 30% 

Piteşti Arges Pitesti 25 177 932 839 29 2 53 44 1 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 1 254 325 71% 

Piteşti Arges Campulung 5 290 588 407 11 3 28 19 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 3 127 327 28% 

Piteşti Arges Curtea de arges 3 906 651 488 6 2 21 15 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 100 465 33% 

Piteşti Arges Costesti 3 047 508 435 6 1 18 12 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 66 523 16% 

Piteşti Arges Topoloveni 2 431 608 486 4 1 16 10 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 1 48 985 21% 

Piteşti Valcea Ramnicu Valcea 18 652 848 777 21 2 45 33 0 0 0 5 0 0 4 0 3 191 557 69% 

Piteşti Valcea Dragasani 6 153 684 559 9 2 23 16 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 1 66 095 31% 

Piteşti Valcea Horezu 3 686 461 410 8 1 20 12 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 4 75 079 16% 

Piteşti Valcea Brezoi 2 722 544 544 3 0 13 7 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 32 352 49% 

Piteşti Valcea Balcesti 1 808 452 362 4 1 13 7 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 35 492 16% 

Bacău Bacau Bacau 29 002 1 160 784 37 12            319 461 55% 

Bacău Bacau Onesti 9 796 816 612 16 4            161 055 41% 

Bacău Bacau Moinesti 7 235 724 517 14 4            137 125 45% 

Bacău Bacau Podul turcului 1 328 664 443 3 1            36 270 0% 
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Bacău Bacau Buhusi 2 161 1 081 432 5 3            44 246 44% 

Bacău Neamt Piatra Neamt 14 188 1 091 617 23 10            217 151 53% 

Bacău Neamt Roman 7 985 665 570 14 2            177 546 38% 

Bacău Neamt Targu Neamt 5 268 878 659 8 2            94 024 22% 

Bacău Neamt Bicaz 3 332 666 666 5 0            50 250 17% 

Oradea Bihor Oradea 26 836 1 118 813 33 8            278 546 73% 

Oradea Bihor Beius 3 682 526 526 7 0            85 872 19% 

Oradea Bihor Marghita 3 411 853 682 5 1            93 637 42% 

Oradea Bihor Alesd 4 240 1 060 707 6 2            59 690 18% 

Oradea Bihor Salonta 2 916 972 972 3 0            53 090 34% 

Oradea Satu Mare Satu Mare 16 614 1 038 791 21 4            205 105 61% 

Oradea Satu Mare Carei 5 263 752 658 8 1            84 730 37% 

Oradea Satu Mare Negresti-oas 3 099 620 517 6 1            64 169 23% 

Suceava Suceava Suceava 14 743 819 641 23 5            226 342 56% 

Suceava Suceava Campulung 

Moldovenesc 

5 041 840 720 7 1            54 746 36% 

Suceava Suceava Radauti 9 964 830 712 14 2            162 250 40% 

Suceava Suceava Falticeni 5 784 964 723 8 2            113 973 36% 

Suceava Suceava Vatra Dornei 3 563 891 594 6 2            43 442 52% 

Suceava Suceava Gura Humorului 3 770 754 628 6 1            54 565 41% 

Suceava Botosani Botosani 21 030 809 751 28 2            252 286 52% 

Suceava Botosani Dorohoi 5 203 867 867 6 0            76 291 39% 

Suceava Botosani Saveni 2 503 501 501 5 0            59 567 23% 

Suceava Botosani Darabani 2 567 1 284 642 4 2            46 221 25% 

Braşov Brasov Brasov 38 208 1 158 1 005 36 3 68 49 0 0 0 12 0 2 5 0 0 413 091 84% 

Braşov Brasov Fagaras 5 890 736 654 7 0 23 14 0 0 0 4 0 1 3 0 1 78 617 59% 

Braşov Brasov Rupea 1 790 597 597 2 0 13 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 35 653 16% 

Braşov Brasov Zarnesti 5 166 1 292 738 6 1 15 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 61 017 69% 

Braşov Covasna Sfantu Gheorghe 6 781 969 753 8 2 23 16 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 115 517 61% 

Braşov Covasna Targu Secuiesc 2 868 574 574 4 0 17 11 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 1 77 103 40% 

Braşov Covasna Intorsura 

Buzaului 

968 323 323 2 0 13 7 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 2 19 891 45% 

Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 1 57 009 1 584 1 096 52 11            224 146 100% 

Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 2 33 296 1 233 900 37 3            356 679 100% 

Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 3 38 960 1 181 906 43 3            401 975 100% 

Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 4 25 085 1 045 809 31 2            300 101 100% 

Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 5 22 327 930 720 31 3            289 778 100% 
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Bucharest Bucuresti Sectorul 6 23 374 1 016 866 27 0            371 772 100% 

Bucharest Calarasi Calarasi 7 546 755 629 12 2            154 100 47% 

Bucharest Calarasi Oltenita 5 055 632 562 9 1            105 380 33% 

Bucharest Calarasi Lehliu 2 246 562 449 5 1            46 725 28% 

Bucharest Giurgiu Giurgiu 17 816 1 273 1 114 16 2            172 796 39% 

Bucharest Giurgiu Bolintin Vale 6 045 864 756 8 1            95 644 21% 

Bucharest Ialomita Slobozia 8 842 804 632 14 3            103 718 61% 

Bucharest Ialomita Urziceni 5 085 848 636 8 2            76 157 29% 

Bucharest Ialomita Fetesti 4 476 746 497 9 3            75 648 62% 

Bucharest Ilfov 

(Buftea) 

Buftea 12 953 1 079 864 15 2            175 084 46% 

Bucharest Ilfov 

(Buftea) 

Cornetu 9 174 1 311 1 019 9 1            142 782 40% 

Bucharest Teleorman Alexandria 6 385 709 532 12 3            117 123 42% 

Bucharest Teleorman Rosiori de Vede 4 150 692 461 9 2            93 331 32% 

Bucharest Teleorman Turnu Magurele 3 419 488 380 9 2            62 920 45% 

Bucharest Teleorman Videle 2 815 704 563 5 1            56 108 21% 

Bucharest Teleorman Zimnicea 3 290 823 658 5 1            48 291 31% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Cluj Cluj Napoca 41 027 1 323 1 140 34 4 56 44 1 0 0 7 0 1 3 0 0 374 994 82% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Cluj Turda 10 029 1 003 716 13 2 29 21 0 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 1 140 345 59% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Cluj Dej 4 355 622 544 5 1 23 15 0 0 0 3 0 1 3 0 1 66 254 58% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Cluj Huedin 2 383 596 477 4 1 11 8 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 44 497 22% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Cluj Gherla 5 083 635 565 8 1 18 13 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 62 398 35% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Bistrita 

Nasaud 

Bistrita 14 879 1 488 827 16 7 34 26 0 0 0 4 1 2 1 0 0 150 137 57% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Bistrita 

Nasaud 

Nasaud 4 509 902 564 6 3 20 13 0 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 1 95 584 23% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Bistrita 

nasaud 

Beclean 3 106 1 035 777 3 1 12 6 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 2 58 798 20% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Baia Mare 17 166 1 010 746 22 4 45 36 0 0 0 4 2 1 2  0 226 912 82% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Sighetul 

Marmatiei 

5 403 901 772 6 1 22 15 0 0 0 2 1 1 2 0 1 87 439 47% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Viseul de Sus 4 233 847 605 6 2 21 15 0 0 0 1 1  3 0 1 89 151 50% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Targu Lapus 1 791 896 597 2 1 12 7 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 39 933 32% 
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Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Dragomiresti 1 426 713 475 2 1 10 6 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 29 188 28% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Maramures Somcuta Mare 1 085 1 085 543 1 1 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 25 292 32% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Salaj Zalau 9 789 979 816 11 2 29 21 0 0 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 109 715 66% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Salaj Simleul Silvaniei 3 096 1 548 774 3 2 16 11 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 77 046 21% 

Cluj-

Napoca 

Salaj Jibou 1 400 467 350 3 1 12 7 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 49 677 23% 

Constanţa Constanta Constanta 59 624 1 529 1 125 46 14 77 59 0 0 0 8 0 4 4 0 2 457 114 83% 

Constanţa Constanta Medgidia 9 233 839 616 13 4 29 21 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 2 102 321 61% 

Constanţa Constanta Harsova 1 371 686 686 1 0 11 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 26 441 40% 

Constanţa Constanta Mangalia 6 351 907 706 6 2 24 15 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 1 3 91 829 49% 

Constanţa Tulcea Tulcea 10 793 720 635 15 2 35 27 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 1 140 460 71% 

Constanţa Tulcea Babadag 1 800 600 450 2 1 17 11 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 3 42 414 24% 

Constanţa Tulcea Macin 1 493 747 373 1 1 14 8 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 3 47 102 23% 

Craiova Dolj Craiova 42 091 957 842 50 4            400 247 75% 

Craiova Dolj Bailesti 4 213 843 702 6 1            63 657 31% 

Craiova Dolj Filiasi 2 180 545 436 5 1            41 005 45% 

Craiova Dolj Segarcea 3 021 604 604 5 0            46 072 18% 

Craiova Dolj Calafat 3 224 1 075 537 6 3            66 640 27% 

Craiova Gorj Targu Jiu 21 143 661 587 36 2            215 081 63% 

Craiova Gorj Targu Carbunesti 6 898 690 493 14 4            75 446 19% 

Craiova Gorj Novaci 3 194 639 532 6 1            30 868 19% 

Craiova Gorj Motru 6 042 755 671 9 1            54 784 40% 

Craiova Mehedinti Drobeta Turnu 

Severin 

18 250 830 676 27 6            151 443 70% 

Craiova Mehedinti Strehaia 3 634 606 404 9 3            42 015 27% 

Craiova Mehedinti Orsova 1 797 359 359 5 0            20 500 62% 

Craiova Mehedinti Vanju Mare 4 531 906 647 7 2            55 665 11% 

Craiova Mehedinti Baia de Arama 1 686 562 422 4 1            17 399 33% 

Craiova Olt Slatina 16 089 1 006 731 22 5            163 802 51% 

Craiova Olt Caracal 8 543 854 610 14 4            116 050 40% 

Craiova Olt Corabia 2 881 480 480 6 0            73 891 26% 

Craiova Olt Bals 3 706 927 463 8 2            45 056 46% 

Galaţi Galati Galati 35 533 1 481 1 146 31 6            344 765 84% 

Galaţi Galati Tecuci 6 323 703 632 10 1            129 529 33% 
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Galaţi Galati Targu Bujor 2 357 1 179 589 4 2            61 878 17% 

Galaţi Galati Liesti 2 499 2 499 1 250 2 1            61 546 0% 

Galaţi Braila Braila 18 048 902 694 26 6            259 441 81% 

Galaţi Braila Faurei 1 633 408 327 5 0            53 260 28% 

Galaţi Braila Insuratei 1 224 306 306 4 0            41 580 17% 

Galaţi Vrancea Focsani 19 828 901 763 26 4            269 526 40% 

Galaţi Vrancea Panciu 3 107 1 036 621 5 2            51 034 42% 

Galaţi Vrancea Adjud 3 162 791 632 5 1            46 746 39% 

Iaşi Iasi Iasi 45 612 1 170 912 47 11 88 70 0 0 0 8 0 1 6 0 3 521 099 61% 

Iaşi Iasi Pascani 6 417 642 458 12 4 32 25 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 172 155 40% 

Iaşi Iasi Harlau 2 532 633 506 4 1 18 10 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 4 79 346 15% 

Iaşi Iasi Raducaneni 1 447 289 289 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0   37 473 0% 

Iaşi Vaslui Vaslui 10 549 811 586 17 5 40 30 0 0 0 5 0 1 2 0 2 177 556 45% 

Iaşi Vaslui Barlad 7 846 981 560 10 6 35 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 140 829 49% 

Iaşi Vaslui Husi 3 185 531 455 4 1 18 10 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 3 74 859 39% 

Iaşi Vaslui Murgeni 1 179 590 590 1 0 16 8 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 3 30 895 25% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Mures Targu Mures 21 636 1 082 902 24 4            269 470 58% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Mures Sighisoara 4 569 914 653 7 1            57 742 56% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Mures Reghin 5 822 970 728 8 2            101 785 36% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Mures Tarnaveni 2 105 702 526 4 2            53 083 48% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Mures Ludus 2 300 460 460 5 0            59 823 58% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Harghita Miercurea Ciuc 6 610 944 661 10 3            100 128 50% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Harghita Odorheiu 

Secuiesc 

4 668 934 778 6 0            118 703 45% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Harghita Toplita 2 374 791 594 4 1            34 416 53% 

Târgu 

Mureş 

Harghita Gheorgheni 2 777 926 555 5 3            52 404 38% 

Ploieşti Prahova Ploiesti 29 177 1 122 810 36 7            434 690 60% 

Ploieşti Prahova Campina 9 237 840 711 13 1            161 905 46% 

Ploieşti Prahova Valenii de Munte 5 035 719 629 8 1            108 991 18% 

Ploieşti Prahova Mizil 3 316 663 553 6 1            56 170 29% 

Ploieşti Prahova Sinaia 2 971 594 495 6 1            41 829 94% 

Ploieşti Buzau Buzau 16 905 650 650 26 0            269 165 49% 
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Ploieşti Buzau Ramnicu Sarat 3 765 628 538 7 1            96 909 41% 

Ploieşti Buzau Patarlagele 3 002 500 500 6 0            63 798 30% 

Ploieşti Buzau Pogoanele 2 109 703 527 4 1            46 268 16% 

Ploieşti Dambovita Targoviste 13 596 680 618 22 1            221 247 40% 

Ploieşti Dambovita Gaiesti 4 905 818 613 8 2            92 918 16% 

Ploieşti Dambovita Pucioasa 3 306 1 653 661 5 3            61 039 38% 

Ploieşti Dambovita Racari 5 287 1 057 755 7 2            77 451 21% 

Ploieşti Dambovita Moreni 3 930 655 655 6 0            55 143 37% 

Timişoara Timis Timisoara 41 479 988 813 50 9 76 59 1 0 0 9 0 6 1 0 0 429 725 77% 

Timişoara Timis Lugoj 5 082 565 508 6 1 25 16 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 0 2 88 696 59% 

Timişoara Timis Deta 2 178 726 545 2 1 10 7 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 43 042 42% 

Timişoara Timis Sannicolaul 

Mare 

2 983 994 746 1 1 16 9 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 56 783 23% 

Timişoara Timis Faget 1 137 379 284 2 1 12 5 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 3 25 981 28% 

Timişoara Arad Arad 21 675 747 723 25 1 52 43 0 0 0 4 0 1 4 0 0 263 095 74% 

Timişoara Arad Ineu 3 619 724 603 2 1 17 8 0 0 0 5 0 1 2 0 1 52 191 33% 

Timişoara Arad Lipova 2 330 777 583 1 1 13 6 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 2 43 545 25% 

Timişoara Arad Gurahont 1 349 337 337 3 0 10 4 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 0 32 751 19% 

Timişoara Arad Chisineu Cris 2 294 765 574 2 1 13 7 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 1 52 962 41% 

Timişoara Caras 

severin 

Resita 8 865 1 266 806 8 4 19 12 0 0 0 3 0 1 2 0 1 128 449 77% 

Timişoara Caras 

severin 

Caransebes 5 589 508 430 12 2 19 12 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 108 464 42% 

Timişoara Caras 

severin 

Oravita 2 326 775 465 3 2 15 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 40 453 53% 

Timişoara Caras 

severin 

Moldova Noua 1 244 622 311 3 2 14 7 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 3 25 914 50% 

Timişoara Caras 

severin 

Bozovici 1 032 344 344 2 0 7 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 15 644 0% 
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Table 1.2. Workload and staffing data – tribunals 
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Alba Iulia Alba 12 961 883 694 27 3 58 29 2 0 6 3 0 1 7 9 1 372 265 59% 8270 

Alba Iulia Sibiu 10 077 553 536 26 0 70 35 1 0 5 4 0 0 8 11 6 425 322 67% 12136 

Alba Iulia Huned
oara 15 342 878 723 33 9 72 37 1 0 6 4 0 2 6 11 5 461 450 77% 10521 

Piteşti Arges 13 865 959 839 31 1 59 30 1 1 7 3 0 1 4 8 4 639 157 42% 14683 

Piteşti Valcea 10 771 617 583 31 0 10 7 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 406 555 46% 8108 

Piteşti Comer
cial 
arges 3 013 445 445 7   68 34 0 0 6 10 0 0 4 9 5       

Bacău Bacau 17 397 957 899 31 2                       714 641 45% 12318 

Bacău Neamt 10 857 618 618 29                         562 122 38% 10170 

Oradea Bihor 
18 536 

1 
219 887 31                         592 561 49% 18850 

Oradea Satu 
Mare 10 049 889 667 23 4                       361 270 48% 8560 

Suceava Sucea
va 16 926 931 851 49 0                       706 348 42% 11230 

Suceava Botosa
ni 10 363 855 757                           447 107 42% 4523 

Braşov Brasov 18 152 764 640 43 1 82 46 1 0 6 9 0 2 6 9 3 598 313 73% 20287 

Braşov Covas
na 4 400 666 476 13 0 9 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 222 434 50% 4734 

Braşov Minori 
si 
familie 
Brasov 1 543 486 405 5   43 19 1 0 4 3 0 1 5 7 3       

Bucharest Bucure
sti 

105 
968 953 859 200 22                       1 942 254 100% 117813 

Bucharest Calara
si 6 105 517 491 17 1                       311 898 39% 5021 

Bucharest Giurgiu 
7 052 

1 
046 906 17 1                       280 125 31% 4236 

Bucharest Ialomit
a 7 000 769 598 17 3                       286 980 46% 4287 

Bucharest Teleor
man 8 421 680 587 23 5                       397 990 34% 5284 

Cluj-
Napoca 

Cluj 
14 762 

1 
014 883 28 2                       691 048 66% 27657 

Cluj-
Napoca 

Bistrita 
Nasau
d 6 523 588 529 18 0 69 34 1 0 7 4 0 1 9 9 4 314 268 38% 6938 

Cluj-
Napoca 

Maram
ures 13 378 939 864 24 4 55 26 1 0 5 3 1 2 6 8 3 510 482 59% 11486 

Cluj-
Napoca 

Salaj 
6 380 997 712 13 0 60 29 1 0 6 4 2 1 6 8 3 241 014 41% 5259 

Cluj-
Napoca 

Comer
cial 
Cluj 7 762 

1 
144 

1 
144                                 

Constanţa Consta
nta 29 513 

1 
224 969 46 3 95 50 1 0 6 8 0 7 6 11 6 718 316 70% 23624 

Constanţa Tulcea 6 084 888 698 13 1 113 65 1 0 5 8 0 2 12 8 12 245 899 49% 4816 

Craiova Dolj 35 091 867 815 66 0                       702 124 54% 14446 

Craiova Gorj 19 976 893 771 36 0                       376 179 47% 6492 

Craiova Mehed
inti 23 520 929 813 34 10                       291 051 49% 4179 

Craiova Olt 9 368 711 609 29 5                       462 734 41% 6555 

Galaţi Galati 16 303 991 736 34 6                       608 904 56% 12741 

Galaţi Braila 8 132 572 526 23 2                       357 614 65% 7176 

Galaţi Vrance
a 8 712 679 601 22 0                       389 769 38% 6790 

Iaşi Iasi 21 462 880 727                           825 773 49% 17319 

Iaşi Vaslui 
8 636 

1 
395 767 10 0 53 25 0 0 6 4 0 1 3 10 4 449 524 41% 5338 
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Târgu 
Mureş 

Mures 
8 953 853 649 29 0 52 20 1 1 3 4 0 2 6 9 6 580 228 52% 13989 

Târgu 
Mureş 

Harghit
a 6 827 739 641 11   130 76 1 1 5 9 0 3 18 7 10 324 890 44% 8585 

Târgu 
Mureş 

Comer
cial 
mures 3 496 476 476                                 

Ploieşti Prahov
a 17 749 

1 
106 829 39 4                       812 844 50% 18394 

Ploieşti Buzau 9 675 687 565 20 0                       480 222 41% 10348 

Ploieşti Dambo
vita 12 861 674 619 28 1                       529 781 31% 7577 

Timişoara Timis 
21 484 

1 
047 992 37 8 79 39 1 0 6 6 0 4 3 10 10 679 695 62% 24018 

Timişoara Arad 13 224 846 682 28 1 63 35 1 1 5 4 0 0 7 6 4 454 922 55% 12535 

Timişoara Caras 
Severi
n 8 167 549 503 21 1 61 30 1 0 6 5 0 1 5 8 5 320 840 56% 5547 
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Table 1.3. Workload and staffing data – courts of appeal 
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Alba Iulia 
8933 688 633 1 37 3,610918 59 28 1 1 3 6 0 2 6 10 2 1 259 037 68% 30927 

Piteşti 6536 514 460 2 37 3,610918 77 42 1 1 4 4 0 2 7 9 7 1 045 712 44% 22791 

Bacău 5801 580 505 4 30 3,401197 69 31 1 1 3 5 0 3 9 9 7 1 276 763 42% 22488 

Oradea 6659 709 591 3 29 3,367296 61 27 1 1 3 5 2 1 4 11 6 953 831 48% 27410 

Suceava 7257 605 509 6 47 3,850148                       1 153 455 42% 15753 

Braşov 6005 522 462 2 34 3,526361 60 28 0 1 3 7 0 2 5 12 2 820 747 67% 25021 

Bucharest 

46492 691 621 6 177 5,17615 247 

16

8 2 2 7 19 0 11 12 16 10 3 540 254 72% 148768 

Cluj-

Napoca 10543 636 538 3 51 3,931826 80 44 1 1 3 7 0 2 6 10 6 1 756 812 56% 51340 

Constanţa 
8570 746 746 0 29 3,367296 59 24 1 1 3 5 0 3 4 12 6 964 215 65% 28440 

Craiova 24424 913 856 5 79 4,369448 133 82 1 1 5 12 0 4 8 13 7 1 832 088 48% 31672 

Galaţi 8543 629 612 0 36 3,583519 66 33 1 1 3 7 0 1 4 11 5 1 356 287 53% 26707 

Iaşi 7447 542 514 2 38 3,637586 65 31 0 1 3 5 0 5 6 9 5 1 275 297 46% 22657 

Târgu 

Mureş 5280 690 604 2 23 3,135494 52 20 1 1 3 4 0 2 6 9 6 905 118 49% 22574 

Ploieşti 9253 515 485 3 51 3,931826 83 50 2 0 3 6 0 1 7 9 5 1 822 847 42% 36319 

Timişoara 
12609 764 686 5 48 3,871201 83 43 1 2 3 6 0 4 5 9 10 1 455 457 59% 42100 
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Annex2 – Regression tables:  headcount levels modeling 

Legend: 

t - t test procedure compares means for two groups of cases.  Ideally, for this test, the subjects should 

be randomly assigned to two groups, so that any difference in response is due to the treatment (or lack 

of treatment) and not to other factors.  

R Square.  In multiple linear regression, R square indicates how well a particular combination of X 

variables (the model drivers or independent variables) explains the variation in Y (the dependent 

variable).  

R square ranges in value from 0 to 1.  A value of 0 means that the multiple linear regression model 

does nothing to explain the variation in Y.  A value of 1 means that the model is a perfect fit.  A value 

of 0.9 or more indicates an acceptable model.  

Adjusted R Square.  In a multiple linear regression model, adjusted R square measures the proportion 

of the variation in the dependent variable accounted for by the explanatory variables.  Unlike R square, 

adjusted R square allows for the degress of freedom associated with the sums of the squares.  

Therefore, even though the residual sum of squares decreases or remains the same as new explanatory 

variables are added, the residual variance does not.  For this reason, adjusted R square is generally 

considered to be a more accurate goodness-of-fit measure than R square. 

Unstandardized Coefficients/ B (beta).  In statistics, standardized coefficients (or beta coefficients) 

are estimates resulting from an analysis carried out on variables that have been standardized so that 

their variances are 1.  This means that they refer to the expected change in the dependent variable, per 

standard deviation increase in the predictor variable.  Standardization of the coefficient is usually done 

to answer the question of which of the independent variables have a greater effect on the dependent 

variable in a multiple regression analysis, when the variables are measured in different units of 

measurement (for example, income measured in dollars and family size measured in number of 

individuals). 

Std. Error.  The standard error is a method of measurement or estimation of the standard deviation of 

the sampling distribution associated with the estimation method.  The term may also be used to refer to 

an estimate of that standard deviation, derived from a particular sample used to compute the estimate. 

VIF.  In statistics, the variance inflation factor (VIF) quantifies the severity of multicollinearity in an 

ordinary least squares regression analysis.  It provides an index that measures how much the variance 

of an estimated regression coefficient (the square of the estimate's standard deviation) is increased 

because of collinearity. 
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2.1. Regression parameters for district courts 

 

Judges 

Model 

  

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t 

  

Sig. 

