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1. Introduction.

The SATURN (Study and Analysis of judicial Time Use Research Network) Centre has been set up in 2007 by
CEPE]J as a Centre for judicial time management. According to its terms of reference the SATURN Centre is instructed
to collect information necessary for the knowledge of judicial timeframes in the member States and detailed enough to
enable member states to implement policies aiming to prevent violations of the right for a fair trial within a reasonable
time protected by Article 6 of the European Convention on Human Rights.

The Centre is aimed to become progressively a genuine European observatory of judicial timeframes, by
analysing the situation of existing timeframes in the member States (timeframes per types of cases, waiting times in the
proceedings, etc.), providing them knowledge and analytical tools of judicial timeframes of proceedings. It is also in
charge of the promotion and assessment of the Guidelines for judicial time management.

The Centre is managed through a Steering group, established in accordance with article 7.2.b of Appendix 1 to
Resolution Res(2002)12, under the authority of the CEPEJ. The Steering group works in particular for collecting,
processing and analysing the relevant information on judicial timeframes in a representative sample of courts in the
member states by relying on the network of pilot courts. Thus it must define and improve measuring systems and
common indicators on judicial timeframes in all member states and develop appropriate modalities and tools for
collecting information through statistical analysis.

2. Terms of reference.

Terms or reference:

In order to implement the “Strategic plan for the SATURN Centre” (CEPEJ-SATURN(2011)5), the Steering

group shall in particular:

e periodically collect data on procedural times in member States at national and regional level, for all types
of proceedings (civil, criminal and administrative) and for all courts (first instance, appeal and supreme
courts);

e verify the completeness and quality of the data collected in order to make improvements;

e analyse the data collected and collate them with the principles relating to procedural times derived from
the case law of the European Court of Human Rights;

e define guidelines and standards relating to procedural times:

- for all state organs concerned with justice: legislators, bodies vested with the administration of
justice, court managers, judges, prosecutors, police officers;

- for all types of proceedings (civil, criminal and administrative);

- for all courts (first instance, appeal and supreme courts);

e disseminate in member States the guidelines, the standards and the results of analysis of the data
collected;

e promote the use of judicial time management tools, particularly those developed by the SATURN Centre,
in all member States to enable them to make their own analysis of the situation regarding judicial
timeframes in their courts and apply their own remedies to any excessive procedural delays;

e undertake within the member States most concerned by questions of procedural delays, and with their
agreement, targeted actions to improve their situation (preventive or proactive measures) by
implementing judicial time management tools in those countries;




e rely on appropriate networks allowing the integration in the work and considerations of the judicial
community, in particular on the network of pilot courts within the member States, to draw on innovative
projects aimed at reducing and adjusting the timeframes operated by courts in member States;

e organise and implement the court coaching programme (on a volunteer basis) for the effective use of the
CEPEJ’s tools and guidelines, on the basis of the relevant SATURN Handbook (CEPEJ-
SATURN(2011)9).

3. Composition.

Current composition of the SATURN Steering Group:

STEERING GROUP OF THE SATURN CENTRE FOR JUDICIAL TIME MANAGEMENT / Scientific experts / Experts scientifiques

GROUPE DE PILOTAGE DU CENTRE SATURN POUR LA GESTION DU TEMPS JUDICIAIRE

Marco FABRI, Director, Research Institute on judicial systems, Research National Council, Bologna, Italy

Members / Membres

Ivana BORZOVA, Head of the Department of Civil Supervision, Ministry of Justice, Prague, CZECH Jon JOHNSEN, Professor in Law, Faculty of law, University of Oslo, Norway

REPUBLIC
Observers | Observateurs

Noel RUBOTHAM, Head of Reform and Development, Court Service, Dublin, IRELAND

Ivan CRNCEC, Assistant Minister, Ministry of Justice, Zagreb, CROATIA European Union insfitutions / Institutions de [Union européenne