  

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Tolerance VIF 

 (constant) -5.560 0.318 -17.492 0.000   

Ln total 

number of 

judge-cases 

0.882 0.032 27.210 0.000 0.615 1.626 

Ln population -0.030 0.063 -0.481 0.631 0.615 1.626 

 

Other positions 

Dependent 

Variable R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

 Unstandardized Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error 

Professional 

support 
0.950 0.949 

(Constant) 
5.134 0.465 11.038 0.000 

   number of 

judges 
1.259 0.033 38.186 0.000 

Archivists 0.632 0.627 (Constant) 1.403 0.194 7.223 0.000 

   number of 

judges 
0.158 0.014 11.491 0.000 

Procedural 

agents 
0.289 0.280 

(Constant) 
0.418 0.113 3.685 0.000 

   number of 

judges 
0.044 0.008 5.560 0.000 

Back-office staff 0.297 0.288 (Constant) 1.514 0.143 10.610 0.000 

   number of 

judges 
0.058 0.010 5.709 0.000 
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2.2. Regression parameters for tribunals 

 

Judges 

 

2.3. Regression parameters for courts of appeal 

 

Judges 

 

Model 

  

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients T Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error     Tolerance VIF 

 (constant) -6.815 1.567 -4.348 0.000   

Ln companies -0.002 0.120 -0.019 0.985 0.173 5.794 

Ln total 

number of 

judge-cases 

0.678 0.103 6.563 0.000 0.301 3.323 

Ln population 0.265 0.209 1.269 0.213 0.142 7.054 

Model 

  

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t 

  

Sig. 

  

Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Tolerance VIF 

 (Constant) -5.005 0.996 -5.024 0.000     

Ln companies 0.160 0.182 0.878 0.399 0.239 4.192 

Ln total number 

of judge-cases 
0.745 0.146 5.115 0.000 0.297 3.369 

Urban 

population 

court of appeal 

-0.795 0.554 -0.168 -1.435 0.638 1.568 
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Other positions (IT excluded) 

  

Dependent 

Variable 
R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
T Sig. 

B Std. Error 

Professional 

support 
0.988 0.987 

(Constant) 
-1.986 1.910 -1.040 0.319 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.971 0.031 31.809 0.000 

Archivists 0.928 0.922 (Constant) 2.110 0.494 4.268 0.001 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.098 0.008 12.395 0.000 

Procedural agents 
0.770 0.751 

(Constant) 
0.176 0.572 0.309 0.763 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.058 0.009 6.346 0.000 

Back-office staff 0.613 0.580 (Constant) 4.156 0.633 6.562 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.044 0.010 4.357 0.001 

Other support staff 0.602 0.569 (Constant) 8.604 0.600 14.338 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.041 0.010 4.259 0.001 

Contractual staff 0.291 0.232 (Constant) 4.403 0.902 4.884 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

jud_court_of_appeal 
0.032 0.014 2.219 0.047 

 

IT specialists 

 

Dependent 

variable 

  

R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t 

  

Sig. 

  B Std. Error 

It specialists 

  

0.908 0.900 (Constant) 1.832 0.182 10.049 0.000 

Number_of_support and 

judges 
0.012 0.001 10.856 0.000 
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2.4. Regression parameters for prosecutor offices attached to district courts 

 

Prosecutors 

 

Model 

  

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error     Tolerance VIF 

 (Constant) -3.286 0.175 -18.736 0.000   

Ln workload of 

prosecutors 
0.619 0.018 33.599 0.000 0.661 1.513 

Ln urban 0.109 0.037 2.924 0.004 0.661 1.513 

 

Other positions 

 

2.5. Regression parameters for prosecutor offices attached to tribunals 

 

 Prosecutors 

 

Dependent 

Variable 
R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 
 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error 

Professional 

support 
0.907 0.907 

(Constant) 

1.302 0.096 13.606 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.398 0.010 41.578 0.000 

Back-office 

staff 
0.575 0.573 

(Constant) 

0.856 0.018 48.214 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.028 0.002 15.476 0.000 

Model   Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

    B Std. Error     Tolerance VIF 

 (Constant) -4.595 1.067 -4.308 0.000   

Ln workload of 

prosecutors 

0.125 0.051 2.458 0.019 0.537 1.861 

Ln population 0.424 0.129 3.283 0.002 0.199 5.031 

Ln companies 0.089 0.086 1.042 0.304 0.181 5.536 
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Other positions (IT specialists excluded) 

 

Dependent 

Variable 
R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 
 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error 

Professional 

support 
0.951 0.950 

(Constant) 

-0.315 0.319 -0.988 0.329 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.516 0.018 28.122 0.000 

Back-office staff 0.745 0.739 (Constant) 1.216 0.091 13.425 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.057 0.005 10.953 0.000 

Other support 

staff 
0.842 0.838 

(Constant) 

2.628 0.223 11.761 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.190 0.013 14.758 0.000 

Contractual staff 
0.697 0.690 

(Constant) 
-0.376 0.287 -1.311 0.197 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.160 0.017 9.719 0.000 

 

IT specialists 

 

2.6. Regression parameters for prosecutor offices attached to courts of appeal 

 

Prosecutors 

 

Model 

  

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error     Tolerance VIF 

 (constant) -6.782 2.031 -3.339 0.006   

Dependent variable 

  

R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 

  

  

Unstandardized 

Coefficients t 

  

Sig. 

  B Std. Error 

IT specialists 

  

0.371 0.356 (Constant) 1.490 0.104 14.289 0.000 

Number_of_support 

and prosecutors 
0.005 0.001 4.974 0.000 
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Ln workload of 

prosecutors 
0.223 0.097 2.285 0.041 0.784 1.275 

Ln population 0.560 0.160 3.499 0.004 0.784 1.275 

 

Other positions 

 

 

2.7. Regression parameters for probation service 

 

Model   

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig. Collinearity Statistics 

    B 

Std. 

Error Beta     Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) 3.844 0.408   9.418 0.000     

  Protégés: minors (registered only 

the active cases) 
0.060 0.014 0.482 4.257 0.000 0.464 2.154 

  Protégés: adults (registered only 

the active cases) 
0.010 0.003 0.463 4.094 0.000 0.464 2.154 

 

 

Dependent Variable R Square 
Adjusted R 

Square 
 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
T Sig. 

B Std. Error 

Professional 

support 
0.942 0.937 

(Constant) 

1.811 0.573 3.163 0.007 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.459 0.032 14.467 0.000 

Procedural agents 0.986 0.985 (Constant) -0.366 0.016 -22.241 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.028 0.001 30.300 0.000 

Back-office staff 0.729 0.707 (Constant) 1.362 0.246 5.541 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.076 0.013 5.686 0.000 

Other support staff 0.654 0.627 (Constant) 6.474 0.401 16.139 0.000 

   Num_of_ 

prosec_court_of_appeal 
0.110 0.022 4.958 0.000 

IT Specialists 

 

0.644 0.617 (Constant) 

5.816 0.531 10.943 0.000 

   Num_of_ support and 

prosecutors_ 

court_of_appeal 

0.062 0.013 4.850 0.000 
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Annex3 - Sample summary reports of the evaluation process 

 

 TRIBUNALUL OLT JUDECĂTORIA SLATINA JUDECĂTORIA CARACAL JUDECĂTORIA CORABIA JUDECĂTORIA BALŞ 

 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010 

1. Ultima evaluare profesională a personalului - procent 

                

judecători 
100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 

100% 

FB 

100% 

FB 

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

Asistenţi 

judiciari 
               

Specialişti IT  
100% 

FB 
             

grefieri  
100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
 

Grefieri 

statisticieni 
 

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
          

Grefieri 

arhivari 
 

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
 

Agenţi 

procedurali 
 

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
     

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
 

aprozi  90% FB   
100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
 

şoferi  
100% 

FB 
     

100% 

FB 
     

100% 

FB 
 

Consilieri de 

probaţiune 
               

Funcţionari 

publici 
 

100% 

FB 
             

Personal 

contractual 
 

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
  

100% 

FB 
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Annex 4 

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante  

Curti de apel Nr. grefieri

Nr. birouri 

grefieri

Volum 

activitate 

(2009) Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia 24             9              8.933              9,56           20,05        28,33             3,39           9,43           25,20             180,43             

Curtea de Apel Bacau 25             7              5.801              16,00        19,36        20,64             5,16           5,47           6,88                135,52             

Curtea de Apel Brasov 26             11           6.005              10,40        21,25        34,70             7,00           9,14           12,00             233,70             

Curtea de Apel Bucuresti 200          61           46.492           16,10        32,89        74,00             4,46           11,08        38,60             2.006,19        

Curtea de Apel Cluj 59             16           10.543           10,57        26,67        56,50             5,29           7,28           10,80             426,75             

Curtea de Apel Constanta 25             8              8.570              13,00        25,74        42,50             5,44           9,26           16,25             205,90             

Curtea de Apel Craiova 84             13           24.424           6,90           19,92        37,80             2,30           3,22           4,03                258,90             

Curtea de Apel Galati 33             12           8.543              12,85        17,74        29,20             4,67           7,08           16,10             212,90             

Curtea de Apel Iasi 43             13           7.447              14,53        19,25        20,35             5,09           6,06           9,13                250,28             

Curtea de Apel Oradea 31             23           6.659              11,20        18,49        25,03             8,30           15,01        22,00             425,33             

Curtea de Apel Pitesti 26             4              6.536              7,00           23,25        43,00             2,33           3,34           3,91                93,00                

Curtea de Apel Ploiesti 20             4              9.253              22,00        23,25        27,00             3,86           4,81           5,50                93,00                

Curtea de Apel Suceava 44             13           7.257              12,82        23,06        31,01             5,17           8,39           17,40             299,82             

Curtea de Apel Targu Mures 28             13           5.280              7,00           23,19        35,00             6,00           11,38        17,50             301,46             

Curtea de Apel Timisoara 46             21           12.609           9,75           29,13        53,75             8,58           14,49        24,57             611,73             

Curtea Militara de Apel Bucuresti

TOTAL 714          228        174.352        6,90 22,88 74,00 2,30 8,36 38,60 5.734,91        

Suprafata birou (mp) Suprafata grefier (mp)

Suprafata 

totala (mp)

Total
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Probation system 

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la Beneficiar  

 

Nr. Crt. Serviciile de probațiune de pe lângă judecătorii

SEDIILE SECUNDARE Număr de 

camere

Suprafața sala 1 

(mp)

Suprafața sala 2 

(mp)

Suprafata 

minima

Suprafata 

medie

Suprafata 

maxima

1 SP Alba - Judecatoria Aiud  Municipiul Aiud 1 15,00 15,00 15,00 15,00

2 SP Arad - Judecătoria Ineu, Oraşul Ineu 1 6,00 6,00 6,00 6,00

3 SP Argeş - Judecătoria Curtea de Argeş, Municipiul Curtea de Argeş 2 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00

4 SP Bacău - Judecătoria Oneşti Municipiul Oneşti 1 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00

5 SP Bihor - Judecătoria Aleşd,Oraşul Aleşd 1 26,50 26,50 26,50 26,50

6 SP Bistriţa - Judecătoria Năsăud, Oraşul Năsăud 1 14,00 14,00 14,00 14,00

7 SP Botoşani - Judecatoria Dorohoi Municipiul Dorohoi 1 43,80 43,80 43,80 43,80

8 SP Braşov – Judecătoria Fagaras Municipiul Făgăraş 1 8,00 8,00 8,00 8,00

9

SP Brăila - Punctul de lucru multifunctional Comuna Surdila Găiseanca,

sat Fil ipeşti 

1 16,00 16,00 16,00 16,00

10 SP Bucureşti - Judecătoria Buftea, Oraşul Buftea 2 22,00 8,00 8,00 15,00 22,00

11 SP Buzău - Judecătoria Râmnicu Sărat, Oraşul Râmnicul Sărat 1 21,84 21,84 21,84 21,84

12 SP Caraş-Severin - Judecătoria Caransebeş, Municipiul Caransebeş 1 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00

13 SP Călăraşi - Judecătoria Olteniţa Municipiul Olteniţa 1 21,50 21,50 21,50 21,50

14 SP Cluj - Judecătoria Dej, Municipiul Dej 1 30,00 30,00 30,00 30,00

15 SP Constanţa - Poliţia Medgidia, Municipiul Medgidia 1 18,40 18,40 18,40 18,40

16 SP Covasna - Judecătoria Târgu Secuiesc, Municipiul Târgu Secuiesc 1 16,00 16,00 16,00 16,00

17 SP Dâmboviţa - Judecătoria Moreni,  Municipiul Moreni 1 25,00 25,00 25,00 25,00

18 SP Dolj - Judecătoria Fil iaşi, Oraşul Fil iaşi 1 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00

19 SP Galaţi - Judecătoria Lieşti, Comuna Lieşti 2 11,00 11,34 11,00 11,17 11,34

20 SP Giurgiu - Judecătoria Bolintin Vale, Oraşul Bolintin Vale 1 9,60 9,60 9,60 9,60

21 SP Gorj - Judecătoria Târgu-Cărbuneşti, Orasul Târgu- Carbunesti 1 20,00 20,00 20,00 20,00

22 SP Harghita - Judecătoria Gheorgheni, Municipiul Gheorgheni 1 13,00 13,00 13,00 13,00

23 SP Hunedoara - Primăria Petroşani, Municipiul Petroşani 1 11,65 11,65 11,65 11,65

24 SP Ialomiţa - Judecătoria Feteşti Municipiul Feteşti 1 24,00 24,00 24,00 24,00

25 SP Iaşi - Judecătoria Paşcani, Municipiul Paşcani 1 21,00 21,00 21,00 21,00

26

SP Maramureş - Judecătoria Sighetu Marmaţiei, Municipiul Sighetul

Marmaţiei, str. Corneliu Coposu nr. 2

1 14,50 14,50 14,50 14,50

27

SP Mehedinţi - Primăria Vânjuleţ, Căminul pentru persoane vârstnice

„Cuviosul Iov”, Comuna Vânjuleţ

1 30,00 30,00 30,00 30,00

28 SP Mureş - Judecătoria Reghin, Municipiul Reghin 1 14,00 14,00 14,00 14,00

29 SP Neamţ - Judecătoria Roman, Municipiul Roman 1 30,00 30,00 30,00 30,00

30 SP Olt - Judecătoria Caracal, Municipiul Caracal 1 19,00 19,00 19,00 19,00

31 SP Prahova - Judecătoria Vălenii de Munte, Oraşul Vălenii de Munte 1 15,00 15,00 15,00 15,00

32 SP Satu Mare - . Primăria Carei, Municipiul Carei 1 30,00 30,00 30,00 30,00

33 SP Sălaj - Judecătoria Jibou, Oraşul Jibou 1 14,00 14,00 14,00 14,00

34

SP Sibiu - Primăria Mediaş, Municipiul Mediaş, P-ta Regele Ferdinand I,

nr.31, et. I, cam.2, jud. Sibiu.

1 27,5 27,50 27,50 27,50

35 SP Suceava - Judecătoria Gura-Humorului, Oraşul Gura Humorului 2 15,00 25,00 15,00 20,00 25,00

36 SP Teleorman - Judecătoria Roşiorii  de Vede, Municipiul Roşiorii  de Vede 2 30,30 23,10 23,10 26,70 30,30

37 SP Timiş - Judecătoria Lugoj, Municipiul Lugoj 1 30,00 30,00 30,00 30,00

38 SP Tulcea - Judecătoria Măcin, Oraşul Măcin 1 20,00 20,00 20,00 20,00

39 SP Vaslui - Judecătoria Bârlad, Municipiul Bârlad 1 9,00 9,00 9,00 9,00

40 SP Vâlcea - Primăria Drăgăşani, Municipiul Drăgăşani 1 11,00 11,00 11,00 11,00

41 SP Vrancea - Judecătoria Adjud, Municipiul Adjud 1 17,86 17,86 17,86 17,86

TOTAL 46 781,45 79,44 6,00 18,93 43,80

Sediu Suprafata sali (mp)



Nr. Crt. Serviciile de probațiune de pe lângă tribunale

SEDIILE PRINCIPALE Număr de Sali Suprafața sala 1 (mp) Suprafața sala 2 (mp) Suprafața sala 3 (mp) Suprafața sala 4 (mp) Suprafața sala 5 (mp) Suprafața sala 6 (mp) Suprafața sala 7 (mp) Suprafața sala 8 (mp) Suprafața sala 9  (mp) Suprafata 

minima (mp)

Suprafata 

medie (mp)

Suprafata 

maxima (mp)

1 SP Alba - Tribunalul Alba,  Municipiul Alba Iulia 1 26,00 26,00 26,00 26,00

2 SP Hunedoara - Tribunalul Hunedoara,  Municipiul Deva 5 26,00 21,50 21,50 16,60 16,60 16,60 20,44 26,00

3

SP Sibiu - Tribunalul Sibiu, Municipiul Sibiu, B-dul Victoriei nr.11

cam.18.

2 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00

4 SP Bacău - Tribunalul Bacau, Municipiul Bacău 2 19,35 21,20 19,35 20,28 21,20

5 SP Neamţ - Tribunalul Neamt,  Municipiul Piatra Neamţ 2 49,00 4,00 4,00 26,50 49,00

6

SP Braşov – Municipiul Braşov, Str. Iuliu Maniu nr. 52, corp D, etaj 

I, camerele 8-10, judeţul Braşov

4 32,00 32,00 32,00 32,00 32,00 32,00 32,00

7

SP Covasna - Camera de Conturi Covasna, Municipiul Sf.

Gheorghe

5 12,00 17,00 13,00 15,00 15,00 12,00 14,40 17,00

8 SP Bucureşti - Tribunalul Bucuresti, Municipiul Bucureşti 7 23,00 23,00 25,00 25,00 19,00 19,00 11,00 11,00 20,71 25,00

9 Tribunalul Ilfov 2 22,00 8,00 8,00 15,00 22,00

10 SP Călăraşi - Tribunalul Calarasi, Municipiul Călăraşi 3 13,67 14,52 20,35 13,67 16,18 20,35

11 SP Ialomiţa - Tribunalul Ialomita, Municipiul Slobozia 2 11,17 11,90 11,17 11,54 11,90

12 SP Giurgiu - Tribunalul Giurgiu, Municipiul Giurgiu 2 20,00 20,00 20,00 20,00 20,00

13 SP Teleorman - Tribunalul Teleorman, Municipiul Alexandria 3 31,92 22,42 18,56 18,56 24,30 31,92

14 SP Cluj - Tribunalul Cluj, Municipiul Cluj-Napoca 2 35,19 27,60 27,60 31,40 35,19

15

SP Bistriţa Năsăud - Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud, Municipiul

Bistriţa

2 14,00 11,00 11,00 12,50 14,00

16 SP Sălaj - Tribunalul Salaj, Municipiul Zalău 2 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00 12,00

17

SP Maramureş - Tribunalul Maramures, Municipiul Baia Mare,Bd.

Republicii  nr. 2 A , et.2 , cam 79 

1 40,00 40,00 40,00 40,00

18 SP Constanţa - Tribunalul Constanţa, Municipiul Constanţa 9 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11 11,11

19 SP Tulcea -  Str. Victoriei, nr. 76, parter, judeţul Tulcea 4 20,00 9,00 11,00 10,00 9,00 12,50 20,00

20 SP Dolj - Tribunalul Dolj, Municipiul Craiova 2 16,00 16,00 16,00 16,00 16,00

21 SP Gorj - Tribunalul Gorj, Municipiul Târgu-Jiu 2 12,00 14,00 12,00 13,00 14,00

22

SP Mehedinţi - Tribunalul Mehedinti, Municipiul Drobeta-Turnu-

Severin

2 15,08 16,72 15,08 15,90 16,72

23 SP Olt - Tribunalul Olt, Municipiul Slatina 4 30,00 22,00 13,00 9,00 9,00 18,50 30,00

24 SP Galaţi - Tribunalul Galati, Municipiul Galaţi 3 22,30 22,30 16,20 16,20 20,27 22,30

25 SP Brăila - Camera de Conturi Brăila, Municipiul Brăila 3 18,00 18,00 14,00 14,00 16,67 18,00

26 SP Vrancea - Tribunalul Vrancea, Municipiul Focşani 5 12,35 18,16 9,73 16,21 15,64 9,73 14,42 18,16

27

SP Iaşi - Municipiul Iaşi, Str. Nicolae Gane nr. 20 A, parter camera

1, etj.I camerele 2-6, judeţul Iaşi, cod poştal 700110

6 42,18 30,00 27,30 13,00 42,18 11,41 11,41 27,68 42,18

28 SP Vaslui - Tribunalul Vaslui, Municipiul Vaslui 4 41,00 22,00 18,00 22,00 18,00 25,75 41,00

29 SP Bihor - Tribunalul Bihor, Municipiul Oradea 3 15,80 20,10 16,10 15,80 17,33 20,10

30 SP Satu Mare - Tribunalul Satu Mare, Municipiul Satu Mare 2 22,80 21,00 21,00 21,90 22,80

31

SP Argeş - Căminul de Elevi al Liceului nr.2 Construcţii, Municipiul 

Piteşti

3 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00 18,00

32

SP Vâlcea - Judecătoria Râmnicu Vâlcea, Municipiul Râmnicu

Vâlcea

1 50,00 50,00 50,00 50,00

33 SP Prahova - Judecătoria Ploieşti, Municipiul Ploieşti 4 15,39 12,96 8,91 7,29 7,29 11,14 15,39

34 SP Buzău - Consiliul Judeţean Buzău, Municipiul Buzău 2 40,60 18,56 18,56 29,58 40,60

35 SP Dâmboviţa - Tribunalul Dambovita, Municipiul Târgovişte 4 24,53 9,42 27,31 22,10 9,42 20,84 27,31

36 SP Suceava – Tribunalul Suceava, Municipiul Suceava 3 30,00 15,00 22,00 15,00 22,33 30,00

37 SP Botoşani - Tribunalul Botosani, Municipiul Botoşani 5 24,00 8,00 19,00 17,00 19,00 8,00 17,40 24,00

38 SP Mureş - Curtea de Apel Târgu Mureş, Municipiul Târgu Mureş 3 31,00 37,00 6,00 6,00 24,67 37,00

39 SP Harghita - Tribunalul Harghita, Municipiul Miercurea Ciuc 1 56,00 56,00 56,00 56,00

40 SP Timiş - Tribunalul Timis, Municipiul Timişoara 8 40,00 16,00 16,00 16,00 20,00 20,00 16,00 24,00 16,00 21,00 40,00

41 SP Arad -Tribunalul Arad, Municipiul Arad 4 35,00 19,80 35,00 19,80 19,80 27,40 35,00

42

SP Caraş - Severin - Municipiul Reşiţa, Str. Petru Maior nr.2, Bloc

800, etaj 2, camerele 201 şi 202, judeţul Caraş-Severin

2 21,00 21,00 21,00 21,00 21,00

TOTAL 136 1.069,44 680,27 419,07 252,11 158,53 61,52 38,11 35,11 11,11 4,00 21,71 56,00

Sediu Suprafata sali (mp)

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la Beneficiar  
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Nr. Crt. Serviciile de probațiune de pe lângă tribunale

SEDIILE PRINCIPALE Numar minim 

consilieri/sala

Numar mediu 

consilieri/sala

Numar maxim 

consilieri/sala

1 SP Alba - Tribunalul Alba,  Municipiul Alba Iulia 4 4 4 0

2 SP Hunedoara - Tribunalul Hunedoara,  Municipiul Deva 1 2 3 1

3

SP Sibiu - Tribunalul Sibiu, Municipiul Sibiu, B-dul Victoriei nr.11

cam.18.

3 3 3 0

4 SP Bacău - Tribunalul Bacau, Municipiul Bacău 3 4 5 0

5 SP Neamţ - Tribunalul Neamt,  Municipiul Piatra Neamţ 5 5 5 1

6

SP Braşov – Municipiul Braşov, Str. Iuliu Maniu nr. 52, corp D, etaj 

I, camerele 8-10, judeţul Braşov

4 4 4 0

7

SP Covasna - Camera de Conturi Covasna, Municipiul Sf.

Gheorghe

1 1 1 0

8 SP Bucureşti - Tribunalul Bucuresti, Municipiul Bucureşti 1 3 4 1

9 Tribunalul Ilfov 1 2 2 0

10 SP Călăraşi - Tribunalul Calarasi, Municipiul Călăraşi 1 1 1 0

11 SP Ialomiţa - Tribunalul Ialomita, Municipiul Slobozia 1 1 1 0

12 SP Giurgiu - Tribunalul Giurgiu, Municipiul Giurgiu 2 2 2 0

13 SP Teleorman - Tribunalul Teleorman, Municipiul Alexandria 1 1 1 0

14 SP Cluj - Tribunalul Cluj, Municipiul Cluj-Napoca 6 6 6 1

15

SP Bistriţa Năsăud - Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud, Municipiul

Bistriţa

1 2 2 0

16 SP Sălaj - Tribunalul Salaj, Municipiul Zalău 4 4 4 0

17

SP Maramureş - Tribunalul Maramures, Municipiul Baia Mare,Bd.

Republicii  nr. 2 A , et.2 , cam 79 

6 6 6 0

18 SP Constanţa - Tribunalul Constanţa, Municipiul Constanţa 1 2 3 4

19 SP Tulcea -  Str. Victoriei, nr. 76, parter, judeţul Tulcea 1 3 4 2

20 SP Dolj - Tribunalul Dolj, Municipiul Craiova 5 5 5 0

21 SP Gorj - Tribunalul Gorj, Municipiul Târgu-Jiu 2 3 3 0

22

SP Mehedinţi - Tribunalul Mehedinti, Municipiul Drobeta-Turnu-

Severin

3 4 4 0

23 SP Olt - Tribunalul Olt, Municipiul Slatina 2 3 5 1

24 SP Galaţi - Tribunalul Galati, Municipiul Galaţi 2 3 3 0

25 SP Brăila - Camera de Conturi Brăila, Municipiul Brăila 2 2 3 0

26 SP Vrancea - Tribunalul Vrancea, Municipiul Focşani 1 2 3 1

27

SP Iaşi - Municipiul Iaşi, Str. Nicolae Gane nr. 20 A, parter camera

1, etj.I camerele 2-6, judeţul Iaşi, cod poştal 700110

1 4 5 2

28 SP Vaslui - Tribunalul Vaslui, Municipiul Vaslui 1 3 5 2

29 SP Bihor - Tribunalul Bihor, Municipiul Oradea 3 4 4 1

30 SP Satu Mare - Tribunalul Satu Mare, Municipiul Satu Mare 1 2 2 0

31

SP Argeş - Căminul de Elevi al Liceului nr.2 Construcţii, Municipiul 

Piteşti

4 4 4 1

32

SP Vâlcea - Judecătoria Râmnicu Vâlcea, Municipiul Râmnicu

Vâlcea

5 5 5 0

33 SP Prahova - Judecătoria Ploieşti, Municipiul Ploieşti 1 2 3 1

34 SP Buzău - Consiliul Judeţean Buzău, Municipiul Buzău 7 7 7 1

35 SP Dâmboviţa - Tribunalul Dambovita, Municipiul Târgovişte 1 2 3 0

36 SP Suceava – Tribunalul Suceava, Municipiul Suceava 1 2 3 1

37 SP Botoşani - Tribunalul Botosani, Municipiul Botoşani 1 3 5 2

38 SP Mureş - Curtea de Apel Târgu Mureş, Municipiul Târgu Mureş 1 3 4 1

39 SP Harghita - Tribunalul Harghita, Municipiul Miercurea Ciuc 3 3 3 0

40 SP Timiş - Tribunalul Timis, Municipiul Timişoara 1 2 2 3

41 SP Arad -Tribunalul Arad, Municipiul Arad 1 2 3 1

42

SP Caraş - Severin - Municipiul Reşiţa, Str. Petru Maior nr.2, Bloc

800, etaj 2, camerele 201 şi 202, judeţul Caraş-Severin

3 3 3 1

TOTAL 1 3 7 29

Numar de consilieri/sala Numar sali de 

consiliere



Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la Beneficiar

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nr. Crt. Serviciile de probațiune de pe lângă tribunale

SEDIILE PRINCIPALE Număr de sali 

ocupate 

permanent de 

consilieri

Suprafata 

minima/consilier 

(mp) 

Suprafata 

medie/consilier 

(mp) 

Suprafata 

maxima/consilier 

(mp) 

Numar sali cu 

suprafata/consilier 

cuprinsa intre 3 - 9 mp

Numar sali cu 

suprafata/consilier 

cuprinsa intre 9 - 20 mp

Numar sali cu 

suprafata/consilier 

cuprinsa intre 20 - 30 mp

Numar sali cu 

suprafata/consilier mai 

mare de 30 mp

1 SP Alba - Tribunalul Alba,  Municipiul Alba Iulia 1 6,50 6,50 6,50 1 0 0 0

2 SP Hunedoara - Tribunalul Hunedoara,  Municipiul Deva 4 8,67 13,15 16,60 1 3 0 0

3

SP Sibiu - Tribunalul Sibiu, Municipiul Sibiu, B-dul Victoriei nr.11

cam.18.

2 6,00 6,00 6,00 2 0 0 0

4 SP Bacău - Tribunalul Bacau, Municipiul Bacău 2 4,24 5,35 6,45 2 0 0 0

5 SP Neamţ - Tribunalul Neamt,  Municipiul Piatra Neamţ 1 9,80 9,80 9,80 0 1 0 0

6

SP Braşov – Municipiul Braşov, Str. Iuliu Maniu nr. 52, corp D, etaj 

I, camerele 8-10, judeţul Braşov

4 8,00 8,00 8,00 4 0 0 0

7

SP Covasna - Camera de Conturi Covasna, Municipiul Sf.

Gheorghe

5 12,00 14,40 17,00 0 5 0 0

8 SP Bucureşti - Tribunalul Bucuresti, Municipiul Bucureşti 6 4,75 9,25 23,00 4 1 1 0

9 Tribunalul Ilfov 2 8,00 9,50 11,00 1 1 0 0

10 SP Călăraşi - Tribunalul Calarasi, Municipiul Călăraşi 3 13,67 16,18 20,35 0 2 1 0

11 SP Ialomiţa - Tribunalul Ialomita, Municipiul Slobozia 2 11,17 11,54 11,90 0 2 0 0

12 SP Giurgiu - Tribunalul Giurgiu, Municipiul Giurgiu 2 10,00 10,00 10,00 0 2 0 0

13 SP Teleorman - Tribunalul Teleorman, Municipiul Alexandria 3 18,56 24,30 31,92 0 1 1 1

14 SP Cluj - Tribunalul Cluj, Municipiul Cluj-Napoca 1 5,87 5,87 5,87 1 0 0 0

15

SP Bistriţa Năsăud - Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud, Municipiul

Bistriţa

2 7,00 9,00 11,00 1 1 0 0

16 SP Sălaj - Tribunalul Salaj, Municipiul Zalău 2 3,00 3,00 3,00 2 0 0 0

17

SP Maramureş - Tribunalul Maramures, Municipiul Baia Mare,Bd.

Republicii  nr. 2 A , et.2 , cam 79 

1 6,67 6,67 6,67 1 0 0 0

18 SP Constanţa - Tribunalul Constanţa, Municipiul Constanţa 5 3,70 5,93 11,11 4 1 0 0

19 SP Tulcea -  Str. Victoriei, nr. 76, parter, judeţul Tulcea 2 5,00 7,00 9,00 2 0 0 0

20 SP Dolj - Tribunalul Dolj, Municipiul Craiova 2 3,20 3,20 3,20 2 0 0 0

21 SP Gorj - Tribunalul Gorj, Municipiul Târgu-Jiu 2 4,67 5,33 6,00 2 0 0 0

22

SP Mehedinţi - Tribunalul Mehedinti, Municipiul Drobeta-Turnu-

Severin

2 4,18 4,60 5,03 2 0 0 0

23 SP Olt - Tribunalul Olt, Municipiul Slatina 3 4,33 7,91 15,00 2 1 0 0

24 SP Galaţi - Tribunalul Galati, Municipiul Galaţi 3 5,40 7,99 11,15 2 1 0 0

25 SP Brăila - Camera de Conturi Brăila, Municipiul Brăila 3 6,00 7,33 9,00 3 0 0 0

26 SP Vrancea - Tribunalul Vrancea, Municipiul Focşani 4 5,40 7,91 12,35 3 1 0 0

27

SP Iaşi - Municipiul Iaşi, Str. Nicolae Gane nr. 20 A, parter camera

1, etj.I camerele 2-6, judeţul Iaşi, cod poştal 700110

4 6,00 8,57 13,00 3 1 0 0

28 SP Vaslui - Tribunalul Vaslui, Municipiul Vaslui 2 8,20 15,10 22,00 1 0 1 0

29 SP Bihor - Tribunalul Bihor, Municipiul Oradea 2 5,03 5,15 5,27 2 0 0 0

30 SP Satu Mare - Tribunalul Satu Mare, Municipiul Satu Mare 2 11,40 16,20 21,00 0 1 1 0

31

SP Argeş - Căminul de Elevi al Liceului nr.2 Construcţii, Municipiul 

Piteşti

2 4,50 4,50 4,50 2 0 0 0

32

SP Vâlcea - Judecătoria Râmnicu Vâlcea, Municipiul Râmnicu

Vâlcea

1 10,00 10,00 10,00 0 1 0 0

33 SP Prahova - Judecătoria Ploieşti, Municipiul Ploieşti 3 4,32 5,58 7,29 3 0 0 0

34 SP Buzău - Consiliul Judeţean Buzău, Municipiul Buzău 1 5,80 5,80 5,80 1 0 0 0

35 SP Dâmboviţa - Tribunalul Dambovita, Municipiul Târgovişte 4 8,18 10,58 13,66 1 3 0 0

36 SP Suceava – Tribunalul Suceava, Municipiul Suceava 2 10,00 12,50 15,00 0 2 0 0

37 SP Botoşani - Tribunalul Botosani, Municipiul Botoşani 3 4,80 10,04 19,00 2 1 0 0

38 SP Mureş - Curtea de Apel Târgu Mureş, Municipiul Târgu Mureş 2 7,75 22,38 37,00 1 0 0 1

39 SP Harghita - Tribunalul Harghita, Municipiul Miercurea Ciuc 1 18,67 18,67 18,67 0 1 0 0

40 SP Timiş - Tribunalul Timis, Municipiul Timişoara 5 8,00 12,80 20,00 3 2 0 0

41 SP Arad -Tribunalul Arad, Municipiul Arad 3 11,67 14,38 19,80 0 3 0 0

42

SP Caraş - Severin - Municipiul Reşiţa, Str. Petru Maior nr.2, Bloc

800, etaj 2, camerele 201 şi 202, judeţul Caraş-Severin

1 7,00 7,00 7,00 1 0 0 0

TOTAL 107 3,00 9,64 37,00 31 23 5 2

Suprafata/consilier (mp) Numar sali in functie de suprafata/consilier (mp)



JUDECATORII Numar Suprafata minima (mp) Suprafata medie (mp) Suprafata maxima (mp)

1 Judecatoria Alba 2 70,29 81,62 92,95

2 Judecatoria Aiud 2 24,00 60,00 96,00

3 Judecatoria Blaj 1 74,00 74,00 74,00

4 Judecatoria Sebes 1 60,00 60,00 60,00

5 Judecatoria Campeni 2 108,22 108,55 108,87

6 Judecatoria Deva 3 44,67 53,76 70,00

7 Judecatoria Hunedoara 2 40,80 59,00 77,20

8 Judecatoria Brad 2 64,35 64,35 64,35

9 Judecatoria Orastie 2 45,00 45,00 45,00

10 Judecatoria Petrosani 2 62,00 90,50 119,00

11 Judecatoria Hateg 2 93,80 93,80 93,80

12 Judecatoria Sibiu 3 52,31 127,05 177,84

13 Judecatoria Medias 2 44,64 44,64 44,64

14 Judecatoria Agnita 1 70,00 70,00 70,00

15 Judecatoria Avrig 1 53,00 53,00 53,00

16 Judecatoria Saliste 1 40,00 40,00 40,00

17 Judecatoria Bacau 4 21,00 49,75 71,00

18 Judecatoria Onesti 3 28,00 61,67 91,00

19 Judecatoria Moinesti 2 67,70 67,70 67,70

20 Judecatoria Buhusi 1 112,80 112,80 112,80

21 Judecatoria Podu Turcului 2 55,00 55,00 55,00

22 Judecatoria Piatra Neamt 2 70,00 70,00 70,00

23 Judecatoria Roman 2 112,00 112,00 112,00

24 Judecatoria Targu Neamt 1 56,00 56,00 56,00

25 Judecatoria Bicaz 2 55,00 64,50 74,00

26 Judecatoria Brasov 3 60,50 69,72 76,97

27 Judecatoria Fagaras 2 62,11 62,24 62,37

28 Judecatoria Rupea 1 82,11 82,11 82,11

29 Judecatoria Zarnesti 1 57,00 57,00 57,00

30 Judecatoria Sfantu Gheorghe 2 86,15 86,63 87,10

31 Judecatoria Targu Secuiesc 2 39,83 64,47 89,10

32 Judecatoria Intorsura Buzaului 2 67,26 67,26 67,26

33 Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 1 5 49,80 69,90 120,90

34 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 2 4 52,70 72,05 92,40

35 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 3 4 50,00 62,25 99,00

36 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 4 5 49,60 65,86 120,90

37 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 5 4 46,70 80,63 120,50

38 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 6 3 55,60 93,23 150,50

39 Judecatoria Buftea 3 52,10 58,13 70,20

40 Judecatoria Cornetu 2 45,00 47,80 50,60

41 Judecatoria Calarasi 2 150,00 150,00 150,00

42 Judecatoria Oltenita 2 118,00 118,00 118,00

43 Judecatoria Lehliu Gara 1 80,00 80,00 80,00

44 Judecatoria Slobozia 2 30,00 35,00 40,00

45 Judecatoria Fetesti 2 20,38 34,18 47,97

46 Judecatoria Urziceni 2 22,70 28,10 33,50

47 Judecatoria Giurgiu 2 124,00 128,00 132,00

48 Judecatoria Bolintin Vale 2 67,00 68,00 69,00

49 Judecatoria Alexandria 2 59,40 59,95 60,50

50 Judecatoria Rosiorii de Vede 2 70,00 70,00 70,00

51 Judecatoria Turnu Magurele 2 88,80 88,80 88,80

52 Judecatoria Videle 2 85,00 98,75 112,50

53 Judecatoria Zimnicea 1 102,32 102,32 102,32

54 Judecatoria Cluj Napoca 6 42,70 65,33 104,25

55 Judecatoria Dej 3 40,00 76,33 117,00

56 Judecatoria Gherla 2 63,00 64,00 65,00

57 Judecatoria Turda 1 76,00 76,00 76,00

58 Judecatoria Huedin 2 44,00 57,00 70,00

59 Judecatoria Bistrita 3 99,50 106,20 118,80

60 Judecatoria Nasaud 3 46,70 81,13 98,40

61 Judecatoria Beclean 1 67,50 67,50 67,50

62 Judecatoria Zalau 2 74,85 88,25 101,65

63 Judecatoria Jibou 2 58,92 59,01 59,10

64 Judecatoria Simleu Silvaniei 1 67,50 67,50 67,50

65 Judecatoria Baia Mare 5 59,81 95,00 136,00

66 Judecatoria Sighetu Marmatiei 3 42,25 105,47 151,90

67 Judecatoria Dragomiresti 1 51,50 51,50 51,50

68 Judecatoria Somcuta Mare 1 52,80 52,80 52,80

69 Judecatoria Targu Lapus 1 91,20 91,20 91,20

70 Judecatoria Viseu de Sus 2 81,36 89,18 97,00

71 Judecatoria Constanta 4 33,00 68,83 131,30

72 Judecatoria Mangalia 2 40,00 40,00 40,00

73 Judecatoria Medgidia 1 59,40 59,40 59,40

74 Judecatoria Harsova 1 37,50 37,50 37,50

75 Judecatoria Tulcea 1 99,40 99,40 99,40

76 Judecatoria Babadag 1 93,23 93,23 93,23

77 Judecatoria Macin 1 80,00 80,00 80,00

78 Judecatoria Craiova 6 50,00 50,00 50,00

79 Judecatoria Bailesti 2 81,90 81,90 81,90

80 Judecatoria Calafat 1 91,10 91,10 91,10

81 Judecatoria Filiasi 1 112,00 112,00 112,00

82 Judecatoria Segarcea 1 98,00 98,00 98,00

83 Judecatoria Targu Jiu 4 34,80 73,28 122,00

84 Judecatoria Motru 2 104,66 110,93 117,20

85 Judecatoria Novaci 1 92,72 92,72 92,72

86 Judecatoria Targu Carbunesti 3 39,00 65,00 78,00

87 Judecatoria Drobeta Tr Severin 3 40,85 80,84 100,84

88 Judecatoria Orsova 1 48,82 48,82 48,82

89 Judecatoria Baia de Arama 1 72,00 72,00 72,00

90 Judecatoria Strehaia 1 105,00 105,00 105,00

Sali de judecata

Nr. Crt.

Suprafata salilor de judecata (mp)

Courtrooms 
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JUDECATORII Numar Suprafata minima (mp) Suprafata medie (mp) Suprafata maxima (mp)

91 Judecatoria Vanju Mare 2 45,00 55,50 66,00

92 Judecatoria Slatina 3 12,15 41,66 67,32

93 Judecatoria Caracal 3 80,00 86,67 90,00

94 Judecatoria Bals 1 80,00 80,00 80,00

95 Judecatoria Corabia 1 61,14 61,14 61,14

96 Judecatoria Galati 4 63,40 78,20 93,00

97 Judecatoria Tecuci 2 54,48 60,99 67,50

98 Judecatoria Targu Bujor 1 56,71 56,71 56,71

99 Judecatoria Liesti 2 55,00 64,00 73,00

100 Judecatoria Braila 4 39,00 74,00 102,00

101 Judecatoria Faurei 1 88,00 88,00 88,00

102 Judecatoria Insuratei 1 51,94 51,94 51,94

103 Judecatoria Focsani 3 54,30 74,43 84,80

104 Judecatoria Adjud 1 68,00 68,00 68,00

105 Judecatoria Panciu 1 67,86 67,86 67,86

106 Judecatoria Iasi 5 66,00 90,50 127,50

107 Judecatoria Pascani 2 59,57 68,44 77,30

108 Judecatoria Harlau 2 17,00 36,50 56,00

109 Judecatoria Raducaneni 2 27,60 42,40 57,20

110 Judecatoria Vaslui 3 42,00 75,00 103,00

111 Judecatoria Barlad 3 38,00 58,00 78,00

112 Judecatoria Husi 1 95,00 95,00 95,00

113 Judecatoria Murgeni 1 81,00 81,00 81,00

114 Judecatoria Oradea 5 33,18 41,22 49,44

115 Judecatoria Beius 2 45,60 50,30 55,00

116 Judecatoria Marghita 2 44,80 44,80 44,80

117 Judecatoria Salonta 2 58,00 67,50 77,00

118 Judecatoria Alesd 2 84,00 84,00 84,00

119 Judecatoria Satu Mare 3 71,40 80,75 91,64

120 Judecatoria Carei 2 36,00 43,00 50,00

121 Judecatoria Negresti Oas 1 83,40 83,40 83,40

122 Judecatoria Pitesti 2 59,50 68,25 77,00

123 Judecatoria Campulung 3 40,00 63,33 96,00

124 Judecatoria Curtea de Arges 2 50,00 93,00 136,00

125 Judecatoria Costesti 1 97,15 97,15 97,15

126 Judecatoria Topoloveni 1 80,00 80,00 80,00

127 Judecatoria Ramnicu Valcea 4 25,85 51,19 67,00

128 Judecatoria Dragasani 2 50,00 67,00 84,00

129 Judecatoria Horezu 1 52,00 52,00 52,00

130 Judecatoria Balcesti 1 77,52 77,52 77,52

131 Judecatoria Brezoi 1 50,00 50,00 50,00

132 Judecatoria Ploiesti 4 60,00 75,81 101,52

133 Judecatoria Campina 2 48,30 70,58 92,85

134 Judecatoria Mizil 1 38,00 38,00 38,00

135 Judecatoria Sinaia 1 68,70 68,70 68,70

136 Judecatoria Valenii de Munte 2 112,80 114,96 117,12

137 Judecatoria Buzau 2 58,00 61,50 65,00

138 Judecatoria Ramnicu Sarat 2 45,00 64,50 84,00

139 Judecatoria Patarlagele 2 45,00 56,50 68,00

140 Judecatoria Pogoanele 1 90,00 90,00 90,00

141 Judecatoria Targoviste 5 69,00 93,78 144,65

142 Judecatoria Moreni 2 74,00 100,25 126,50

143 Judecatoria Gaesti 2 46,75 54,73 62,70

144 Judecatoria Pucioasa 2 45,80 50,65 55,50

145 Judecatoria Racari 2 66,00 84,00 102,00

146 Judecatoria Suceava 4 49,50 69,28 110,00

147 Judecatoria Campulung Moldovenesc 2 48,00 59,00 70,00

148 Judecatoria Falticeni 2 47,81 54,44 61,06

149 Judecatoria Radauti 2 43,20 63,60 84,00

150 Judecatoria Vatra Dornei 2 75,85 78,00 80,15

151 Judecatoria Gura Humorului 2 60,00 63,50 67,00

152 Judecatoria Botosani 5 16,20 65,24 117,00

153 Judecatoria Dorohoi 2 51,85 68,11 84,37

154 Judecatoria Darabani 2 44,00 44,00 44,00

155 Judecatoria Saveni 2 47,22 76,21 105,20

156 Judecatoria Targu Mures 3 34,00 58,33 90,00

157 Judecatoria Reghin 2 50,00 85,00 120,00

158 Judecatoria Sighisoara 2 84,00 84,00 84,00

159 Judecatoria Tarnaveni 1 81,00 81,00 81,00

160 Judecatoria Ludus 1 59,00 59,00 59,00

161 Judecatoria Miercurea Ciuc 2 85,10 90,22 95,33

162 Judecatoria Gheorgheni 2 65,94 75,27 84,60

163 Judecatoria Odorheiu Secuiesc 2 72,00 95,93 119,86

164 Judecatoria Toplita 1 71,16 71,16 71,16

165 Judecatoria Timisoara 11 66,86 79,36 97,74

166 Judecatoria Lugoj 4 79,32 81,50 88,00

167 Judecatoria Deta 1 56,84 56,84 56,84

168 Judecatoria Faget 2 70,00 75,00 80,00

169 Judecatoria Sannicolau Mare 2 82,60 86,15 89,70

170 Judecatoria Arad 7 45,72 62,57 79,70

171 Judecatoria Chisineu Cris 1 48,00 48,00 48,00

172 Judecatoria Ineu 1 55,98 55,98 55,98

173 Judecatoria Lipova 2 69,00 73,50 78,00

174 Judecatoria Gurahont 3 54,00 59,33 62,00

175 Judecatoria Resita 2 72,50 77,22 81,93

176 Judecatoria Caransebes 3 40,00 61,33 84,00

177 Judecatoria Moldova Noua 1 55,00 55,00 55,00

178 Judecatoria Oravita 2 47,42 65,83 84,24

179 Judecatoria Bozovici 1 60,50 60,50 60,50

TOTAL 392 12,15 71,74 177,84

Nr. Crt.
Suprafata salilor de judecata (mp)

Sali de judecata

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante
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Numar Suprafata minima (mp) Suprafata medie (mp) Suprafata maxima (mp)

1 Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia 3 43,56 110,79 172,00

2 Curtea de Apel Bacau 3 61,80 76,27 83,50

3 Curtea de Apel Brasov 4 31,00 47,90 63,40

4 Curtea de Apel Bucuresti 12 102,70 139,20 211,60

5 Curtea de Apel Cluj 3 88,60 128,87 153,60

6 Curtea de Apel Constanta 4 52,00 76,75 107,00

7 Curtea de Apel Craiova 3 55,00 58,33 60,00

8 Curtea de Apel Galati 3 63,40 83,13 93,00

9 Curtea de Apel Iasi 2 99,62 99,62 99,62

10 Curtea de Apel Oradea 3 68,15 74,33 84,43

11 Curtea de Apel Pitesti 2 23,20 26,20 29,20

12 Curtea de Apel Ploiesti 2 135,00 135,00 135,00

13 Curtea de Apel Suceava 3 67,76 84,35 110,00

14 Curtea de Apel Targu Mures 4 34,80 66,58 144,50

15 Curtea de Apel Timisoara 5 71,55 80,58 93,95

TOTAL 56 23,20 85,86 211,60

Sali de judecata

Nr. Crt. CURTE DE APEL
Suprafata salilor (mp)

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante  

 

 

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante

TRIBUNAL Numar Suprafata minima (mp) Suprafata maxima (mp) Suprafata medie (mp)

1 Tribunalul Alba 3 35,12 92,95 66,12

2 Tribunalul Hunedoara 5 30,95 141,45 72,38

3 Tribunalul Sibiu 2 53,25 148,77 101,01

4

Tribunalul Bacau, inclusiv Sectia 

Contencios si Administrativ 5 48,30 92,70 73,96

5 Tribunalul Neamt 3 67,00 70,00 69,00

6 Tribunalul Brasov 5 52,25 71,60 60,04

7 Tribunalul Covasna 2 32,26 86,15 59,21

8 Tribunalul pentru Minori si Familie 1 60,58 60,58 60,58

9 Tribunalul Bucuresti 22 52,70 92,40 71,51

10 Tribunalul Calarasi 2 150,00 150,00 150,00

11 Tribunalul Ialomita 2 32,20 36,80 34,50

12 Tribunalul Giurgiu 3 70,00 124,00 100,67

13 Tribunalul Teleorman 2 46,74 66,67 56,71

14 Tribunalul Cluj 3 94,75 98,36 96,44

15 Tribunalul Comercial Cluj 1 58,05 58,05 58,05

16 Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud 4 51,50 100,30 87,40

17 Tribunalul Salaj 1 71,35 71,35 71,35

18 Tribunalul Maramures 5 49,50 128,00 97,65

19 Tribunalul Constanta 5 36,00 107,00 65,96

20 Tribunalul Tulcea 1 99,40 99,40 99,40

21 Tribunalul Dolj 6 31,90 89,08 54,24

22 Tribunalul Gorj 3 66,30 124,00 88,07

23 Tribunalul Mehedinti 2 100,84 100,84 100,84

24 Tribunalul Olt 4 98,58 130,20 117,04

25 Tribunalul Galati 4 63,40 102,00 81,10

26 Tribunalul Braila 2 102,00 102,00 102,00

27 Tribunalul Vrancea 2 46,90 115,10 81,00

28 Tribunalul Iasi 6 30,00 82,50 69,67

29 Tribunalul Vaslui 6 47,00 90,00 64,83

30 Tribunalul Bihor 4 27,55 139,08 60,30

31 Tribunalul Satu Mare 4 37,50 153,86 85,34

32 Tribunalul Arges 2 59,50 77,00 68,25

33 Tribunalul Comercial Arges 1 59,57 59,57 59,57

34 Tribunalul Valcea 2 96,00 96,00 96,00

35 Tribunalul Prahova 2 71,50 72,25 71,88

36 Tribunalul Buzau 3 22,60 87,00 58,20

37 Tribunalul Dambovita 7 98,90 99,60 99,40

38 Tribunalul Suceava 5 78,00 128,70 111,08

39 Tribunalul Botosani 6 50,40 100,80 90,65

40 Tribunalul Mures 3 24,00 117,00 68,00

41 Tribunalul Harghita 3 61,00 71,40 66,80

42 Tribunalul Timis 7 68,66 82,72 74,97

43 Tribunalul Arad 6 31,30 74,10 57,73

44 Tribunalul Caras-Severin 3 72,50 80,50 75,17

TOTAL 170 22,60 153,86 78,50

Nr. Crt.
Suprafata salilor de judecata (mp)

Sali de judecata
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Nr. 

crt.