Franscesco DEPASQUALE, Magistrate, Magistrates' Chambers, The Law Courts, Valetta, MALTA European Union of Rechtspfleger / Union européenne des greffiers de justice et Rechtspfleger (EUR)

Vassilis ADROULAKIS, Judge at the Council of State, Athens, GREECE Shanee BENKIN (Israel) _ Scientiﬁc Expert

Giacomo OBERTO, Judge, First instance court of Torino (civil court), ITALY

4. Main Tools Adopted.
Main tools already adopted by SATURN are the following:

e SATURN guidelines for judicial time management
cepej / Strasbourg, 4 December 2018
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This Guide is aimed at courts and court practitioners willing to implement concretely the tools designed by CEPEJ for improving time management in courts and thus optimising timeframes of judicial proceedings.

It has been designed by the CEPEJ's SATURN Gentre on judicial time management, from a preliminary implementation study carried out by Jon T. JOHNSEN (Norway), member of the Steering group of the SATURN Centre, together with the:
other members of the Steering group and seven pilot courts from six member states.

5. Main Studies.
Main studies that have already been done by impulse and under the control of the SATURN Steering group:

® [ength of court proceedings in the member states of the Council of Europe based on the case law of the

European Court of Human Right, by Ms Francoise Calvez and Nicolas Regis, Judges (France) 3rd edition
by Nicolas Regis - Cepej Studies No. 27
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Annex 4 — Courts resources

6. On-going Works.

On-going works and tools in preparation are the following:
e Case weighting in European judicial systems
o Aim is to attain a methodology which allows a Court (or a Court system) to assess the complexity of

cases.

o The SATURN Steering group is currently working (with the help of two scientifical experts) on a

draft document, whose main features are:
— Awareness of the fact that, in a nutshell, two different kinds of approaches are possible:

(a) the approach on the time implying a breakdown of the trial stages and

(b) the approach made of points based on criteria of complexity of the case

— Experience acquired through a study visit to Israel (thanks to Israeli Supreme Court and to
Israeli representative, Dr Gali Aviv), which studied and implemented a remarcable time-
based method

— Results acquired through a questionnaire spread among CEPEJ national correspondents

— Work is going on with the help of two scientifical experts: Prof. Marco Fabri (Italy) and

Prof. Shanee Benkin (Israel)

1 2 3
Time-based system Point-based system Mixed system

Measurement | Estimation of Total number of points for various Time + other case-
of working working time case-related factors such as: related indicators
time (ex.: Germany, e number of files
(ex.: Israel) Austria) e number of pending cases

e time required to examine a

case

e number of parties

e number of hearings

e need of one or more expertises

— Getting CCEJ somehow involved in the project




— The CEPEJ-SATURN also considered and approved the draft table of contents and the draft
list of objectives of the future tool as drawn up by the two experts.

Case weighting objectives
Case weighting is a system which assesses the complexity of different
Introduction case types by means of a point based or a time based approach.
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e  Further on-going activities in the SATURN Steering group:

o Updating of the Implementation Guide ‘“Towards European timeframes for judicial
proceedings”, trying to collect (through a questionnaire sent to our Network of Pilot Courts) data
on timeframes concerning some particular case categories, such as:

= Intellectual Property,
= Medical Malpractice and
= (Car Accidents Lawsuits;

o Elaborating guidelines on how create Dashboards for court management;

o Elaborating tools, guidelines (possibly a handbook) and IT instruments for the Management of
judicial time regulations for eriminal cases, according to EcvHR articles S and 6;

o Elaborating a Document on the Role of the parties and the practioners in preventing delays in
court proceedings (CCBE to be involved);

o Developing Co-operation activities and Court-coaching programmes in Albania, Kosovo, Malta
and Slovakia;

o Elaborating a contribution in the Updating of Recommendation Rec(86)12 concerning measures
to prevent and reduce the excessive workload in the courts;

o Co-ordinate the works of the Network of the Pilot courts of the CEPEJ.