JUDECATORII
Numar total spatii 

destinate judecarii in 

camera de consiliu

Suprafata 

totala (mp)

1 Judecatoria Alba 0

2 Judecatoria Aiud 0

3 Judecatoria Blaj 1 28,74

4 Judecatoria Sebes 0

5 Judecatoria Campeni 2 34,72

6 Judecatoria Deva 0

7 Judecatoria Hunedoara 0

8 Judecatoria Brad 1 18,48

9 Judecatoria Orastie 0

10 Judecatoria Petrosani 2 23,00

11 Judecatoria Hateg 1 18,48

12 Judecatoria Sibiu 0

13 Judecatoria Medias 0

14 Judecatoria Agnita 0

15 Judecatoria Avrig 0

16 Judecatoria Saliste 0

17 Judecatoria Bacau 1 24,00

18 Judecatoria Onesti 0

19 Judecatoria Moinesti 0

20 Judecatoria Buhusi 1 21,00

21 Judecatoria Podu Turcului 1 36,26

22 Judecatoria Piatra Neamt 0

23 Judecatoria Roman 0

24 Judecatoria Targu Neamt 0

25 Judecatoria Bicaz 0

26 Judecatoria Brasov 0

27 Judecatoria Fagaras 1 32,85

28 Judecatoria Rupea 1 38,25

29 Judecatoria Zarnesti 0

30 Judecatoria Sfantu Gheorghe 0

31 Judecatoria Targu Secuiesc 0

32 Judecatoria Intorsura Buzaului 0

33 Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 1 0

34 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 2 0

35 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 3 0

36 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 4 0

37 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 5 0

38 Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 6 0

39 Judecatoria Buftea 0

40 Judecatoria Cornetu 0

41 Judecatoria Calarasi 1 21,00

42 Judecatoria Oltenita 1 8,00

43 Judecatoria Lehliu Gara 0

44 Judecatoria Slobozia 1 63,00

45 Judecatoria Fetesti 1 26,50

46 Judecatoria Urziceni 1 10,50

47 Judecatoria Giurgiu 2 32,00

48 Judecatoria Bolintin Vale 2 20,00

49 Judecatoria Alexandria 0

50 Judecatoria Rosiorii de Vede 1 70,00

51 Judecatoria Turnu Magurele 1 63,00

52 Judecatoria Videle 1 70,00

53 Judecatoria Zimnicea 1 24,00

54 Judecatoria Cluj Napoca 0

55 Judecatoria Dej 1 30,00

56 Judecatoria Gherla 0

57 Judecatoria Turda 0

58 Judecatoria Huedin 0

59 Judecatoria Bistrita 0

60 Judecatoria Nasaud 0

61 Judecatoria Beclean 0

62 Judecatoria Zalau 0

63 Judecatoria Jibou 1 27,69

64 Judecatoria Simleu Silvaniei 0

65 Judecatoria Baia Mare 0

66 Judecatoria Sighetu Marmatiei 0

67 Judecatoria Dragomiresti 0

68 Judecatoria Somcuta Mare 0

69 Judecatoria Targu Lapus 0

70 Judecatoria Viseu de Sus 0

71 Judecatoria Constanta 1 20,10

72 Judecatoria Mangalia 0

73 Judecatoria Medgidia 0

74 Judecatoria Harsova 0

75 Judecatoria Tulcea 0

76 Judecatoria Babadag 1 24,50

77 Judecatoria Macin 0

78 Judecatoria Craiova 0

79 Judecatoria Bailesti 0

80 Judecatoria Calafat 0

81 Judecatoria Filiasi 0

82 Judecatoria Segarcea 0

83 Judecatoria Targu Jiu 0

84 Judecatoria Motru 1 19,75

85 Judecatoria Novaci 0

86 Judecatoria Targu Carbunesti 0

87 Judecatoria Drobeta Tr Severin 0

88 Judecatoria Orsova 0

89 Judecatoria Baia de Arama 0

90 Judecatoria Strehaia 0

Spatii destinate judecarii in camera de consiliu

Areas allocated for council chambers 
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Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante

Nr. 

crt.

JUDECATORII
Numar total spatii 

destinate judecarii in 

camera de consiliu

Suprafata 

totala

91 Judecatoria Vanju Mare 0

92 Judecatoria Slatina 1 10,20

93 Judecatoria Caracal 2 36,00

94 Judecatoria Bals 1 15,37

95 Judecatoria Corabia 1 10,45

96 Judecatoria Galati 1 14,10

97 Judecatoria Tecuci 1 10,40

98 Judecatoria Targu Bujor 1 15,80

99 Judecatoria Liesti 2 18,00

100 Judecatoria Braila 0

101 Judecatoria Faurei 0

102 Judecatoria Insuratei 0

103 Judecatoria Focsani 0

104 Judecatoria Adjud 2 50,80

105 Judecatoria Panciu 1 28,40

106 Judecatoria Iasi 1 40,00

107 Judecatoria Pascani 1 22,30

108 Judecatoria Harlau 1 19,60

109 Judecatoria Raducaneni 0

110 Judecatoria Vaslui 1 23,00

111 Judecatoria Barlad 1 59,00

112 Judecatoria Husi 1 95,00

113 Judecatoria Murgeni 2 102,00

114 Judecatoria Oradea 2 79,13

115 Judecatoria Beius 0

116 Judecatoria Marghita 1 42,00

117 Judecatoria Salonta 0

118 Judecatoria Alesd 0

119 Judecatoria Satu Mare 0

120 Judecatoria Carei 0

121 Judecatoria Negresti Oas 0

122 Judecatoria Pitesti 0

123 Judecatoria Campulung 1 15,00

124 Judecatoria Curtea de Arges 0

125 Judecatoria Costesti 1 12,00

126 Judecatoria Topoloveni 0

127 Judecatoria Ramnicu Valcea 1 8,00

128 Judecatoria Dragasani 0

129 Judecatoria Horezu 0

130 Judecatoria Balcesti 0

131 Judecatoria Brezoi 0

132 Judecatoria Ploiesti 1 4,00

133 Judecatoria Campina 0

134 Judecatoria Mizil 0

135 Judecatoria Sinaia 0

136 Judecatoria Valenii de Munte 0

137 Judecatoria Buzau 0

138 Judecatoria Ramnicu Sarat 1 20,00

139 Judecatoria Patarlagele 0

140 Judecatoria Pogoanele 0

141 Judecatoria Targoviste 0

142 Judecatoria Moreni 1 36,70

143 Judecatoria Gaesti 1 10,08

144 Judecatoria Pucioasa 1 24,30

145 Judecatoria Racari 1 35,36

146 Judecatoria Suceava 0

147 Judecatoria Campulung Moldovenesc 0

148 Judecatoria Falticeni 0

149 Judecatoria Radauti 0

150 Judecatoria Vatra Dornei 1 34,30

151 Judecatoria Gura Humorului 0

152 Judecatoria Botosani 1 16,20

153 Judecatoria Dorohoi 0

154 Judecatoria Darabani 0

155 Judecatoria Saveni 0

156 Judecatoria Targu Mures 0

157 Judecatoria Reghin 0

158 Judecatoria Sighisoara 0

159 Judecatoria Tarnaveni 0

160 Judecatoria Ludus 0

161 Judecatoria Miercurea Ciuc 0

162 Judecatoria Gheorgheni 1 33,54

163 Judecatoria Odorheiu Secuiesc 1 37,38

164 Judecatoria Toplita 1 24,74

165 Judecatoria Timisoara 1 29,83

166 Judecatoria Lugoj 0

167 Judecatoria Deta 0

168 Judecatoria Faget 2 150,00

169 Judecatoria Sannicolau Mare 0

170 Judecatoria Arad 0

171 Judecatoria Chisineu Cris 0

172 Judecatoria Ineu 0

173 Judecatoria Lipova 0

174 Judecatoria Gurahont 0

175 Judecatoria Resita 0

176 Judecatoria Caransebes 1 24,00

177 Judecatoria Moldova Noua 1 15,00

178 Judecatoria Oravita 0

179 Judecatoria Bozovici 1 30,25

74 2.058,05TOTAL

Spatii destinate judecarii in camera de consiliu  
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Nr. 

crt.

TRIBUNALE
Numar  total 

camere de 

consiliu

Suprafata 

totala (mp)

1 Tribunalul Alba 0

2 Tribunalul Hunedoara 1 17,96

3 Tribunalul Sibiu 0

4 Tribunalul Bacau 2 95,92

5 Tribunalul Neamt 0

6 Tribunalul Brasov 1 81,00

7 Tribunalul Covasna 0

8 Tribunalul pentru Minori si Familie 0

9 Tribunalul Bucuresti 0

10 Tribunalul Calarasi 2 25,00

11 Tribunalul Ialomita 0

12 Tribunalul Giurgiu 2 28,00

13 Tribunalul Teleorman 0

14 Tribunalul Cluj 1 39,65

15 Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud 0

16 Tribunalul Salaj 1 46,95

17 Tribunalul Maramures 1 30,18

18 Tribunalul Constanta 0

19 Tribunalul Tulcea 0

20 Tribunalul Dolj 0

21 Tribunalul Gorj 2 93,80

22 Tribunalul Mehedinti 0

23 Tribunalul Olt 0

24 Tribunalul Galati 2 28,20

25 Tribunalul Braila 0

26 Tribunalul Vrancea 2 63,70

27 Tribunalul Iasi 0

28 Tribunalul Vaslui 2 132,00

29 Tribunalul Bihor 1 32,86

30 Tribunalul Satu Mare 1 27,50

31 Tribunalul Arges 2 24,42

32 Tribunalul Valcea 1 9,00

33 Tribunalul Prahova 0

34 Tribunalul Buzau 1 9,00

35 Tribunalul Dambovita 2 42,86

36 Tribunalul Suceava 0

37 Tribunalul Botosani 0

38 Tribunalul Mures 0

39 Tribunalul Harghita 1 39,95

40 Tribunalul Timis 1 71,00

41 Tribunalul Arad 0

42 Tribunalul Caras-Severin 1 25,05

30 964,00TOTAL

Spatii destinate judecarii in camera de consiliu

Nr. 

crt.

CURTI DE APEL
Numar  total 

camere de 

consiliu

Suprafata 

totala (mp)

1 Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia 0

2 Curtea de Apel Bacau 1 56,40

3 Curtea de Apel Brasov 0

4 Curtea de Apel Bucuresti 0

5 Curtea de Apel Cluj 1 36,55

6 Curtea de Apel Constanta 0

7 Curtea de Apel Craiova 0

8 Curtea de Apel Galati 2 28,70

9 Curtea de Apel Iasi 1 55,75

10 Curtea de Apel Oradea 2 72,35

11 Curtea de Apel Pitesti 0

12 Curtea de Apel Ploiesti 1 19,50

13 Curtea de Apel Suceava 1 17,04

14 Curtea de Apel Targu Mures 0

15 Curtea de Apel Timisoara 0

9 286,29TOTAL

Spatii destinate judecarii in camera de consiliu

Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Judecatoria Alba 6 88,23 9,68 14,71 18,20 4,84 8,88 18,20

Judecatoria Aiud 3 65,46 15,25 21,82 25,20 5,08 12,87 25,20

Judecatoria Blaj 4 71,84 11,30 17,96 30,01 11,30 17,96 30,01

Judecatoria Sebes 2 60,00 30,00 30,00 30,00 10,00 20,00 30,00

Judecatoria Campeni 6 145,54 13,60 24,26 35,95 13,60 24,26 35,95

Judecatoria Deva 12 277,82 14,32 23,15 43,61 9,47 17,79 43,61

Judecatoria Hunedoara 5 101,50 14,00 20,30 23,00 10,50 13,80 22,50

Judecatoria Brad 3 61,00 16,00 20,33 25,00 16,00 20,33 25,00

Judecatoria Orastie 2 64,00 25,00 32,00 39,00 25,00 32,00 39,00

Judecatoria Petrosani 6 165,64 17,40 27,61 39,44 8,85 19,70 39,44

Judecatoria Hateg 3 47,24 13,20 15,75 19,98 13,20 15,75 19,98

Judecatoria Sibiu 12 241,58 18,10 30,77 42,10 6,03 21,05 36,90

Judecatoria Medias 4 178,56 44,64 44,64 44,64 11,16 20,46 44,64

Judecatoria Agnita 2 42,50 15,00 21,25 27,50 15,00 21,25 27,50

Judecatoria Avrig 3 87,00 29,00 29,00 29,00 14,50 19,33 29,00

Judecatoria Saliste 1 22,00 22,00 22,00 22,00 5,50 5,50 5,50

Judecatoria Bacau 9 205,82 8,75 22,87 35,40 2,92 10,11 35,40

Judecatoria Onesti 7 154,50 12,00 22,07 33,00 5,00 15,36 33,00

Judecatoria Moinesti 4 69,73 12,86 17,43 22,72 4,54 9,54 20,25

Judecatoria Buhusi 3 50,04 12,50 16,68 19,70 6,57 12,30 17,84

Judecatoria Podu Turcului 4 80,77 16,80 20,19 21,75 16,80 20,19 21,75

Judecatoria Piatra Neamt 6 113,00 12,00 18,83 21,00 5,00 9,11 21,00

Judecatoria Roman 7 173,00 15,00 24,71 42,00 9,50 23,36 42,00

Judecatoria Targu Neamt 3 47,00 12,00 15,67 21,00 6,00 11,33 21,00

Judecatoria Bicaz 5 121,00 19,00 24,20 33,00 19,00 24,20 33,00

Judecatoria Brasov 10 232,00 16,17 23,20 32,80 4,99 10,31 32,80

Judecatoria Fagaras 6 83,37 10,45 13,90 17,93 10,45 13,90 17,93

Judecatoria Rupea 5 108,83 16,20 21,77 34,20 16,20 21,77 34,20

Judecatoria Zarnesti 2 36,00 18,00 18,00 18,00 6,00 6,00 6,00

Judecatoria Sfantu Gheorghe 4 69,54 14,88 17,39 24,90 6,23 9,00 14,88

Judecatoria Targu Secuiesc 4 55,00 10,50 13,75 18,00 7,00 12,00 18,00

Judecatoria Intorsura Buzaului 3 54,00 17,00 18,00 19,00 17,00 18,00 19,00

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 1 12 257,28 15,20 21,44 23,16 3,86 6,93 17,10

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 2 13 267,54 17,20 20,58 25,82 5,73 9,28 23,84

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 3 15 303,60 17,20 20,24 25,30 4,90 9,74 25,30

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 4 10 205,70 17,10 20,57 22,50 5,35 8,37 17,20

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 5 11 264,00 15,90 24,00 42,10 5,42 10,84 23,70

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 6 9 226,10 20,50 25,12 32,70 5,33 12,60 30,30

Judecatoria Buftea 5 98,20 18,60 19,64 22,00 6,40 13,30 22,00

Judecatoria Cornetu 4 73,70 15,20 18,43 20,10 6,70 10,28 15,20

Judecatoria Calarasi 7 147,00 21,00 21,00 21,00 10,50 13,50 21,00

Judecatoria Oltenita 9 186,00 19,00 20,67 24,00 19,00 20,67 24,00

Judecatoria Lehliu Gara 2 30,00 15,00 15,00 15,00 7,50 7,50 7,50

Judecatoria Slobozia 4 90,60 18,20 22,65 36,00 6,07 15,07 36,00

Judecatoria Fetesti 4 74,36 14,08 18,59 23,76 10,34 16,01 23,76

Judecatoria Urziceni 6 57,80 6,50 9,63 15,50 6,50 9,63 15,50

Judecatoria Giurgiu 8 250,00 20,00 31,25 57,00 10,00 18,50 57,00

Judecatoria Bolintin Vale 5 92,68 10,72 18,54 34,35 5,38 14,71 34,35

Judecatoria Alexandria 5 60,00 12,00 12,00 12,00 4,00 7,20 12,00

Judecatoria Rosiorii de Vede 7 88,00 10,00 12,57 15,00 10,00 12,57 15,00

Judecatoria Turnu Magurele 6 119,84 8,80 19,97 31,06 7,14 15,15 31,06

Judecatoria Videle 4 107,00 24,00 26,75 31,00 24,00 26,75 31,00

Judecatoria Zimnicea 5 91,07 15,36 18,21 24,00 15,36 18,21 24,00

Judecatoria Cluj Napoca 11 383,49 10,00 34,86 59,92 7,20 14,65 42,00

Judecatoria Dej 6 176,00 25,00 29,33 36,00 25,00 29,33 36,00

Judecatoria Gherla 2 74,00 36,00 37,00 38,00 9,00 9,25 9,50

Judecatoria Turda 5 136,00 9,00 27,20 80,00 4,50 13,50 26,67

Judecatoria Huedin 4 40,00 8,00 10,00 12,00 4,00 7,75 12,00

Judecatoria Bistrita 12 220,00 11,70 18,33 40,20 8,20 14,18 40,20

Judecatoria Nasaud 7 127,70 14,60 18,24 28,10 7,40 17,19 28,10

Judecatoria Beclean 4 80,15 14,90 20,04 29,00 14,90 20,04 29,00

Judecatoria Zalau 6 132,33 16,85 22,06 33,60 8,48 18,59 33,60

Judecatoria Jibou 4 89,86 19,88 22,47 28,52 19,88 22,47 28,52

Judecatoria Simleu Silvaniei 2 37,36 14,92 18,68 22,44 14,92 18,68 22,44

Judecatoria Baia Mare 14 256,18 13,33 18,30 61,44 6,67 13,47 61,44

Judecatoria Sighetu Marmatiei 4 103,28 16,80 25,82 35,00 9,00 17,74 33,48

Judecatoria Dragomiresti 3 62,00 20,00 20,67 21,00 20,00 20,67 21,00

Judecatoria Somcuta Mare 2 84,75 39,00 42,38 45,75 39,00 42,38 45,75

Judecatoria Targu Lapus 2 34,96 17,48 17,48 17,48 17,48 17,48 17,48

Judecatoria Viseu de Sus 7 100,39 12,75 14,34 23,89 12,75 14,34 23,89

Judecatoria Constanta 15 316,70 15,80 21,11 37,50 5,27 8,45 18,75

Judecatoria Mangalia 5 76,00 7,50 15,20 21,50 5,87 9,91 21,50

Judecatoria Medgidia 4 68,00 17,00 17,00 17,00 5,67 8,50 17,00

Judecatoria Harsova 2 30,00 14,80 15,00 15,20 14,80 15,00 15,20

Judecatoria Tulcea 4 60,70 14,44 15,18 15,88 3,61 5,10 7,94

Judecatoria Babadag 2 52,80 22,00 26,40 30,80 22,00 26,40 30,80

Judecatoria Macin 3 33,00 9,00 11,00 15,00 9,00 11,00 15,00

Judecatoria Craiova 10 201,50 5,00 20,15 49,00 2,50 5,64 15,00

Judecatoria Bailesti 4 78,08 14,08 19,52 28,16 7,04 17,76 28,16

Judecatoria Calafat 4 83,15 11,90 20,79 31,58 5,95 17,20 31,58

Judecatoria Filiasi 3 59,78 14,70 19,93 30,38 7,35 15,03 30,38

Judecatoria Segarcea 3 74,00 20,00 24,67 30,00 10,00 17,33 30,00

Judecatoria Targu Jiu 18 346,46 11,90 19,25 36,80 5,95 10,73 36,80

Judecatoria Motru 4 83,50 20,60 20,88 21,70 10,30 13,15 21,70

Judecatoria Novaci 5 119,11 18,15 23,82 30,00 9,08 16,36 23,50

Judecatoria Targu Carbunesti
8 126,00 9,00 15,75 24,00 6,00 9,94 24,00

Judecatoria Drobeta Tr Severin 4 168,11 16,74 42,03 98,54 5,58 7,75 12,32

Birourile  judecatorilor din cadrul judecatoriilor

Nr. total birouri 

judecatori

Suprafata totala 

birouri 

judecatori (mp)

Tribunale

Suprafata birourilor judecatorilor (mp) Suprafata alocata pentru un judecator in cadrul 

birourilor judecatorilor (mp/judecator)

Judges’ offices 

 



Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante

Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Judecatoria Orsova 2 31,49 15,51 15,75 15,98 5,17 10,58 15,98

Judecatoria Baia de Arama 4 83,78 16,52 20,95 34,22 16,52 20,95 34,22

Judecatoria Strehaia 5 89,95 9,45 17,99 35,00 7,88 14,67 35,00

Judecatoria Vanju Mare 2 66,00 33,00 33,00 33,00 11,00 11,00 11,00

Judecatoria Slatina 8 129,20 2,00 16,15 25,46 0,50 5,81 8,49

Judecatoria Caracal 8 230,00 20,00 28,75 49,00 10,00 20,69 49,00

Judecatoria Bals 5 162,10 20,00 32,42 49,00 10,00 24,02 49,00

Judecatoria Corabia 3 78,68 18,26 26,23 36,55 18,26 26,23 36,55

Judecatoria Galati 8 175,75 14,30 21,97 38,80 5,00 11,12 38,80

Judecatoria Tecuci 5 112,89 15,86 22,58 27,44 7,93 18,55 27,44

Judecatoria Targu Bujor 3 47,60 14,50 15,87 18,00 7,55 13,35 18,00

Judecatoria Liesti 2 41,17 10,81 20,59 30,36 10,81 20,59 30,36

Judecatoria Braila 10 155,50 13,00 15,55 24,50 5,33 9,36 20,00

Judecatoria Faurei 2 37,00 15,00 18,50 22,00 7,50 14,75 22,00

Judecatoria Insuratei 2 37,00 15,00 18,50 22,00 7,50 14,75 22,00

Judecatoria Focsani 9 210,30 11,70 23,37 32,20 3,90 11,80 30,00

Judecatoria Adjud 4 64,62 11,60 16,16 22,40 11,60 16,16 22,40

Judecatoria Panciu 3 64,00 20,00 21,33 22,00 20,00 21,33 22,00

Judecatoria Iasi 19 251,20 7,40 13,22 22,00 3,90 6,06 9,10

Judecatoria Pascani 8 157,08 14,96 19,64 34,23 7,48 13,02 34,23

Judecatoria Harlau 3 56,70 18,90 18,90 18,90 9,45 12,60 18,90

Judecatoria Raducaneni 3 51,06 12,25 17,02 23,63 6,13 12,45 23,63

Judecatoria Vaslui 7 202,00 19,00 28,86 51,00 6,75 16,17 27,00

Judecatoria Barlad 7 140,00 18,00 20,00 27,00 9,00 14,64 27,00

Judecatoria Husi 4 39,00 7,00 9,75 13,00 5,50 6,75 8,00

Judecatoria Murgeni 2 30,00 15,00 15,00 15,00 15,00 15,00 15,00

Judecatoria Oradea 15 399,29 14,75 26,62 48,60 7,75 18,94 48,60

Judecatoria Beius 4 83,38 14,75 20,85 29,83 7,38 13,07 21,16

Judecatoria Marghita 4 79,76 17,70 19,94 24,94 17,70 19,94 24,94

Judecatoria Salonta 3 66,00 20,00 22,00 26,00 20,00 22,00 26,00

Judecatoria Alesd 3 85,00 15,00 28,33 35,00 11,67 20,56 35,00

Judecatoria Satu Mare 10 251,13 13,50 25,11 39,00 7,24 17,79 39,00

Judecatoria Carei 4 98,00 17,00 24,50 29,00 12,00 17,88 28,00

Judecatoria Negresti Oas 5 58,99 11,40 11,80 13,39 11,40 11,80 13,39

Judecatoria Pitesti 8 94,65 10,85 11,83 15,13 2,77 3,45 5,63

Judecatoria Campulung 8 230,00 20,00 28,75 35,00 10,00 25,75 35,00

Judecatoria Curtea de Arges 7 110,00 6,00 15,71 20,00 6,00 13,43 20,00

Judecatoria Costesti 2 40,59 10,70 20,30 29,89 3,57 5,52 7,47

Judecatoria Topoloveni 3 41,64 9,14 13,88 17,00 7,75 8,46 9,14

Judecatoria Ramnicu Valcea 6 175,75 15,90 29,29 41,85 6,50 8,06 10,46

Judecatoria Dragasani 4 103,00 25,00 25,75 28,00 8,33 10,79 14,00

Judecatoria Horezu 4 58,02 7,35 14,51 19,40 4,41 9,07 18,04

Judecatoria Balcesti 3 44,44 14,04 14,81 15,20 7,60 9,75 14,04

Judecatoria Brezoi 3 68,00 20,00 22,67 24,00 10,00 15,33 24,00

Judecatoria Ploiesti 6 126,56 14,13 21,09 31,69 3,26 4,61 9,85

Judecatoria Campina 5 88,30 12,95 17,66 21,60 4,63 9,41 18,50

Judecatoria Mizil 3 45,88 11,48 15,29 18,00 5,74 13,38 18,00

Judecatoria Sinaia 4 75,05 7,55 18,76 33,60 7,55 14,53 33,60

Judecatoria Valenii de Munte 5 96,42 8,88 19,28 29,90 5,78 12,94 29,90

Judecatoria Buzau 9 133,00 8,00 14,78 23,00 2,67 7,53 22,00

Judecatoria Ramnicu Sarat 4 80,00 20,00 20,00 20,00 10,00 15,00 20,00

Judecatoria Patarlagele 4 82,32 13,60 20,58 29,60 10,10 18,06 29,60

Judecatoria Pogoanele 3 55,17 17,50 18,39 19,53 9,77 15,14 18,14

Judecatoria Targoviste 17 275,40 14,85 16,20 17,00 7,43 14,81 17,00

Judecatoria Moreni 6 118,80 11,60 19,80 30,00 11,60 19,80 30,00

Judecatoria Gaesti 4 55,38 6,80 13,85 19,25 6,80 11,44 19,25

Judecatoria Puciasa 2 34,95 17,15 17,48 17,80 5,72 11,76 17,80

Judecatoria Racari 5 62,26 9,36 12,45 17,50 9,36 12,45 17,50

Judecatoria Suceava 8 210,20 15,60 26,28 33,30 7,83 15,01 33,30

Judecatoria Campulung 

Moldovenesc
5 90,00 9,00 18,00 26,00 9,00 15,80 26,00

Judecatoria Falticeni 4 80,18 18,40 20,05 22,62 9,62 12,32 18,40

Judecatoria Radauti 5 115,68 13,50 23,14 32,40 6,75 11,74 27,50

Judecatoria Vatra Dornei 5 135,75 23,45 27,15 40,90 23,45 27,15 40,90

Judecatoria Gura Humorului 5 109,00 17,00 21,80 40,00 17,00 21,80 40,00

Judecatoria Botosani 15 267,90 10,00 17,86 23,90 7,85 14,89 23,90

Judecatoria Dorohoi 4 79,50 12,80 19,88 25,30 12,80 19,88 25,30

Judecatoria Darabani 2 43,00 20,00 21,50 23,00 10,00 16,50 23,00

Judecatoria Saveni 3 56,60 14,00 18,87 25,80 7,00 13,73 25,80

Judecatoria Targu Mures 7 199,00 15,00 28,43 35,00 7,00 11,61 34,00

Judecatoria Reghin 3 110,00 28,00 36,67 54,00 9,33 24,22 54,00

Judecatoria Sighisoara 3 81,00 25,00 27,00 30,00 8,33 21,44 30,00

Judecatoria Tarnaveni 3 48,00 9,00 16,00 28,00 5,50 14,17 28,00

Judecatoria Ludus 4 74,00 14,00 18,50 24,00 14,00 18,50 24,00

Judecatoria Miercurea Ciuc 10 136,00 11,00 13,60 23,50 11,00 13,60 23,50

Judecatoria Gheorgheni 5 75,30 11,60 15,06 22,10 11,60 15,06 22,10

Judecatoria Odorheiu Secuiesc 6 93,10 11,80 15,52 23,50 11,80 15,52 23,50

Judecatoria Toplita 4 53,40 11,80 13,35 16,80 11,80 13,35 16,80

Judecatoria Timisoara 21 637,51 10,65 30,36 49,09 9,22 18,12 46,58

Judecatoria Lugoj 11 261,01 15,00 23,73 33,00 15,00 23,73 33,00

Judecatoria Deta 3 55,46 14,00 18,49 22,42 9,52 15,31 22,42

Judecatoria Faget 4 125,00 20,00 31,25 55,00 20,00 31,25 55,00

Judecatoria Sannicolau Mare 4 95,00 10,20 23,75 36,40 10,20 23,75 36,40

Judecatoria Arad 18 303,60 8,40 16,87 29,40 4,77 10,09 29,40

Judecatoria Chisineu Cris 2 55,70 27,00 27,85 28,70 27,00 27,85 28,70

Judecatoria Ineu 3 44,77 12,75 14,92 19,27 12,75 14,92 19,27

Judecatoria Lipova 5 108,00 16,00 21,60 32,00 16,00 21,60 32,00

Judecatoria Gurahont 4 112,60 17,50 28,15 35,00 17,50 28,15 35,00

Judecatoria Resita 5 76,87 10,37 15,37 18,85 7,59 12,24 18,85

Judecatoria Caransebes 6 191,00 21,00 31,83 42,00 17,50 25,42 42,00

Judecatoria Moldova Noua 3 54,16 12,46 18,05 21,00 12,46 18,05 21,00

Judecatoria Oravita 4 94,61 18,53 23,65 26,25 18,53 23,65 26,25

Judecatoria Bozovici 2 60,50 30,25 30,25 30,25 30,25 30,25 30,25

TOTAL 1.007 21.073,92 2,00 21,07 98,54 0,50 15,51 61,44

Birourile  judecatorilor din cadrul judecatoriilor

Nr. total birouri 

judecatori

Suprafata totala 

birouri 

judecatori (mp)

Tribunale

Suprafata birourilor judecatorilor (mp) Suprafata alocata pentru un judecator in cadrul 

birourilor judecatorilor (mp/judecator)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Tribunalul Valcea 8 285,70 13,00 35,71 96,00 5,20 14,71 48,00

Tribunalul Satu Mare 12 416,32 21,80 34,69 46,50 12,61 23,82 38,50

Tribunalul Dolj 9 287,77 19,04 31,97 46,50 3,17 9,66 46,50

Tribunalul Cluj 15 472,80 13,15 31,52 42,74 8,13 17,83 42,74

Tribunalul Olt 18 556,50 17,63 30,92 122,40 8,82 29,18 122,40

Tribunalul Bihor 15 443,52 12,76 29,57 49,98 9,55 20,51 49,98

Tribunalul Vaslui 14 399,00 16,00 28,50 50,00 12,50 25,79 50,00

Tribunalul Hunedoara 22 609,86 14,40 27,72 58,20 14,10 21,84 58,20

Tribunalul Giurgiu 11 299,00 20,00 27,18 57,00 10,00 23,27 57,00

Tribunalul Brasov 13 323,35 12,83 24,87 39,99 4,28 11,22 32,86

Tribunalul Calarasi 14 341,00 21,00 24,36 41,00 10,50 17,61 41,00

Tribunalul Vrancea 9 215,80 12,30 23,98 43,40 6,15 13,56 26,60

Tribunalul Mures 8 190,00 12,00 23,75 30,00 6,00 10,38 30,00

Tribunalul Mehedinti 7 162,51 16,77 23,22 39,17 5,63 12,02 20,06

Tribunalul Constanta 20 438,90 9,20 21,95 35,00 5,67 11,92 35,00

Tribunalul Salaj 8 174,85 16,90 21,86 32,50 8,45 17,28 32,50

Tribunalul Prahova 4 86,75 16,42 21,69 30,00 4,47 9,17 18,00

Tribunalul Maramures 18 388,92 13,33 21,61 61,44 6,67 16,74 61,44

Tribunalul Suceava 16 343,90 10,40 21,49 34,60 5,20 12,64 34,60

Tribunalul Bacau 16 331,57 10,62 20,72 37,90 5,16 12,70 37,90

Tribunalul Tulcea 5 102,09 13,00 20,42 25,81 6,25 11,46 25,81

Tribunalul Timis 28 564,67 9,25 20,17 47,68 6,63 16,40 47,68

Tribunalul Iasi 22 417,85 12,00 18,99 37,00 6,08 8,66 37,00

Tribunalul Galati 16 300,95 14,10 18,81 38,80 6,40 12,21 38,80

Tribunalul Botosani 24 445,00 11,00 18,54 38,40 11,00 18,54 38,40

Tribunalul Ialomita 10 184,83 14,20 18,48 32,65 5,23 13,83 32,65

Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud 20 365,50 13,50 18,28 40,20 13,50 18,28 40,20

Tribunalul Arad 27 466,30 8,40 17,27 40,15 8,40 16,18 40,15

Tribunalul Bucuresti 76 1.289,43 5,74 16,97 40,95 4,48 9,26 19,94

Tribunalul Teleorman 15 252,62 7,00 16,84 31,68 7,00 13,03 31,68

Tribunalul Buzau 12 202,00 8,00 16,83 23,00 4,20 8,31 22,00

Tribunalul Alba 14 224,20 13,30 16,01 27,20 4,77 9,41 27,20

Tribunalul Gorj 24 379,96 10,28 15,83 36,85 5,14 8,66 36,85

Tribunalul Braila 14 218,50 12,00 15,61 24,50 3,25 11,20 24,50

Tribunalul Covasna 8 118,08 10,45 14,76 18,80 3,72 10,00 18,80

Tribunalul Harghita 15 208,50 11,60 13,90 26,00 11,60 13,90 26,00

Tribunalul Caras-Severin 18 241,92 8,60 13,44 34,25 7,98 13,00 34,25

Tribunalul Arges 16 187,62 4,53 11,73 15,12 2,27 6,58 12,07

Tribunalul Sibiu 21 582,92

Tribunalul Neamt 13 303,00

Tribunalul pentru Minori si Familie 3 60,32

Tribunalul Dambovita 26 564,02

TOTAL 621 12.938,04 4,53 21,85 122,40 2,27 14,49 122,40

Suprafata alocata pentru un judecator in 

cadrul birourilor judecatorilor (mp/judecator)

Birourile  judecatorilor din cadrul tribunalelor

Tribunale
Nr. total birouri 

judecatori

Suprafata totala 

birouri 

judecatori (mp)

Suprafata birourilor judecatorilor (mp)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia 12 360,00 24,20 30,00 34,60 7,56 10,90 32,67

Curtea de Apel Bacau 13 274,58 13,00 21,12 37,90 5,16 12,55 37,90

Curtea de Apel Brasov 12 278,70 12,00 23,23 43,70 6,00 9,41 18,00

Curtea de Apel Bucuresti 77 1.995,95 15,40 25,92 46,50 6,83 14,41 46,50

Curtea de Apel Cluj 22 874,05 13,80 39,73 56,54 13,80 25,72 46,94

Curtea de Apel Constanta 14 305,10 17,00 21,79 28,00 5,67 12,37 23,20

Curtea de Apel Craiova 13 330,63 9,00 25,43 40,70 2,60 5,79 21,70

Curtea de Apel Galati 21 329,05 9,85 15,67 24,00 6,00 9,55 24,00

Curtea de Apel Iasi 18 355,65 18,25 19,76 37,00 6,08 10,49 37,00

Curtea de Apel Oradea 15 433,42 17,56 28,89 36,70 11,81 16,86 36,70

Curtea de Apel Pitesti 4 152,00 9,00 38,00 67,00 3,00 8,20 18,00

Curtea de Apel Ploiesti 6 123,00 18,00 20,50 23,00 4,40 4,94 5,75

Curtea de Apel Suceava 21 379,90 9,25 18,09 34,20 6,70 11,68 34,20

Curtea de Apel Targu Mures 17 391,95 12,20 23,06 34,80 7,25 17,18 34,80

Curtea de Apel Timisoara 34 810,23 13,12 23,83 71,75 8,18 19,83 71,75

TOTAL 299 7.394,21 9,00 25,00 71,75 2,60 12,66 71,75

Birourile  judecatorilor din cadrul curtilor de apel

Curti de Apel
Nr. total birouri 

judecatori

Suprafata totala 

birouri 

judecatori (mp)

Suprafata birourilor judecatorilor (mp) Suprafata alocata pentru un judecator in cadrul 

birourilor judecatorilor (mp/judecator)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Judecatoria Agnita 5               151,50             17,50         30,30         48,00         10,00         22,50         48,00         

Judecatoria Intorsura Buzaului 2               36,40                17,60         18,20         18,80         8,80            9,10            9,40            

Judecatoria Bozovici 3               65,22                11,00         21,74         30,30         11,00         12,70         15,15         

Judecatoria Somcuta Mare 4               107,88             19,04         26,97         39,00         19,04         22,10         30,60         

Judecatoria Faget 5               150,00             20,00         30,00         40,00         20,00         30,00         40,00         

Judecatoria Murgeni 5               90,00                14,00         18,00         31,00         7,00            13,50         15,50         

Judecatoria Insuratei 5               56,61                7,32            11,32         16,95         7,32            9,63            13,91         

Judecatoria Moldova Noua 4               63,90                14,25         15,98         21,15         7,05            8,89            14,25         

Judecatoria Podu Turcului 3               64,51                17,76         21,50         25,50         8,50            9,34            10,63         

Judecatoria Gurahont 3               45,50                8,00            15,17         20,00         8,00            11,83         17,50         

Judecatoria Harsova 4               54,90                9,60            13,73         15,30         7,45            9,95            15,10         

Judecatoria Jibou 4               66,86                13,74         16,72         24,37         12,19         13,67         14,40         

Judecatoria Saliste 2               48,00                18,00         24,00         30,00         6,00            7,50            9,00            

Judecatoria Dragomiresti 3               45,00                11,00         15,00         20,00         6,67            8,22            11,00         

Judecatoria Raducaneni 4               76,65                17,25         19,16         21,50         7,17            8,69            9,50            

Judecatoria Macin 4               48,00                9,00            12,00         15,00         4,50            7,13            9,00            

Judecatoria Faurei 4               68,50                12,00         17,13         26,50         4,00            8,83            15,00         

Judecatoria Baia de Arama 3               54,89                12,32         18,30         25,76         6,44            9,06            12,32         

Judecatoria Rupea 4               83,53                17,25         20,88         24,94         11,10         14,99         19,14         

Judecatoria Targu Lapus 3               52,44                17,48         17,48         17,48         5,83            7,77            8,74            

Judecatoria Orsova 3               30,57                8,00            10,19         14,57         3,64            6,55            8,00            

Judecatoria Babadag 8               171,40             13,60         21,43         37,80         7,10            16,52         21,00         

Judecatoria Balcesti 6               92,63                8,00            15,44         23,46         5,33            7,40            11,73         

Judecatoria Avrig 3               53,00                17,00         17,67         18,00         9,00            14,67         18,00         

Judecatoria Blaj 4               81,12                12,95         20,28         30,95         6,48            8,85            10,81         

Judecatoria Tarnaveni 4               53,00                11,00         13,25         17,00         7,00            11,50         17,00         

Judecatoria Pogoanele 4               54,00                7,00            13,50         18,00         5,50            9,88            18,00         

Judecatoria Buhusi 3               47,57                8,06            15,86         26,77         4,03            5,70            6,69            

Judecatoria Hateg 4               50,38                9,51            12,60         18,15         4,76            6,82            10,24         

Judecatoria Orastie 4               95,75                15,75         23,94         36,00         12,00         14,94         20,00         

Judecatoria Deta 4               54,94                10,44         13,74         16,34         5,22            10,84         16,34         

Judecatoria Filiasi 3               52,92                13,72         17,64         24,50         4,90            8,25            13,72         

Judecatoria Lehliu Gara 5               64,00                9,00            12,80         19,00         4,00            7,07            12,00         

Judecatoria Chisineu Cris 3               37,30                9,40            12,43         18,50         4,63            7,81            9,40            

Judecatoria Ludus 6               84,00                10,00         14,00         18,00         9,00            12,50         17,00         

Judecatoria Oravita 6               141,71             17,32         23,62         28,32         9,01            16,14         24,99         

Judecatoria Lipova 4               75,00                15,00         18,75         28,00         14,00         15,25         16,00         

Judecatoria Targu Bujor 4               60,50                14,00         15,13         17,20         5,73            8,60            14,00         

Judecatoria Toplita 9               88,90                7,20            9,88            17,20         7,20            8,98            17,20         

Judecatoria Huedin 5               35,00                5,00            7,00            8,00            3,00            4,80            8,00            

Judecatoria Topoloveni 4               50,62                10,70         12,66         14,95         2,16            5,96            10,70         

Judecatoria Liesti 10            155,00             15,00         15,50         20,00         15,00         15,83         20,00         

Judecatoria Saveni 5               102,97             14,90         20,59         28,96         9,65            13,57         15,15         

Judecatoria Harlau 4               66,59                12,60         16,65         23,04         4,50            5,76            6,48            

Judecatoria Darabani 4               67,00                9,50            16,75         22,00         9,50            16,75         22,00         

Judecatoria Brad 4               93,00                20,00         23,25         25,00         11,50         17,25         25,00         

Judecatoria Brezoi 6               100,00             8,00            16,67         25,00         8,00            16,67         25,00         

Judecatoria Gheorgheni 6               75,70                7,90            12,62         23,40         5,97            8,68            11,70         

Judecatoria Videle 5               88,78                15,00         17,76         22,00         7,75            10,38         15,00         

Judecatoria Targu Secuiesc 3               50,00                12,50         16,67         20,00         4,38            7,29            12,50         

Judecatoria Corabia 4               60,17                9,27            15,04         18,27         4,64            6,00            7,19            

Judecatoria Salonta 8               137,00             15,00         17,13         18,00         15,00         17,17         18,00         

Judecatoria Sinaia 7               69,80                4,40            9,97            16,95         2,20            6,40            10,85         

Judecatoria Sannicolau Mare 7               140,23             8,80            20,03         29,40         8,80            15,88         22,55         

Judecatoria Patarlagele 5               95,00                16,00         19,00         23,00         8,00            9,50            11,50         

Judecatoria Segarcea 6               130,00             14,00         21,67         30,00         7,00            14,00         24,00         

Judecatoria Costesti 4               47,25                9,25            11,81         14,00         2,80            3,98            5,00            

Judecatoria Simleu Silvaniei 3               74,82                10,52         24,94         34,30         10,00         10,65         11,43         

Judecatoria Negresti Oas 6               70,49                11,40         11,75         12,65         3,94            8,54            12,65         

Judecatoria Beclean 4               73,08                10,10         18,27         24,00         6,29            11,12         20,10         

Judecatoria Panciu 5               119,92             12,80         23,98         31,36         6,40            16,30         31,36         

Judecatoria Adjud 4               47,80                6,50            11,95         20,00         4,60            6,32            7,50            

Judecatoria Husi 5               83,00                10,00         16,60         24,00         5,00            8,70            12,00         

Judecatoria Novaci 8               141,45             12,19         17,68         24,84         7,38            14,06         18,70         

Judecatoria Campeni 20            405,64             15,69         20,28         22,85         11,21         16,89         22,38         

Judecatoria Calafat 7               107,43             8,58            15,35         19,58         5,32            11,79         19,58         

Judecatoria Zimnicea 4               67,20                16,80         16,80         16,80         8,40            12,60         16,80         

Judecatoria Pucioasa 5               62,90                10,15         12,58         16,50         5,50            8,73            14,25         

Judecatoria Mizil 3               41,26                10,25         13,75         17,01         3,40            5,72            10,25         

Judecatoria Bicaz 7               111,26             10,25         15,89         19,00         8,50            14,68         19,00         

Judecatoria Sebes 3               70,00                14,00         23,33         36,00         4,67            10,62         20,00         

Judecatoria Marghita 7               119,17             12,96         17,02         24,19         9,28            12,54         16,52         

Judecatoria Turnu Magurele 5               135,34             21,60         27,07         37,37         9,59            12,57         18,69         

Judecatoria Vatra Dornei 7               145,15             12,60         20,74         33,15         12,60         18,81         33,15         

Judecatoria Ineu 6               149,70             11,68         24,95         76,00         4,52            11,75         25,33         

Judecatoria Strehaia 6               122,72             11,47         20,45         33,50         3,82            9,69            20,00         

Judecatoria Beius 5               135,96             19,25         27,19         37,17         6,79            12,30         19,25         

Judecatoria Horezu 5               67,20                10,56         13,44         16,70         3,22            7,39            16,70         

Judecatoria Bals 5               81,26                13,65         16,25         20,34         6,01            9,05            15,21         

Judecatoria Ramnicu Sarat 5               100,00             20,00         20,00         20,00         10,00         12,00         20,00         

Judecatoria Gura Humorului 6               105,00             7,00            17,50         21,00         7,00            14,17         20,00         

Judecatoria Curtea de Arges 11            126,00             6,00            11,45         30,00         6,00            9,00            15,00         

Judecatoria Moreni 8               178,10             12,00         22,26         42,80         12,00         15,96         21,40         

Judecatoria Rosiorii de Vede 7               181,00             15,00         25,86         50,00         7,50            11,45         15,00         

Judecatoria Bailesti 6               117,04             13,20         19,51         21,76         10,88         12,25         16,80         

Judecatoria Viseu de Sus 7               116,02             9,88            16,57         24,31         6,08            8,94            17,55         

Suprafata alocata pentru un grefier in 

cadrul birourilor grefierilor (mp/grefier)

Birourile grefieri din cadrul judecatoriilor

Judecatorii

Nr. total 

birouri 

grefieri

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

grefieri (mp)

Suprafata birourilor grefierilor (mp)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Judecatoria Alesd 3               55,00                15,00         18,33         20,00         5,00            10,00         20,00         

Judecatoria Dej 10            220,00             10,00         22,00         30,00         10,00         14,50         30,00         

Judecatoria Fetesti 8               97,27                8,61            12,16         19,84         5,20            7,75            16,17         

Judecatoria Nasaud 16            280,50             12,70         17,53         23,50         9,20            13,49         20,00         

Judecatoria Vanju Mare 5               67,50                4,50            13,50         17,00         4,00            4,83            5,67            

Judecatoria Sighisoara 4               107,00             21,00         26,75         36,00         7,00            9,21            12,50         

Judecatoria Odorheiu Secuiesc 8               96,00                6,10            12,00         21,20         3,05            7,04            10,60         

Judecatoria Gaesti 7               123,52             12,03         17,65         30,80         4,40            9,00            17,16         

Judecatoria Medias 5               223,12             44,60         44,62         44,64         8,92            9,82            11,16         

Judecatoria Valenii de Munte 5               124,84             15,71         24,97         32,66         5,24            10,47         17,63         

Judecatoria Campulung Moldovenesc 4               91,00                20,00         22,75         27,00         5,50            7,96            10,00         

Judecatoria Oltenita 12            186,00             12,00         15,50         19,00         6,00            9,55            12,00         

Judecatoria Lugoj 10            251,00             14,00         25,10         42,00         9,00            14,27         21,00         

Judecatoria Gherla 4               113,00             19,00         28,25         36,00         6,33            9,42            12,00         

Judecatoria Urziceni 8               48,00                2,20            6,00            11,50         2,20            2,87            4,50            

Judecatoria Zarnesti 4               90,00                18,00         22,50         26,00         6,50            12,75         20,00         

Judecatoria Dorohoi 8               142,82             7,50            17,85         30,60         6,41            10,33         16,10         

Judecatoria Carei 5               79,00                10,00         15,80         25,00         6,25            10,65         17,00         

Judecatoria Targu Neamt 3               47,00                7,00            15,67         21,00         4,20            5,32            7,00            

Judecatoria Racari 5               58,94                9,60            11,79         15,48         4,80            6,71            13,34         

Judecatoria Campulung 6               108,00             15,00         18,00         20,00         3,60            6,27            15,00         

Judecatoria Sighetu Marmatiei 5               104,20             13,50         20,84         28,35         5,44            7,24            9,34            

Judecatoria Caransebes 9               251,00             18,00         27,89         49,00         9,00            16,65         24,00         

Judecatoria Falticeni 5               109,86             13,57         21,97         32,94         5,62            8,21            13,57         

Judecatoria Reghin 3               110,00             30,00         36,67         48,00         8,00            8,67            10,00         

Judecatoria Fagaras 6               68,05                5,50            11,34         19,70         2,75            5,40            10,00         

Judecatoria Aiud 4               93,62                17,40         23,41         38,40         4,73            9,03            17,40         

Judecatoria Motru 4               65,77                13,47         16,44         21,39         4,28            5,53            6,74            

Judecatoria Bolintin Vale 5               102,16             13,55         20,43         33,56         6,78            9,77            14,65         

Judecatoria Dragasani 6               96,00                16,00         19,20         25,00         5,33            7,53            9,00            

Judecatoria Tecuci 8               167,86             11,69         20,98         29,45         5,06            10,57         17,67         

Judecatoria Mangalia 7               109,40             8,70            15,63         21,50         4,35            8,53            21,50         

Judecatoria Alexandria 4               48,00                12,00         12,00         12,00         4,00            4,00            4,00            

Judecatoria Pascani 14            181,41             5,99            12,96         17,79         4,92            8,74            16,97         

Judecatoria Miercurea Ciuc 9               120,30             7,80            13,37         20,50         5,50            7,27            10,25         

Judecatoria Hunedoara 5               84,30                12,00         16,86         23,50         4,32            6,02            12,00         

Judecatoria Sfantu Gheorghe 2               25,15                10,45         12,58         14,70         5,23            6,29            7,35            

Judecatoria Targu Carbunesti 8               112,50             12,00         14,06         18,00         5,00            9,44            18,00         

Judecatoria Moinesti 5               110,75             14,77         22,15         34,24         4,20            7,95            14,49         

Judecatoria Calarasi 14            294,00             21,00         21,00         21,00         10,50         12,75         21,00         

Judecatoria Barlad 12            216,00             11,00         18,00         25,00         5,50            9,49            18,00         

Judecatoria Roman 6               131,00             12,00         21,83         40,00         6,00            8,08            10,00         

Judecatoria Caracal 10            210,00             12,00         21,00         41,00         6,00            11,02         18,00         

Judecatoria Slobozia 8               165,05             11,55         20,63         44,00         3,85            8,57            18,75         

Judecatoria Resita 9               154,04             10,37         17,12         41,65         5,19            8,75            20,83         

Judecatoria Cornetu 3               51,30                14,10         17,10         18,60         4,65            5,45            7,05            

Judecatoria Medgidia 7               119,00             17,00         17,00         17,00         5,67            7,29            17,00         

Judecatoria Campina 7               99,34                7,10            14,19         21,60         3,55            7,62            21,60         

Judecatoria Zalau 9               166,85             14,90         18,54         21,60         5,13            8,83            16,95         

Judecatoria Onesti 8               122,50             10,00         15,31         17,50         3,75            6,56            17,50         

Judecatoria Radauti 10            236,13             12,75         23,61         29,58         9,35            15,72         29,58         

Judecatoria Turda 4               139,00             25,00         34,75         64,00         5,00            6,38            8,00            

Judecatoria Vaslui 9               243,00             16,00         27,00         45,00         6,50            8,71            11,50         

Judecatoria Tulcea 5               68,30                3,00            13,66         20,00         1,50            3,50            5,27            

Judecatoria Buftea 8               155,00             10,10         19,38         22,60         4,52            6,25            10,10         

Judecatoria Alba 8               110,66             9,50            13,83         20,35         3,76            5,47            9,66            

Judecatoria Petrosani 8               198,30             12,50         24,79         30,50         6,30            9,38            14,00         

Judecatoria Targoviste 20            325,35             14,85         16,27         17,20         4,30            12,30         17,00         

Judecatoria Deva 4               74,34                13,73         18,59         30,55         13,73         14,77         16,01         

Judecatoria Piatra Neamt 10            132,00             12,00         13,20         20,00         3,00            5,40            16,00         

Judecatoria Suceava 14            319,42             10,37         22,82         33,60         5,19            8,25            11,20         

Judecatoria Bistrita 14            240,30             13,50         17,16         22,10         5,47            8,30            16,40         

Judecatoria Slatina 10            142,46             7,56            14,25         26,52         3,78            4,61            6,00            

Judecatoria Satu Mare 14            338,16             8,20            24,15         42,16         5,78            13,03         23,70         

Judecatoria Buzau 6               108,00             12,00         18,00         23,00         2,80            3,68            4,33            

Judecatoria Baia Mare 15            230,06             10,48         15,34         20,48         5,12            6,42            6,83            

Judecatoria Giurgiu 10            342,50             22,00         34,25         90,50         7,33            14,59         29,00         

Judecatoria Braila 12            275,00             12,00         22,92         100,00      3,00            8,23            16,67         

Judecatoria Drobeta Tr Severin 8               147,90             11,00         18,49         25,50         3,67            5,12            8,38            

Judecatoria Ramnicu Valcea 11            219,75             15,90         19,98         25,50         6,07            7,63            8,50            

Judecatoria Focsani 11            290,00             13,00         26,36         38,00         6,50            9,78            16,70         

Judecatoria Sibiu 10            286,00             15,80         28,60         72,71         4,99            10,15         18,35         

Judecatoria Botosani 10            192,35             10,20         19,24         32,35         4,50            6,35            10,85         

Judecatoria Targu Jiu 15            208,30             6,00            13,89         23,00         4,20            5,53            7,67            

Judecatoria Targu Mures 11            253,00             14,00         23,00         36,00         4,67            8,56            16,00         

Judecatoria Arad 17            417,27             8,40            24,55         39,40         4,08            8,49            14,18         

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 5 15            512,20             20,00         34,15         67,00         5,98            12,15         25,90         

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 6 14            233,80             10,80         16,70         24,70         5,30            6,40            10,80         

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 4 15            291,97             17,10         19,46         22,50         3,21            5,52            8,55            

Judecatoria Pitesti 11            217,22             15,12         19,75         38,12         2,52            5,17            10,35         

Judecatoria Oradea 13            353,42             14,90         27,19         34,22         6,61            11,58         29,35         

Judecatoria Bacau 10            192,86             4,00            19,29         37,00         4,00            5,97            12,11         

Judecatoria Ploiesti 8               154,34             9,08            19,29         32,94         2,56            4,44            9,08            

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 2 17            316,52             7,94            18,62         55,11         4,57            6,56            11,40         

Judecatoria Galati 14            272,23             14,00         19,45         28,50         3,65            6,46            14,10         

Judecatoria Brasov 13            273,25             10,00         21,02         30,50         3,33            6,50            19,35         

Bucuresti -Judecatoria Sector 3 23            352,00             11,20         15,30         20,50         5,03            7,82            14,10         

Judecatoria Cluj Napoca 12            351,17             17,06         29,26         47,88         5,40            10,27         28,56         

Judecatoria Timisoara 27            756,30             5,20            28,01         47,94         5,20            12,70         27,66         

Judecatoria Craiova 14            177,50             6,00            12,68         42,00         2,00            2,78            6,25            

Judecatoria Iasi 25            440,06             6,40            17,60         61,71         2,42            6,34            16,50         

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 1 20            377,51             13,20         18,88         22,75         3,70            7,00            14,20         

Judecatoria Constanta 24            542,50             13,80         22,60         45,40         4,23            10,61         26,70         

TOTAL 1.329    25.545,32     2,20            18,86         100,00      1,50            9,79            48,00         

Suprafata alocata pentru un grefier in 

cadrul birourilor grefierilor (mp/grefier)

Birourile grefieri din cadrul judecatoriilor

Judecatorii

Nr. total 

birouri 

grefieri

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

grefieri (mp)

Suprafata birourilor grefierilor (mp)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Tribunalul Alba 9               153,81             13,96         17,09         21,20         4,65            6,20            14,45         

Tribunalul Hunedoara 20            494,57             12,00         24,73         46,10         7,68            14,12         34,29         

Tribunalul Sibiu 17            360,33             17,41         24,02         37,17         4,35            10,94         19,97         

Tribunalul Bacau 12            209,85             9,00            17,49         24,75         4,50            7,15            17,85         

Tribunalul Neamt 11            190,00             11,00         17,27         26,00         4,33            7,42            15,00         

Tribunalul Brasov 13            270,01             14,70         20,77         31,27         3,82            6,17            9,00            

Tribunalul Covasna 6               103,22             11,04         17,20         31,74         4,65            5,96            7,94            

Tribunalul pentru Minori si Familie 2               45,58                15,90         22,79         29,68         5,30            7,60            9,89            

Tribunalul Bucuresti 78            1.735,87        7,20            22,25         55,71         4,46            10,11         27,56         

Tribunalul Calarasi 16            358,00             21,00         22,38         40,00         10,00         13,28         24,00         

Tribunalul Ialomita 8               145,50             13,92         18,19         29,04         4,48            5,95            8,95            

Tribunalul Giurgiu 12            329,00             22,00         27,42         48,00         11,00         18,13         29,00         

Tribunalul Teleorman 8               130,10             9,30            16,26         22,04         4,73            7,12            9,30            

Tribunalul Cluj 18            486,96             14,11         27,05         42,10         4,56            13,79         40,95         

Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud 14            322,60             10,80         23,04         117,00      3,60            15,13         117,00      

Tribunalul Salaj 7               126,70             16,20         18,10         24,90         5,63            8,55            16,20         

Tribunalul Maramures 14            243,13             12,50         17,37         35,64         4,17            9,48            35,64         

Tribunalul Constanta 14            333,10             10,40         23,79         52,50         4,48            7,35            11,50         

Tribunalul Tulcea 5               72,40                6,30            14,48         22,20         2,10            3,36            5,55            

Tribunalul Dolj 12            398,69             9,35            33,22         76,03         2,20            6,49            12,00         

Tribunalul Gorj 16            249,43             9,50            15,59         25,84         4,53            5,79            8,61            

Tribunalul Mehedinti 5               113,40             17,98         22,68         27,09         4,50            6,05            7,60            

Tribunalul Olt 17            393,53             9,25            23,15         54,00         9,25            10,30         13,99         

Tribunalul Galati 8               149,70             12,85         18,71         24,40         3,21            5,50            8,13            

Tribunalul Braila 8               172,00             12,00         21,50         39,00         4,00            7,25            13,00         

Tribunalul Vrancea 6               118,70             12,70         19,78         25,50         5,67            7,40            8,50            

Tribunalul Iasi 21            397,25             18,25         18,92         20,35         4,56            7,07            18,25         

Tribunalul Vaslui 15            301,00             12,00         20,07         48,00         8,50            14,60         24,00         

Tribunalul Bihor 17            371,48             7,00            21,85         34,00         7,00            12,79         28,49         

Tribunalul Satu Mare 12            319,81             16,20         26,65         42,63         5,50            13,51         17,98         

Tribunalul Arges 15            173,78             4,36            11,59         15,67         2,17            4,60            12,07         

Tribunalul Valcea 6               126,50             12,00         21,08         30,00         4,17            6,08            7,67            

Tribunalul Prahova 8               104,91             7,10            13,11         20,25         2,69            5,05            11,20         

Tribunalul Buzau 9               117,00             8,00            13,00         20,00         2,60            4,16            8,50            

Tribunalul Dambovita 27            465,12             17,18         17,23         17,36         8,59            8,59            8,59            

Tribunalul Suceava 17            447,20             10,50         26,31         51,90         5,25            9,60            16,15         

Tribunalul Botosani 11            197,10             9,20            17,92         33,00         6,33            7,52            9,20            

Tribunalul Mures 7               152,00             11,00         21,71         36,00         5,50            7,43            9,00            

Tribunalul Harghita 14            194,90             7,60            13,92         21,80         5,87            7,10            10,90         

Tribunalul Timis 24            507,47             10,40         21,14         37,68         7,51            13,35         26,35         

Tribunalul Arad 16            535,20             9,00            33,45         81,56         7,43            14,67         40,78         

Tribunalul Caras-Severin 13            243,79             9,50            18,75         43,65         3,53            7,43            20,60         

TOTAL 588         12.360,69     4,36            20,55         117,00      2,10            8,81            117,00      

Birourile grefieri din cadrul tribunalelor

Tribunale

Nr. total 

birouri 

grefieri

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

grefieri (mp)

Suprafata birourilor grefierilor (mp)
Suprafata alocata pentru un grefier in 

cadrul birourilor grefierilor (mp/grefier)
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia 9               180,43             9,56            20,05         28,33         3,39            9,43            25,20         

Curtea de Apel Bacau 7               135,52             16,00         19,36         20,64         5,16            5,47            6,88            

Curtea de Apel Brasov 11            233,70             10,40         21,25         34,70         7,00            9,14            12,00         

Curtea de Apel Bucuresti 61            2.006,19        16,10         32,89         74,00         4,46            11,08         38,60         

Curtea de Apel Cluj 16            426,75             10,57         26,67         56,50         5,29            7,28            10,80         

Curtea de Apel Constanta 8               205,90             13,00         25,74         42,50         5,44            9,26            16,25         

Curtea de Apel Craiova 13            258,90             6,90            19,92         37,80         2,30            3,22            4,03            

Curtea de Apel Galati 12            212,90             12,85         17,74         29,20         4,67            7,08            16,10         

Curtea de Apel Iasi 13            250,28             14,53         19,25         20,35         5,09            6,06            9,13            

Curtea de Apel Oradea 23            425,33             11,20         18,49         25,03         8,30            15,01         22,00         

Curtea de Apel Pitesti 4               93,00                7,00            23,25         43,00         2,33            3,34            3,91            

Curtea de Apel Ploiesti 4               93,00                22,00         23,25         27,00         3,86            4,81            5,50            

Curtea de Apel Suceava 13            299,82             12,82         23,06         31,01         5,17            8,39            17,40         

Curtea de Apel Targu Mures 13            301,46             7,00            23,19         35,00         6,00            11,38         17,50         

Curtea de Apel Timisoara 21            611,73             9,75            29,13         53,75         8,58            14,49         24,57         

TOTAL 228         5.734,91        6,90 22,88 74,00 2,30 8,36 38,60

Birourile grefieri din cadrul curtilor de apel

Curti de apel

Nr. total 

birouri 

grefieri

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

grefieri (mp)

Suprafata birourilor grefierilor (mp)
Suprafata alocata pentru un grefier in 

cadrul birourilor grefierilor (mp/grefier)
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Parchete de pe lângă judecătorii
Nr. birouri 

procurori

Suprafață totala 

biroruri procurori mp)

Suprafata 

minima

Suprafata 

medie

Suprafata 

maxima Minima Medie Maxima

Judecatoria Bozovici 3                 61,00                               18,00            20,33            25,00            18,00            21,50            25,00            

Judecatoria Somcuta Mare 2                 40,00                               20,00            20,00            20,00            20,00            20,00            20,00            

Judecatoria Saliste 3                 84,00                               20,00            28,00            33,00            20,00            28,00            33,00            

Judecatoria Intorsura Buzaului 3                 57,35                               16,08            19,12            21,16            16,08            19,12            21,16            

Judecatoria Gurahont 5                 61,00                               9,00               12,20            15,00            9,00               12,00            15,00            

Judecatoria Baia de Arama 2                 49,15                               16,52            24,58            32,63            8,26               20,45            32,63            

Judecatoria Dragomiresti 2                 42,00                               21,00            21,00            21,00            21,00            21,00            21,00            

Judecatoria Moldova Noua 2                 32,00                               12,00            16,00            20,00            12,00            16,00            20,00            

Judecatoria Agnita 3                 40,00                               11,00            13,33            18,00            11,00            13,33            18,00            

Judecatoria Targu Lapus 2                 31,00                               12,00            15,50            19,00            6,00               12,50            19,00            

Judecatoria Faget 3                 73,95                               22,95            24,65            26,80            22,95            24,65            26,80            

Judecatoria Orsova 2                 29,50                               10,30            14,75            19,20            10,30            14,75            19,20            

Judecatoria Darabani 3                 52,00                               11,00            17,33            30,00            30,00            30,00            30,00            

Judecatoria Chisineu Cris 3                 38,00                               11,00            12,67            14,00            11,00            12,67            14,00            

Judecatoria Hateg 2                 54,31                               26,63            27,16            27,68            13,32            20,50            27,68            

Judecatoria Avrig 3                 57,00                               16,00            19,00            25,00            16,00            19,00            25,00            

Judecatoria Orastie 3                 72,39                               21,35            24,13            26,61            21,35            24,13            26,61            

Judecatoria Ineu 5                 93,00                               16,00            18,60            24,00            17,00            20,33            24,00            

Judecatoria Macin 3                 44,28                               12,25            14,76            19,53            12,25            14,76            19,53            

Judecatoria Beclean 2                 50,00                               23,00            25,00            27,00            23,00            23,00            23,00            

Judecatoria Lipova 3                 76,00                               17,00            25,33            32,00            27,00            29,50            32,00            

Judecatoria Podu Turcului

Judecatoria Murgeni 4                 67,05                               12,55            16,76            25,00            12,50            13,64            15,25            

Judecatoria Bicaz

Judecatoria Rupea 2                 45,00                               20,00            22,50            25,00            10,00            17,50            25,00            

Judecatoria Buhusi

Judecatoria Deta 4                 75,17                               13,67            18,79            23,87            13,67            18,79            23,87            

Judecatoria Alesd 3                 75,71                               19,81            25,24            28,59            19,81            25,24            28,59            

Judecatoria Jibou 5                 99,00                               16,00            19,80            27,00            17,00            22,33            27,00            

Judecatoria Harsova 5                 86,13                               17,15            17,23            17,43            17,25            17,34            17,43            

Judecatoria Oravita 4                 67,00                               15,00            16,75            22,00            15,00            18,50            22,00            

Judecatoria Toplita 3                 91,45                               20,70            30,48            49,50            20,70            30,48            49,50            

Judecatoria Brad 3                 73,36                               22,14            24,45            26,52            22,14            24,45            26,52            

Judecatoria Mizil 5                 110,00                            20,00            22,00            30,00            20,00            22,00            30,00            

Judecatoria Liesti 3                 44,40                               10,50            14,80            21,80            10,50            14,80            21,80            

Judecatoria Negresti Oas 3                 51,75                               12,80            17,25            26,15            12,80            17,25            26,15            

Judecatoria Patarlagele 4                 75,18                               13,28            18,80            34,35            13,28            18,80            34,35            

Judecatoria Blaj 3                 80,20                               16,65            26,73            44,17            16,65            26,73            44,17            

Judecatoria Babadag 4                 76,76                               19,09            19,19            19,49            19,09            19,22            19,49            

Judecatoria Novaci 2                 41,00                               16,00            20,50            25,00            25,00            25,00            25,00            

Judecatoria Brezoi 3                 68,00                               15,00            22,67            32,00            15,00            22,67            32,00            

Judecatoria Huedin 2                 39,00                               19,00            19,50            20,00            19,00            19,50            20,00            

Judecatoria Pogoanele 3                 56,21                               16,64            18,74            22,93            16,64            18,74            22,93            

Judecatoria Saveni 2                 14,00                               3,00               7,00               11,00            3,00               7,00               11,00            

Judecatoria Bals 3                 60,90                               12,20            20,30            36,50            12,20            20,30            36,50            

Judecatoria Gheorgheni 3                 86,35                               21,01            28,78            43,25            21,01            28,78            43,25            

Judecatoria Segarcea 4                 71,82                               11,40            17,96            27,82            11,40            20,14            27,82            

Judecatoria Gura Humorului 4                 107,72                            17,37            26,93            35,55            17,37            26,93            35,55            

Judecatoria Adjud 3                 38,00                               12,00            12,67            14,00            14,00            14,00            14,00            

Judecatoria Zimnicea 3                 79,00                               19,04            26,33            40,56            19,04            26,33            40,56            

Judecatoria Topoloveni 4                 74,85                               14,20            18,71            22,65            14,20            17,40            20,60            

Judecatoria Salonta 4                 75,99                               14,72            19,00            29,97            14,72            19,00            29,97            

Judecatoria Filiasi 4                 69,56                               12,91            17,39            22,70            12,91            17,39            22,70            

Judecatoria Insuratei 4                 64,00                               16,00            16,00            16,00            16,00            16,00            16,00            

Judecatoria Panciu 4                 47,00                               10,00            11,75            17,00            10,00            12,33            17,00            

Judecatoria Calafat 3                 55,50                               13,70            18,50            21,80            21,80            21,80            21,80            

Judecatoria Campulung Moldovenesc 4                 90,52                               17,44            22,63            26,20            17,44            22,63            26,20            

Judecatoria Beius 4                 83,81                               19,95            20,95            22,23            19,95            20,95            22,23            

Judecatoria Vatra Dornei 3                 52,40                               16,30            17,47            19,50            16,30            17,47            19,50            

Judecatoria Moreni 3                 41,60                               12,80            13,87            16,00            12,80            13,87            16,00            

Judecatoria Dorohoi 6                 105,00                            11,00            17,50            22,00            18,00            20,00            22,00            

Judecatoria Sannicolau Mare 3                 111,15                            27,90            37,05            44,05            27,90            33,55            39,20            

Judecatoria Nasaud 4                 72,00                               15,00            18,00            27,00            27,00            27,00            27,00            

Judecatoria Fagaras 4                 79,39                               15,44            19,85            22,00            15,44            19,85            22,00            

Judecatoria Strehaia 3                 71,85                               13,65            23,95            38,60            13,65            23,95            38,60            

Judecatoria Tarnaveni 3                 44,94                               11,24            14,98            22,46            11,24            14,98            22,46            

Judecatoria Campeni 3                 34,73                               8,55               11,58            15,78            8,55               11,58            15,78            

Judecatoria Corabia 3                 57,75                               13,70            19,25            28,10            13,70            19,25            28,10            

Judecatoria Viseu de Sus 2                 35,00                               15,00            17,50            20,00            15,00            17,50            20,00            

Judecatoria Sinaia 4                 100,00                            20,00            25,00            35,00            20,00            25,00            35,00            

Judecatoria Targu Secuiesc 5                 125,11                            13,11            25,02            39,64            14,40            28,00            39,64            

Judecatoria Faurei 3                 44,60                               14,10            14,87            15,70            14,80            15,25            15,70            

Judecatoria Videle 3                 52,26                               13,20            17,42            21,20            13,20            17,42            21,20            

Judecatoria Costesti 3                 56,95                               12,00            18,98            32,20            12,00            12,38            12,75            

Judecatoria Zarnesti 5                 94,59                               15,56            18,92            26,06            15,56            19,21            26,06            

Judecatoria Dej 4                 115,00                            25,00            28,75            33,00            25,00            28,75            33,00            

Judecatoria Pucioasa 5                 92,80                               16,00            18,56            25,75            16,00            19,73            25,75            

Judecatoria Targu Neamt

Judecatoria Ludus 3                 58,09                               13,47            19,36            28,66            13,47            19,36            28,66            

Judecatoria Balcesti 3                 56,00                               16,00            18,67            24,00            16,00            16,00            16,00            

Judecatoria Tg.Bujor 3                 68,00                               18,00            22,67            32,00            18,00            22,67            32,00            

Judecatoria Marghita 3                 63,57                               19,84            21,19            22,49            19,84            21,19            22,49            

Judecatoria Bolintin Vale 3                 34,60                               10,00            11,53            12,60            10,00            11,53            12,60            

Judecatoria Bailesti 5                 113,80                            21,10            22,76            29,40            21,10            22,76            29,40            

Judecatoria Harlau 5                 21,20                               2,80               4,24               4,60               2,80               4,24               4,60               

Judecatoria Carei 3                 51,35                               14,60            17,12            20,25            14,60            17,12            20,25            

Judecatoria Simleu Silvaniei 4                 88,00                               18,00            22,00            30,00            20,00            25,00            30,00            

Judecatoria Curtea de Arges 3                 58,49                               13,02            19,50            27,26            18,21            22,74            27,26            

Judecatoria Sebes 3                 50,40                               12,96            16,80            23,04            12,96            16,80            23,04            

Judecatoria Odorheiu Secuiesc 3                 74,08                               16,93            24,69            35,50            16,93            24,69            35,50            

Suprafata birourilor (mp) Suprafata de care dispune un procuror (mp)

Birourile procurorilor



Sursa: Datele statistice referitoare la infrastructura colectate de la instante

 
Parchete de pe lângă judecătorii

Nr. birouri 

procurori

Suprafață totala 

biroruri procurori mp)

Suprafata 

minima

Suprafata 

medie

Suprafata 

maxima Minima Medie Maxima

Judecatoria Turnu Magurele 2                 26,42                               11,22            13,21            15,20            11,22            13,21            15,20            

Judecatoria Husi 4                 63,55                               9,27               15,89            24,72            9,27               15,89            24,72            

Judecatoria Ramnicu Sarat 6                 111,40                            14,55            18,57            29,20            14,55            18,57            29,20            

Judecatoria Motru 2                 37,99                               18,85            19,00            19,14            9,43               14,28            19,14            

Judecatoria Medias 4                 77,00                               12,00            19,25            30,00            10,00            16,75            30,00            

Judecatoria Dragasani 4                 113,00                            10,00            28,25            59,00            12,00            30,33            59,00            

Judecatoria Gherla 4                 114,00                            20,00            28,50            36,00            20,00            28,50            36,00            

Judecatoria Falticeni 3                 72,45                               19,35            24,15            30,15            19,35            24,15            30,15            

Judecatoria Vanju Mare 3                 63,94                               16,79            21,31            30,36            16,79            21,31            30,36            

Judecatoria Sighetu Marmatiei 4                 105,00                            13,00            26,25            39,00            13,00            26,25            39,00            

Judecatoria Campulung 7                 164,65                            16,40            23,52            49,70            16,40            24,73            49,70            

Judecatoria Raducaneni 3                 18,00                               4,90               6,00               6,55               4,90               6,00               6,55               

Judecatoria Aiud 5                 82,30                               10,20            16,46            28,70            13,60            19,80            28,70            

Judecatoria Lehliu Gara 3                 61,30                               14,20            20,43            32,90            14,20            20,43            32,90            

Judecatoria Lugoj 7                 141,66                            15,48            20,24            42,78            15,54            21,03            42,78            

Judecatoria Rosiorii de Vede 5                 81,36                               15,44            16,27            19,60            15,44            16,27            19,60            

Judecatoria Valenii de Munte 3                 85,00                               25,00            28,33            35,00            25,00            28,33            35,00            

Judecatoria Caransebes 4                 72,00                               15,00            18,00            21,00            10,00            15,50            21,00            

Judecatoria Sighisoara 5                 145,10                            21,60            29,02            35,70            21,60            29,02            35,70            

Judecatoria Gaesti 5                 72,00                               11,90            14,40            20,70            11,90            12,83            13,75            

Judecatoria Hunedoara 6                 92,59                               11,81            15,43            18,50            8,97               13,94            18,50            

Judecatoria Miercurea Ciuc 4                 68,05                               16,08            17,01            18,51            16,08            17,01            18,51            

Judecatoria Tecuci 6                 87,50                               10,10            14,58            17,50            10,10            14,40            17,50            

Judecatoria SF Gheorghe

Judecatoria Onesti

Judecatoria Moinesti

Judecatoria Fetesti 5                 85,55                               9,28               17,11            40,11            9,28               17,11            40,11            

Judecatoria Mangalia 5                 57,00                               6,00               11,40            15,00            6,00               11,40            15,00            

Judecatoria Radauti 6                 125,85                            20,85            20,98            21,00            20,85            20,98            21,00            

Judecatoria Caracal 4                 93,30                               19,30            23,33            26,30            9,65               18,15            26,30            

Judecatoria Zalau 5                 92,00                               16,00            18,40            26,00            16,00            18,40            26,00            

Judecatoria Targu Carbunesti 5                 84,09                               14,19            16,82            21,47            14,19            16,82            21,47            

Judecatoria Resita 6                 72,00                               12,00            12,00            12,00            12,00            12,00            12,00            

Judecatoria Alexandria 6                 137,52                            18,65            22,92            35,96            18,65            22,92            35,96            

Judecatoria Horezu 5                 81,00                               12,00            16,20            23,00            16,00            19,50            23,00            

Judecatoria Oltenita 5                 81,00                               12,50            16,20            20,50            12,50            16,20            20,50            

Judecatoria Turda 3                 73,00                               15,00            24,33            36,00            11,00            20,67            36,00            

Judecatoria Deva 9                 134,76                            10,67            14,97            30,08            10,67            14,97            30,08            

Judecatoria Reghin 3                 84,17                               21,80            28,06            32,00            10,90            19,09            30,37            

Judecatoria Medgidia 5                 64,00                               11,66            12,80            17,29            11,66            12,80            17,29            

Judecatoria Petrosani 10              222,25                            17,60            22,23            52,00            17,33            18,76            22,15            

Judecatoria Campina 5                 105,00                            20,00            21,00            25,00            6,67               18,33            25,00            

Judecatoria Roman

Judecatoria Slobozia 6                 90,30                               12,40            15,05            23,20            12,40            15,05            23,20            

Judecatoria Urziceni 7                 151,52                            17,34            21,65            32,13            17,34            21,96            32,13            

Judecatoria Bistrita 5                 102,00                            17,00            20,40            33,00            9,00               18,60            33,00            

Judecatoria Vaslui 5                 70,35                               11,20            14,07            18,00            5,60               11,82            18,00            

Judecatoria Calarasi 6                 103,30                            14,80            17,22            21,50            14,80            17,22            21,50            

Judecatoria Pascani 6                 142,88                            15,50            23,81            47,22            7,75               16,99            29,64            

Judecatoria Suceava 11              191,75                            14,05            17,43            30,15            14,05            17,43            30,15            

Judecatoria Alba 9                 133,97                            14,33            14,89            18,00            14,33            15,18            18,00            

Judecatoria Piatra Neamt

Judecatoria Drobeta Tr Severin 7                 113,02                            12,71            16,15            21,09            5,95               12,06            21,09            

Judecatoria Sibiu 9                 162,00                            14,00            18,00            39,00            5,33               16,04            39,00            

Judecatoria Focsani 6                 71,00                               10,00            11,83            20,00            10,00            11,83            20,00            

Judecatoria Tulcea 8                 141,26                            14,50            17,66            23,80            14,86            18,11            23,80            

Judecatoria Slatina 9                 120,41                            9,40               13,38            15,56            6,20               11,68            15,56            

Judecatoria Barlad 6                 115,65                            13,10            19,28            27,15            9,13               14,58            27,15            

Judecatoria Botosani 9                 156,00                            12,00            17,33            30,00            12,00            17,33            30,00            

Judecatoria Baia Mare 11              203,00                            13,00            18,45            35,00            13,00            18,45            35,00            

Judecatoria Braila 8                 105,30                            11,60            13,16            17,20            8,60               12,20            16,00            

Judecatoria Giurgiu 7                 140,75                            17,05            20,11            34,85            17,05            20,11            34,85            

Judecatoria Cornetu 4                 63,56                               10,56            15,89            19,82            4,56               7,06               10,56            

Judecatoria Targu Jiu 5                 87,69                               13,84            17,54            21,05            6,92               10,65            18,65            

Judecatoria Satu Mare 5                 96,32                               12,00            19,26            38,32            6,00               16,46            38,32            

Judecatoria Ramnicu Valcea 8                 107,00                            10,00            13,38            21,00            4,00               9,25               21,00            

Judecatoria Targoviste 6                 132,80                            16,10            22,13            36,50            10,10            17,41            21,50            

Judecatoria Buftea 9                 169,42                            12,00            18,82            23,20            6,88               13,69            23,20            

Judecatoria Buzau 9                 147,34                            11,08            16,37            34,48            8,13               15,47            34,48            

Judecatoria Arad 12              239,00                            13,00            19,92            33,00            10,33            17,03            33,00            

Judecatoria Galati 10              145,70                            9,60               14,57            19,10            6,23               15,44            19,10            

Judecatoria Bacau

Judecatoria Pitesti 10              183,15                            11,00            18,32            35,00            8,65               15,11            35,00            

Judecatoria Targu Mures 8                 133,77                            9,32               16,72            32,60            5,17               11,21            20,65            

Judecatoria Oradea 12              189,90                            10,18            15,83            35,20            5,15               14,26            35,20            

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 6 7                 188,79                            14,89            26,97            36,79            4,88               11,26            23,23            

Judecatoria Ploiesti 5                 138,00                            25,00            27,60            30,00            6,25               15,90            30,00            

Judecatoria Craiova 11              179,63                            9,62               16,33            24,60            5,47               11,66            24,60            

Judecatoria Constanta 5                 205,00                            41,00            41,00            41,00            8,20               9,84               10,25            

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 5 8                 166,86                            7,66               20,86            35,71            4,73               8,36               15,75            

Judecatoria Iasi 12              180,30                            5,00               15,03            27,80            3,83               8,55               27,80            

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 4 11              181,79                            11,43            16,53            28,98            3,01               8,97               17,43            

Judecatoria Timisoara 12              277,54                            16,27            23,13            36,69            8,14               16,43            34,61            

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 3 8                 221,86                            18,90            27,73            36,53            4,73               12,29            36,53            

Judecatoria Cluj Napoca 9                 195,00                            15,00            21,67            38,00            7,50               12,50            18,00            

Judecatoria Brasov 10              152,67                            11,00            15,27            28,67            4,33               8,60               28,67            

Judecatoria Racari

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 2 12              209,87                            6,99               17,49            34,50            2,29               8,62               20,31            

Bucuresti - Judecatoria Sector 1 9                 242,37                            18,90            26,93            36,33            4,73               8,11               16,25            

TOTAL 825           15.702,56                     2,80               19,39            59,00            2,29               18,02            59,00            

Suprafata birourilor (mp) Suprafata de care dispune un procuror (mp)

Birourile procurorilor
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Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Tribunalul Mures 5               98,55                14,75                19,71                32,70                5,27                   9,71                   14,75                

Tribunalul Harghita 4               107,32             17,88                26,83                38,67                17,88                26,83                38,67                

Tribunalul Bihor 6               170,13             19,40                28,36                45,40                8,91                   25,39                45,40                

Tribunalul Satu Mare 7               100,00             10,00                14,29                15,00                10,00                13,75                15,00                

Tribunalul Iasi 12            127,90             5,70                   10,66                30,00                4,00                   7,39                   30,00                

Tribunalul Vaslui 8               146,03             12,55                18,25                27,76                8,15                   15,67                27,76                

Tribunalul Dolj 13            202,86             10,30                15,60                26,05                7,15                   13,06                23,30                

Tribunalul Gorj 11            173,50             9,14                   15,77                25,50                9,14                   16,44                25,50                

Tribunalul Mehedinti 9               126,03             10,63                14,00                19,74                1,03                   12,74                19,74                

Tribunalul Olt 12            178,32             12,40                14,86                26,38                12,40                14,86                26,38                

Tribunalul Prahova 10            186,60             9,90                   18,66                30,00                5,75                   13,29                30,00                

Tribunalul Dambovita 11            210,02             11,30                19,09                26,50                4,30                   18,80                26,50                

Tribunalul Buzau 15            207,66             9,03                   13,84                31,51                9,03                   13,84                31,51                

Tribunalul Constanta 5               97,00                14,00                19,40                41,00                7,00                   8,33                   13,67                

Tribunalul Tulcea 10            162,59             14,00                16,26                26,41                5,08                   15,49                26,41                

Tribunalul Cluj 11            295,00             16,00                26,82                45,00                10,00                22,86                45,00                

Tribunalul Bistrita-Nasaud 7               178,00             13,00                25,43                44,00                13,00                23,21                44,00                

Tribunalul Salaj 9               179,00             16,00                19,89                33,00                16,00                20,25                33,00                

Tribunalul Maramures 9               152,00             13,00                16,89                35,00                13,00                16,89                35,00                

Tribunalul Bucuresti 27            571,93             5,36                   21,18                62,00                3,00                   11,82                42,42                

Tribunalul Calarasi 7               147,16             14,00                21,02                29,50                14,00                21,02                29,50                

Tribunalul Ialomita 9               192,70             14,60                21,41                30,80                14,60                21,41                30,80                

Tribunalul Giurgiu 4               89,30                17,05                22,33                34,85                17,05                22,33                34,85                

Tribunalul Teleorman 11            179,26             13,48                16,30                25,69                10,81                15,31                25,69                

Tribunalul Brasov 8               188,10             17,00                23,51                31,00                9,00                   17,29                27,00                

Tribunalul Pentru Minori si Familie 1               24,00                24,00                24,00                24,00                8,00                   8,00                   8,00                   

Tribunalul Covasna 10            192,64             13,42                19,26                33,63                13,42                21,50                33,63                

Tribunalul Bacau 8               127,28             15,91                15,91                15,91                15,91                15,91                15,91                

Tribunalul Neamt 9               163,53             18,17                18,17                18,17                18,17                18,17                18,17                

Tribunalul Alba 13            220,42             13,20                16,96                27,91                13,20                17,54                27,91                

Tribunalul Hunedoara 12            194,82             8,88                   16,24                46,99                8,88                   16,24                46,99                

Tribunalul Sibiu 11            259,50             16,00                23,59                40,00                8,67                   22,02                40,00                

Tribunalul Suceava 11            187,30             14,30                17,03                31,00                14,30                17,03                31,00                

Tribunalul Botosani 12            222,00             16,00                18,50                30,00                10,00                17,67                30,00                

Tribunalul Timis 13            319,76             17,48                24,60                40,03                10,01                21,29                40,03                

Tribunalul Arad 10            262,00             16,00                26,20                39,00                13,50                21,55                39,00                

Tribunalul Caras-Severin 11            192,00             12,00                17,45                28,00                12,00                17,14                28,00                

Tribunalul Arges 12            261,90             11,30                21,83                38,30                11,30                21,83                38,30                

Tribunalul Valcea 8               141,00             12,00                17,63                27,00                4,00                   14,04                27,00                

Tribunalul Galati 10            117,10             9,90                   11,71                19,10                5,75                   10,09                11,50                

Tribunalul Braila 11            180,30             11,80                16,39                24,30                11,80                16,13                24,30                

Tribunalul Vrancea 11            156,00             10,00                14,18                25,00                10,00                14,18                25,00                

TOTAL 413         7.688,51         5,36                   19,05                62,00                1,03                   16,87                46,99                

Birourile procurorilor din cadrul parchetelor de pe langa tribunale

Parchetele de pe langa tribunale
Nr. birouri 

procurori

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

procurori (mp)

Suprafata birourilor procurorilor (mp)
Suprafata alocata pentru un procuror in cadrul 

birourilor procurorilor (mp/procuror)

Minim Mediu Maxim Minim Mediu Maxim

Curtea de Apel Targu Mures                   6     230,00             22,00 38,33 53,00 11,00 24,72 46,00

Curtea de Apel Oradea                10     192,62             12,88 19,26 40,24 6,44 16,81 40,24

Curtea de Apel Iasi                   7     143,00             9,00 20,43 32,00 7,67 14,02 32,00

Curtea de Apel Craiova                12     257,39             11,52 21,45 39,76 3,88 19,68 39,76

Curtea de Apel Ploiesti                10     319,83             22,45 31,98 44,89 14,52 29,08 44,89

Curtea de Apel Constanta                16     297,76             14,00 18,61 38,76 14,00 18,61 38,76

Curtea de Apel Cluj                10     314,00             18,00 31,40 40,00 17,50 23,75 34,00

Curtea de Apel Bucuresti                25     549,23             7,54 21,97 50,76 5,31 12,49 42,78

Curtea de Apel Brasov                   8     192,34             19,27 24,04 31,48 7,52 16,42 31,48

Curtea de Apel Bacau                15     238,65             15,91 15,91 15,91

Curtea de Apel Alba Iulia                10     237,44             17,85 23,74 29,45 13,42 20,93 29,45

Curtea de Apel Suceava                11     209,00             16,00 19,00 34,00 16,00 19,30 34,00

Curtea de Apel Timisoara                12     424,65             18,99 35,39 80,83 9,50 32,42 80,83

Curtea de Apel Pitesti                11     224,30             11,10 20,39 42,00 11,10 20,39 42,00

Curtea de Apel Galati                12     167,00             11,00 13,92 24,00 6,50 12,83 24,00

TOTAL             175     3.997,21        7,54 23,72 80,83 3,88 20,10 80,83

Birourile procurorilor din cadrul parchetelor de pe langa curtile de apel

Parchetele de pe langa curtile de 

apel

Nr. birouri 

procurori

Suprafata 

totala birouri 

procurori (mp)

Suprafata birourilor procurorilor (mp)
Suprafata alocata pentru un procuror in cadrul 

birourilor procurorilor (mp/procuror)
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Annex 5 – LIST OF ENACTMENTS AND ABBREVIATIONS GLOSSARY 

No. Enactment Abbreviation 

1.  The Romanian Constitution, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.767 of October 31, 2003, as amended and 

supplemented by Law No.429/2003 on the revision of the Romanian 

Constitution. 

Constitution 

2.  The Civil Code of Romania, published in Brochure No.0 of July 26, 

1993, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Government 

Emergency Ordinance No.138/2000 for the amendment and 

supplementation of the Civil Procedure Code. 

CC 

3.  The Civil Code of Romania, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.511 of July 24, 2009. 

NCC 

4.  The Criminal Code of Romania, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.65 of April 16, 1997, as amended and supplemented 

inter alia by Government Emergency Ordinance No.198/2008 on the 

amendment and supplementation of the Criminal Code. 

CrC 

5.  The Criminal Code of Romania, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.510 of July 24, 2009. 

NCrC 

6.  The Civil Procedure Code of Romania, published in Brochure No.0 of 

July 26, 1993, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law 

No.177/2010 for the amendment and supplementation of Law 

No.47/1992 on the organization and operation of the Constitutional Court, 

the Civil Procedure Code and the Criminal Procedure Code of Romania. 

CPC 

7.  The Civil Procedure Code of Romania, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.485 of July 15, 2010. 

NCPC 

8.  The Criminal Procedure Code of Romania, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.78 of April 30, 1997, as amended and 

supplemented inter alia by Law No.177/2010 for the amendment and 

supplementation of Law No.47/1992 on the organization and operation of 

the Constitutional Court, the Civil Procedure Code and the Criminal 

Procedure Code of Romania. 

CrPC 

9.  The Criminal Procedure Code of Romania, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.486 of July 15, 2010. 

NCrPC 

10.  The Commercial Code of Romania, published in Brochure No.0 of June 

27, 1997, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law No.219/2005 

on the approval of Government Emergency Ordinance No.138/2000 for 

the amendment and supplementation of the Civil Procedure Code. 

Commercial Code 

11.  Law No.71/2011 on the implementation of Law No.287/2009 on the 

Civil Code, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.409 of 

June 10, 2011. 

IL NCC 

12.  Draft law for the implementation of Law No.134/2010 on the Civil 

Procedure Code, an enactment which is currently being drafted, according 

to the Beneficiary‟s indications. 

Draft IL NCPC 

13.  Draft law for the implementation of Law No.286/2009 on the Criminal 

Code, an enactment which is currently under debate. 

Draft IL NCrC 

14.  Draft law for the implementation of Law No.135/2010 on the Criminal 

Procedure Code, currently being drafted 

Draft IL NCrPC 
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No. Enactment Abbreviation 

15.  Law No.208/2010 for the amendment and supplementation of 

Government Ordinance No.2/2000 regarding the organization of judicial 

and extrajudicial technical expert appraisals, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.784 of November 24, 2010. 

Law No.208/2010 

16.  Law No.202/2010 on certain measures for the acceleration of trial 

settlement, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.714 of 

October 26, 2010. 

Law No.202/2010 

17.  Law No.76/2009 on the approval of Government Emergency Ordinance 

No.75/2008 on the setting of measures for the settlement of financial 

aspects in the judiciary system, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I, No.231 of April 8, 2009. 

Law No.76/2009 

18.  Law No.303/2004 on the status of judges and prosecutors, republished in 

the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.826 of September 13, 2005, as 

amended and supplemented inter alia by Government Emergency 

Ordinance No.59/2009 for the amendment of Law No.303/2004 on the 

status of judges and prosecutors and for the amendment and 

supplementation of Law No.317/2004 on the Superior Council of 

Magistracy. 

Law No.303/2004 

19.  Law No.304/2004 on judicial organization, republished in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.827 of September 13, 2005, as amended and 

supplemented inter alia by Government Emergency Ordinance 

No.114/2009 on certain financial-budgetary measures. 

Law No.304/2004 

20.  Law No.211/2004 on certain measures for ensurance of the protection of 

offense victims, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part. I 

No.505 of June 4, 2004, as amended and supplemented inter alia by 

Government Emergency Ordinance No.113/2007 for the amendment and 

supplementation of Law No.211/2004 on certain measures for ensurance 

of the protection of offense victims. 

Law No.211/2004 

21.  Law No.500/2002 on public finance, published in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.597 of August 13, 2002, as amended and supplemented 

inter alia by Government Emergency Ordinance No.37/2011 on the 

amendment and supplementation of Accounting Law No.82/1991 and for 

the amendment of other applicable enactments. 

Law No.500/2002 

22.  Law No.99/1999 on certain measures for acceleration of the economic 

reform, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.236 of 

May 27, 1999, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law 

No.161/2003 on certain measures for ensuring transparency in the 

exercise of public dignities, public and business offices, preventing and 

sanctioning corruption. 

Law No.99/1999 

23.  Law No.178/1997 for the authorization and payment of interpreters and 

translators used by the Supreme Council of Magistracy, the Ministry of 

Justice, the Prosecutor Office of the High Court of Cassation and Justice, 

the National Anticorruption Prosecutor Office, criminal investigation 

bodies, courts, public notaries offices, lawyers and court bailiffs, 

published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.305 of November 

10, 1997, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Government 

Ordinance No.13/2010 for the amendment and supplementation of several 

normative enactments in the justice field for the transposition of Directive 

2006/123/CE of European Parliament and Council of December 12, 2006 

Law No.178/1997 
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No. Enactment Abbreviation 

on the services within the internal market. 

24.  Law No.146/1997 on judicial stamp duties, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.173 of July 29, 1997, as amended and 

supplemented inter alia by Law No.202/2010 on certain measures for the 

acceloration of trial settlement. 

Law No.146/1997 

25.  Law No.51/1995 on the organization and exercise of the legal profession, 

republished in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.113 of March 6, 

2001, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law No.81/2010 for 

the rejection of Government Emergency Ordinance No.159/2008 on the 

amendment and supplementation of Law No.51/1995 on the organization 

and exercise of the legal profession. 

Law No.51/1995 

26.  Law No.105/1992 on the regulation of private international law 

relationships, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.245 

of October 1, 1992, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law 

No.202/2010 on certain measures for speeding up the settlement of trials. 

Law No.105/1992 

27.  Companies Law No.31/1990, republished in the Romanian Official 

Gazette, Part I No.1066 of November 17, 2004, as amended and 

supplemented inter alia by Government Emergency Ordinance 

No.90/2010 for the amendment and supplementation of Companies Law 

No.31/1990. 

Law No.31/1990 

28.  Government Emergency Ordinance No.75/2008 on the setting of 

measures for the settlement of financial aspects in the judiciary system, 

published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.462 of June 20, 

2008, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law No.76/2009. 

GEO No.75/2008 

29.  Government Emergency Ordinance No.51/2008 on the public legal aid 

in civil matters published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.327 

of April 25, 2008, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law 

No.193/2008 approving Government Emergency Ordinance No.51/2008 

on the public legal aid in civil matters. 

GEO No.51/2008 

30.  Government Emergency Ordinance No.119/2007 on the measures for 

controlling the delay in the performance of payment obligations resulting 

from commercial contracts, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, 

Part I No.738 of October 31, 2007, as amended and supplemented inter 

alia by Government Emergency Ordinance No.76/2010 for the 

amendment and supplementation of Government Emergency Ordinance 

No.34/2006 on the awarding of public procurement contracts, public 

work concession contracts and service concession contracts. 

GEO No.119/2007 

31.  Government Ordinance No.5/2001 regarding the order for payment, 

published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.422 of July 30, 

2001, as amended and supplemented inter alia by Law No.195/2004 for 

the approval of Government Emergency Ordinance No.58/2003 on the 

amendment and supplementation of the Civil Procedure Code. 

GO No.5/2001 

32.  Government Ordinance No.2/2000 regarding the organization of 

judicial and extrajudicial technical expert appraisals, published in the 

Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.26 of January 25, 2000, as amended 

and supplemented inter alia by Law No.208/2010 for the amendment and 

supplementation of Government Ordinance No.2/2000. 

GO No.2/2000 

33.  Government Ordinance No.32/1995 on the legal stamp duty, published GO No.32/1995 
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No. Enactment Abbreviation 

in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.201 of August 30, 1995, as 

amended and supplemented inter alia by Government Emergency 

Ordinance No.77/2008 for the amendment of Art.3 of GO No.32/1995. 

34.  Government Decision No.460/2009 for the award of competence to the 

Ministry of Communications and Information Society to develop the 

procedures of open bid, limited bid or negotiation with prior publishment 

of a participation announcement, as the case may be, in order to conclude 

a framework-agreement having as object the acquisition of the right to 

use software products by lease with buy option, published in the 

Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.277 of April 28, 2009. 

GD No.460/2009 

35.  Decision of the Superior Council of Magistracy No.676/2007 for the 

approval of the Regulation on the evaluation of the professional activity 

of judges and prosecutors, published in the Romanian Official Gazette, 

Part I No.814 of November 29, 2007, as amended and supplemented inter 

alia by Decision of the Superior Council of Magistracy No.837/2010 for 

the amendment of the Regulation on the evaluation of the professional 

activity of judges and prosecutors, approved by Decision of Plenum of 

the Superior Council of Magistracy No.676/2007. 

Decision 

No.676/2007 

36.  Order of the Minister of Justice and Citizens’ Freedoms No.772/2009 
on the setting of tariffs for the payment of interpreters and authorized 

translators employed by the Superior Council of Magistracy, the Ministry 

of Justice and Citizens‟ Freedoms, the Prosecutor Office of the High 

Court of Cassation and Justice, the National Anticorruption Directorate, 

the criminal prosecution bodies, the courts of law, the notary public 

offices, the lawyers and the court bailiffs, published in the Romanian 

Official Gazette, Part I No.208 of April 1, 2009. 

Order No.772/2009 

37.  Order of the Minister of Justice No.2250/2006 on the approval of 

minimal and maximal fees for the services provided by the court bailiffs, 

published in the Romanian Official Gazette, Part I No.936 of November 

20, 2006. 

Order 

No.2250/2006 

38.  Decree No.31/1954 on individuals and legal entities, published in the 

Romanian Official Bulletin No.8 of January 30, 1954, enforced by 

Decree No.32/1954. 

Decree No.31/1954 

39.  The European Court of Human Rights ECHR Court 

40.  The Court of Justice of the European Union CJEU 

41.  The High Court of Cassation and Justice (including former Supreme 

Court of Justice) 

HCCJ 

42.  The National Currency of Romania RON/lei 

43.  The Prosecutor‟s Office attached to the High Court of Cassation and 

Justice  

PO HCCJ 

44.  The provision by the Consultant of the consulting services provided under 

the Contract for Services, namely assisting the Beneficiary in preparing 

for the enforcement of the New Codes, by conducting an assessment from 

an institutional, human resources, fiscal and economic perspective. 

The Project 
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Annex No.6 - LIST OF THE COURTS WHICH HAVE NOT PROVIDED, OR NOT FULLY 

PROVIDED THEIR 2010 INPUT ON CASELOAD TO THE ABAC SYSTEM 

I. Civil and commercial 

1. Civil cases not assessable on money, judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

- Băneasa  

- Bechet  

- Bocşa  

- Cernavodă  

- Comana  

- Jimbolia  

- Sângeorgiu de Pădure  

- Scorniceşti  

- Urlaţi  

2. Civil cases having the object value ranging between RON 0-500.000, judged in first instance 

by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

- Alexandria  

- Bacău  

- Băneasa  

- Bechet  

- Bocşa  

- Cernavodă  

- Comana  

- Gherla  

- Huşi  

- Jimbolia  

- Lieşti  

- Paşcani  

- Sângeorgiu de Pădure  

- Scorniceşti  

- Segarcea  

- Urlaţi  

3. Civil cases having the object value over RON 500.000 RON, judged in first instance bz 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

- Mureş  

4. Total number of civil cases judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

- Arad  

- Băneasa  

- Bechet  

- Bocşa  

- Cernavodă  

- Comana  

- Găeşti  

- Gherla  

- Gurahonţ  
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- Jimbolia  

- Lieşti  

- Sângeorgiu de Pădure  

- Scorniceşti  

- Urlaţi  

- Videle  

5. Total number of civil cases judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

6. Civil cases not assessable on money, judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

- Mureş  

7. Civil cases having the object value ranging between RON 100.000-500.000, judged in appeal 

by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

- Mureş  

8. Total number of civil cases judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

9. Civil cases having the object value ranging between RON 0-100.000 RON, judged in final 

appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

- Mureş  

10. Total number of civil cases judged in final appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov  

11. Total number of other exceptional means of appeal, judged by district courts in civil matters: 

The following district courts did not report: 

- Alexandria  

- Băneasa  

- Bechet  

- Beiuş  

- Bocşa  

- Bozovici  

- Buhuşi  

- Cernavodă  

- Comana  

- Dragomireşti  

- Gherla  

- Huşi  

- Jimbolia  

- Moldova Nouă  

- Murgeni  

- Orăştie  

- Paşcani  
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- Pucioasa  

- Râmnicu Sărat  

- Reghin  

- Reşiţa  

- Sângeorgiu de Pădure  

- Scorniceşti  

- Târgovişte  

- Târgu Lăpuş  

- Urlaţi  

12. Total number of other exceptional means of appeal, judged by tribunals in civil matters: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

13. Commercial cases not assessable on money, judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Gorj 

- Ilfov 

14. Commercial cases having the object value ranging between RON 0-100.000, judged in first 

instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Alesd 

-  Babadag 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Baia Mare 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bistriţa 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Costeşti 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Făurei 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârlău 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Marghita 

-  Moldova Nouă 
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-  Orăştie 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Roman 

-  Rupea 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Săveni 

-  Sorniceşti 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Zărneşti 

15. Commercial cases having the object value over RON 100.000 RON, judged in first instance bz 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

16. Total number of commercial cases judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Bacău 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Gherla 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Huşi 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lieşti 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

17. Total number of commercial cases judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Cluj 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

18. Commercial cases not assessable on money, judged in appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Piteşti 

- Bacău 

- Cluj 

- Galaţi 

- Târgu Mureş 

19. Commercial cases having the object value over RON 100.000, judged in appeal by courts of 

appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 
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- Piteşti 

- Bacău 

- Oradea 

- Cluj 

20. Total number of commercial cases judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Braşov 

- Buzău 

- Călăraşi 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Vrancea 

21. Total number of commercial cases judged in appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Bacău 

22. Commercial cases not assessable on money, judged in final appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Gorj 

- Ilfov 

23. Commercial cases having the object value ranging between RON 0-100.000, judged in final 

appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

24. Total number of commercial cases judged in final appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Cluj 

- Ilfov 

25. Total number of other exceptional means of appeal, judged by tribunals in commercial 

matters: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Bihor 

- Brăila 

- Buzău 

- Cluj 

- Dolj 

- Gorj 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Olt 

- Tulcea 

- Vrancea 
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26. Total number of other exceptional means of appeal, judged by courts of appeal in commercial 

matters: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Suceava 

- Cluj 

27. Final appeals against the judgments issued by district courts on the motions for injunction: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Braşov 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

28. Cases which have as object the acknowledgment of the acquisition of an ownership right by 

usucapio, judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Brăila 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Caracal 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Corabia 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Făurei 

-  Horezu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lieşti 

-  Mizil 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Roman 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

29. Cases which have as object the acknowledgment of the acquisition of an ownership right by 

usucapio, judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba-Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bihor 
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- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Brăila 

- Braşov 

- Buzău 

- Călăraşi 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Olt 

- Sălaj 

- Satu-Mare 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vrancea 

30. Appeals against the district courts‟ judgments in cases which have as object the 

acknowledgment of the acquisition of ownership right by usucapio, judged by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Brăila 

- Braşov 

- Buzău 

- Călăraşi 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Sălaj 

- Suceava 

- Tulcea 
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- Vâlcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vrancea 

31. Cases on the dissolution of marriage by divorce, judged by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Alexandria 

-  Bacău 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Găeşti 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Huşi 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lieşti 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Paşcani 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

32. Appeals against the judgments issued by district courts in cases on dissolution of marriage by 

divorce: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Braşov 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

33. Cases on acknowledging the nullity of the annulment of the marriage, judged by district 

courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

-  Alesd 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 

-  Bacău 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bistriţa 
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-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Botoşani 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Calafat 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caracal 

-  Carei 

-  Cenavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa  

-  Corabia 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Deva 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Drobeta-Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Focşani 

-  Găeşti 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârlău 

-  Hârşova 

-  Haţeg 

-  Horezu 

-  Huedin 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 
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-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Sectorului 5 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 

-  Medgidia 

-  Mizil 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Murgeni 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Panciu 

-  Paşcani 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Petroşani 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

- Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Rădăuţi 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sibiu 
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-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu-Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Topliţa 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vaslui 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Vişeu de Sus 

-  Zalău 

-  Zărneşti 

-  Zimnicea 

34. Appeals against the judgments issued by district courts in cases on the acknowledgment of the 

nullity or the annulment of marriage: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Brăila 

- Braşov 

- Buzău 

- Călăraşi 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Iaşi 
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- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Sălaj 

- Satu Mare 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

- Vaslui 

35. Claims issued in actions for eviction, in civil matters, settled by district courts as first instance 

court: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Avrig 

- Juecătoria Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Brăila 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Făurei 

-  Haţeg 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întrosura Buzăului 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 

-  Răcari 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

36. Claims issued in actions for eviction, in civil matters, settled in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Brăila 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

- Satu Mare 

37. Claims for the repair of damages caused by judicial errors committed in criminal trials: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Braşov 

- Călăraşi 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Cluj 

- Covasna 
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- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Satu Mare 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

38. Appeals concerning claims for the repair of damages caused by judicial errors committed in 

criminal trials: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Suceava 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

39. Claims having as object minor child custody: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Alexandria 

-  Bacău 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Gherla 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Huşi 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Paşcani 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

40. Appelas against judgments issued by judges in cases having as object minor child custody: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Brăila 

- Braşov 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

41. Final appeals against judgments issued by tribunals, as courts of appeal, in claims having as 

object minor child custody: 
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The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Iaşi 

42. Main claims concerning alimony: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Băileşti 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Calafat 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Făget 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârşova 

-  Huşi 

-  Jimbolia 

-  sectorului 2 

-  Lieşti 

-  Măcin 

-  Mediaş 

-  Mizil 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sibiu 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Videle 

43. Claims on intellectual property matters, judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Braşov 

- Călăraşi 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Dolj 

- Giurgiu 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Sălaj 
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- Satu Mare 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vaslui 

44. Appeals in claims on intellectual property matters, judged by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Bacău 

- Suceava 

- Timişoara 

45. Litigations on labour disputes, judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

46. Adversarial claims, judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

47. Consensual divorce cases (without minors): 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Alba Iulia 

-  Alesd 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balţ 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Bicaz 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Caracal 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Costeşti 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Făget 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Mizil 

-  Moldova-Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Năsăud 
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-  Novaci 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Paşcani 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Roman 

-  Rupea 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Segarcea 

-  Slatina 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Târgu Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Videle 

-  Zimnicea 

48. Actions for the annulment of arbitral awards: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Cluj 

- Târgu Mureş 

49. Challenges to enforcement, judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bocşa 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

50. Appeals against judgments of first instance courts on challenges to enforcement: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Arad 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Brăila 

- Călăraşi 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Covasna 

- Dolj 
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- Gorj 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Tulcea 

- Vrancea 

51. Final appeals against judgments of first instance courts on challenges to enforcement: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Iaşi 

52. Requests for the enforcement of enforcement titles: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Agnita 

-  Bacău 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 

-  Buftea 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpina 

-  Caracal 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Comana 

-  Cornetu 

-  Făurei 

-  Focşani 

-  Galaţi 

-  Huşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jimbolia 

-  sectorului 3 

-  sectorului 5 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Luduş 

-  Mediaş 

-  Mizil 

-  Murgeni 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Orviţa 
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-  Panciu 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Sălişte 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sibiu 

-  Sinaia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Vaslui 

-  Zalău 

53. Final appeals against decisions on requests for enforcement of enforcement titles: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Buzău 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Gorj 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Sălaj 

- Satu Mare 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

II. Criminal 

1. Criminal cases having as object Art.201 CrC (interruption of pregnancy), judged in first 

instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

- Juedcătoria Alesd 

-  Alexandria 

-  Arad 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 
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-  Bacău 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Băileşti 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bistriţa 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Botoşani 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Brăila 

-  Braşov 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Buzău 

-  Calafat 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caracal 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa 

-  Corabia 

-  Cornetu 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Deva 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Drobeta Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 
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-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Focşani 

-  Găeşti 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârlău 

-  Hârşova 

-  Haţeg 

-  Horezu 

-  Huedin 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 

-  Medgidia 

-  Mediaş 

-  Miercurea-Ciuc 

-  Mizil 

-  Moineşti 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Murgeni 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Odorheiu Secuiesc 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Orşova 

-  Panciu 

-  Paşcani 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Petroşani 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 
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-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Rădăuţi 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sighetu Marmaţiei 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Tecuci 

-  Timişoara 

-  Topliţa 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Tulcea 

-  Turda 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vaslui 

-  Vatra Dornei 
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-  Videle 

-  Vişeu de Sus 

-  Zărneşti 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 2 

-  Sectorului 3 

-  Sectorului 5 

-  Sectorului 6 

2. Criminal cases having as object Art.223 CrC (sexual harassment), judged in first instance by 

district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

- Juedcătoria Alesd 

-  Alexandria 

-  Arad 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 

-  Bacău 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Băileşti 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bistriţa 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Botoşani 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Braşov 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Buzău 

-  Calafat 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caracal 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 
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-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa 

-  Corabia 

-  Cornetu 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Deva 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Drobeta Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Focşani 

-  Găeşti 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârlău 

-  Hârşova 

-  Haţeg 

-  Horezu 

-  Huedin 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 

-  Medgidia 

-  Mediaş 
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-  Miercurea-Ciuc 

-  Mizil 

-  Moineşti 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Murgeni 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Odorheiu Secuiesc 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Orşova 

-  Panciu 

-  Paşcani 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Petroşani 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Rădăuţi 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sibiu 

-  Sighetu Marmaţiei 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 
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-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Tecuci 

-  Timişoara 

-  Topliţa 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Tulcea 

-  Turda 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vaslui 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Vişeu de Sus 

-  Zărneşti 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 2 

-  Sectorului 3 

-  Sectorului 5 

-  Sectorului 6 

3. Criminal cases having as object Art.254 CrC (aggravated destruction of property), judged in 

first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

-  Avrig 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Brăila 

-  Braşov 

-  Brezoi 
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-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa 

-  Corabia 

-  Cornetu 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Deta 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Haţeg 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lipova 

-  Măcin 

-  Marghita 

-  Mediaş 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 
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-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Tecuci 

-  Timişoara 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Tulcea 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 2 

-  Sectorului 5 

-  Sectorului 6 

4. Criminal cases having as object Art.288 CrC (evading criminal punishment), judged in first 

instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

- Juedcătoria Alesd 

-  Alexandria 

-  Arad 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 

-  Bacău 

-  Băileşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Beiuş 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Bozovici 
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-  Brăila 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buzău 

-  Calafat 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpina 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Comana 

-  Cornetu 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Drobeta Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârşova 

-  Haţeg 

-  Huedin 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Medgidia 

-  Mediaş 

-  Mizil 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Murgeni 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 
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-  Orşova 

-  Paşcani 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Răcari 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Tecuci 

-  Topliţa 

-  Tulcea 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 3 

-  Sectorului 5 

5. Criminal cases having as object Art.291 CrC (trafficking of influence), judged in first instance 

by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 
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- Braşov 

- Caraş Severin 

- Harghita 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

- Sălaj 

6. Criminale cases having as object Art.293-294 CrC (accepting and offering bribe), judged in 

first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

7. Criminal cases having as object Art.304 CrC (disclosure of information of the nature of 

professional secrecy or of confidential information), judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

-  Alesd 

-  Alexandria 

-  Arad 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 

-  Bacău 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Băileşti 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bistriţa 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Botoşani 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Brăila 

-  Braşov 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

- Buzău 

-  Calafat 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 
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-  Caracal 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa 

-  Corabia 

-  Cornetu 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Deva 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Drobeta Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Focşani 

-  Găeşti 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârlău 

-  Haţeg 

-  Horezu 

-  Huedin 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 
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-  Mediaş 

-  Miercurea Ciuc 

-  Mizil 

-  Moineşti 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Murgeni 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Odorheiu Secuiesc 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Orşova 

-  Panciu 

-  Paşcani 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Petroşani 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Rădăuţi 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 

-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sibiu 

-  Sighetu Marmaţiei 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 
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-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Tecuci 

-  Timişoara 

-  Topliţa 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Tulcea 

-  Turda 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vaslui 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Vişeu de Sus 

-  Zărneşti 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 2 

-  Sectorului 3 

-  Sectorului 5 

-  Sectorului 6 

8. Criminal cases having as object Art.307 CrC (embezzlement of funds), judged in first instance 

by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Adjud 

-  Agnita 

-  Aiud 

-  Alba Iulia 

-  Alesd 

-  Alexandria 

-  Avrig 

-  Babadag 

-  Bacău 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Băileşti 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bârlad 

-  Bechet 
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-  Beclean 

-  Beiuş 

-  Bicaz 

-  Bistriţa 

-  Blaj 

-  Bocşa 

-  Botoşani 

-  Bozovici 

-  Brad 

-  Brăila 

-  Braşov 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buftea 

-  Buhuşi 

- Buzău 

-  Calafat 

-  Călăraşi 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpina 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caracal 

-  Caransebeş 

-  Carei 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Chişineu-Criş 

-  Cluj-Napoca 

-  Comana 

-  Constanţa 

-  Corabia 

-  Costeşti 

-  Curtea de Argeş 

-  Dărăbani 

-  Dej 

-  Deta 

-  Deva 

-  Dorohoi 

-  Drăgăşani 

-  Dragomireşti 

-  Drobeta Turnu Severin 

-  Făgăraş 

-  Făget 

-  Fălticeni 

-  Făurei 

-  Feteşti 

-  Filiaşi 

-  Focşani 

-  Găeşti 

-  Galaţi 

-  Gheorgheni 

-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 
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-  Hârlău 

-  Hârşova 

-  Haţeg 

-  Horezu 

-  Huedin 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Huşi 

-  Iaşi 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lehliu-Gară 

-  Lieşti 

-  Lipova 

-  Luduş 

-  Lugoj 

-  Măcin 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 

-  Mediaş 

-  Miercurea Ciuc 

-  Mizil 

-  Moineşti 

-  Moldova Nouă 

-  Moreni 

-  Motru 

-  Murgeni 

-  Năsăud 

-  Novaci 

-  Odorheiu Secuiesc 

-  Olteniţa 

-  Oneşti 

-  Oradea 

-  Orăştie 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Orşova 

-  Panciu 

-  Paşcani 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Petroşani 

-  Piatra-Neamţ 

-  Piteşti 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Răcari 

-  Rădăuţi 

-  Răducăneni 

-  Râmnicu Sărat 

-  Râmnicu Vâlcea 
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-  Reghin 

-  Reşiţa 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Salonta 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Sânnicolau Mare 

-  Satu Mare 

-  Săveni 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Sebeş 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sfântu Gheorghe 

-  Sibiu 

-  Sighetu Marmaţiei 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Sinaia 

-  Slatina 

-  Slobozia 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Strehaia 

-  Târgovişte 

-  Târgu Bujor 

-  Târgu Cărbuneşti 

-  Târgu Jiu 

-  Târgu Lăpuş 

-  Târgu Mureş 

-  Târgu Secuiesc 

-  Târgu Neamţ 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Tecuci 

-  Timişoara 

-  Topliţa 

-  Topoloveni 

-  Tulcea 

-  Turda 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Urziceni 

-  Vălenii de Munte 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Vaslui 

-  Vatra Dornei 

-  Videle 

-  Vişeu de Sus 

-  Zărneşti 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

-  Sectorului 2 

-  Sectorului 3 

-  Sectorului 5 
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-  Sectorului 6 

9. Criminal cases having as object Art.334-338 CrC (offences against traffic on public routes), 

judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Bacău 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Bocşa 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Gherla 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Huşi 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Ploieşti 

-  Pucioasa 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Sectorului 1 

10. Criminal cases having as object Art.360-366 CrC (offenses against the safety and integrity of 

IT and data systems), judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Bacău 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Brăila 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 
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- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Satu Mare 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

- Bucureşti 

11. Challenges against the enforcement of criminal law judgments, judged in first instance by 

courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Cluj 

12. Challenges against the enforcement of criminal law judgements, judged in first instance by 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Buzău 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mureş 

13. Serious frauds judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

14. DNA, DIICOT offenses, judged in first instance by district courts: 

The following district courts did not report: 

-  Agnita 

-  Alesd 

-  Baia de Aramă 

-  Bălceşti 

-  Balş 

-  Băneasa 

-  Bechet 

-  Beclean 

-  Bocşa 

-  Brezoi 

-  Buhuşi 

-  Calafat 

-  Câmpeni 

-  Câmpulung 

-  Câmpulung Moldovenesc 

-  Caracal 

-  Cernavodă 

-  Comana 

-  Costeşti 

-  Dărăbani 
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-  Gherla 

-  Gura Humorului 

-  Gurahonţ 

-  Hârşova 

-  Horezu 

-  Hunedoara 

-  Ineu 

-  Însurăţei 

-  Întorsura Buzăului 

-  Jibou 

-  Jimbolia 

-  Lipova 

-  Mangalia 

-  Marghita 

-  Motru 

-  Novaci 

-  Oraviţa 

-  Pătârlagele 

-  Podu Turcului 

-  Pogoanele 

-  Roman 

-  Roşiori de Vede 

-  Rupea 

-  Sălişte 

-  Sângeorgiu de Pădure 

-  Scorniceşti 

-  Segarcea 

-  Sighişoara 

-  Şomcuţa Mare 

-  Târnăveni 

-  Topliţa 

-  Turda 

-  Turnu Măgurele 

-  Urlaţi 

-  Vânju Mare 

-  Videle 

-  Zimnicea 

-  Sectorului 1 

15. DNA, DIICOT offenses, judged in first instance by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

16. DNA, DIICOT offenses, judged in first instance by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Galaţi 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 
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- Târgu Mureş 

- Timişoara 

17. Criminal cases having as object Art.201 CrC (interruption of pregnancy), judged in appeal by 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Braşov 

- Brăila 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Satu Mare 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

- Bucureşti 

18. Criminal cases having as object Art.223 CrC  (sexual harassment), judged in appeal by 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 
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- Bacău 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa-Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Braşov 

- Brăila 

- Caraş-Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Satu Mare 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

- Bucureşti 

19. Criminal cases having as object Art.254 CrC (aggravated destruction of property), judged in 

appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Botoşani 

- Brăila 

- Caraş Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Gorj 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 
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- Maramureş 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

- Bucureşti 

20. Criminal cases having as object Art.282 CrC (torture), judged in appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 

- Timişoara 

21. Criminal cases having as object Art.288 CrC (evading criminal punishment), judged in appeal 

by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Arad 

- Bihor 

- Brăila 

- Caraş Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Covasna 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Prahova 

- Sălaj 

- Teleorman 

- Tulcea 

22. Criminal cases having as object Art.291 CrC (trafficking of influence), judged in appeal by 

courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Galaţi 

- Târgu Mureş 
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23. Criminal cases having as object Art.304 CrC (disclosure of information of the nature of 

professional secrecy or of confidential information), judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Arad 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Braşov 

- Brăila 

- Caraş Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Satu Mare 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

24. Criminal cases having as object Art.307 CrC (embezzlement of funds), judged in appeal by 

tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Argeş 

- Bihor 

- Bistriţa Năsăud 

- Botoşani 

- Braşov 

- Brăila 

- Buzău 
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- Caraş Severin 

- Călăraşi 

- Cluj 

- Constanţa 

- Covasna 

- Dâmboviţa 

- Dolj 

- Galaţi 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Harghita 

- Hunedoara 

- Ialomiţa 

- Iaşi 

- Ilfov 

- Maramureş 

- Mehedinţi 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Prahova 

- Satu Mare 

- Sălaj 

- Sibiu 

- Suceava 

- Teleorman 

- Timiş 

- Tulcea 

- Vaslui 

- Vâlcea 

- Vrancea 

- Bucureşti 

25. Criminal cases having as object Art.334-338 CrC (offenases against traffic on public routes), 

judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

26. Criminal cases having as object Art.360-366 CrC (offenses against the safety and integrity of 

IT and data systems), judged in appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Galaţi 

- Iaşi 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 
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- Timişoara 

27. Challenges against the enforcement of criminal law judgments, judged in appeal by courts of 

appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 

28. DNA, DIICOT offenses, judged in appeal by tribunals: 

The following tribunals did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Argeş 

- Bacău 

- Bistriţa Năsăud 

- Brăila 

- Călăraşi 

- Covasna 

- Giurgiu 

- Gorj 

- Ialomiţa 

- Ilfov 

- Mureş 

- Neamţ 

- Olt 

- Teleorman 

- Tulcea 

- Vâlcea 

29. Criminal cases having as object Art.201 CrC (interruption of pregnancy), judged in final 

appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Galaţi 

- Iaşi 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 

- Timişoara 

30. Criminal cases having as object Art.223 CrC (sexual harassment), judged in final appeal by 

courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 
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- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Iaşi 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 

31. Criminal cases having as object Art.254 CrC (aggravated destruction of property), judged in 

final appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Iaşi 

- Timişoara 

32. Criminal cases having as object Art.288 CrC (evading criminal punishment), judged in final 

appeal by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Braşov 

33. Criminal cases having as object Art.304 CrC (disclosure of information of the nature of 

professional secrecy or of confidential information), judged in final appeal by courts of 

appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Galaţi 

- Iaşi 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 

- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 

- Timişoara 

34. Criminal cases having as object Art.307 CrC (embezzlement of funds), judged in final appeal 

by courts of appeal: 

The following courts of appeal did not report: 

- Alba Iulia 

- Bacău 

- Braşov 

- Cluj 

- Craiova 

- Galaţi 

- Iaşi 

- Oradea 

- Piteşti 

- Ploieşti 
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- Suceava 

- Târgu Mureş 

- Timişoara 


