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For several decades, France’s administrative courts only had one type of target, namely a quantiative 

individual target assigned to each judge. These targets varied depending on the level of the court (court 

of first instance, appeal or cassation), but they all had in common that they were not set by any text. 

This system was born of practice and tradition. Each judge had to handle a certain number of cases 

each year: for instance, a judge in administrative court had to deal with 160 cases a year. That was the 

standard set for such judges. Some time ago, this figure rose dramatically, mainly due to the rise in 

class action litigation.  

This perfunctory, unofficial system has now been consigned to memory. Several years ago, a 

complete, official and transparent system was established for defining targets for administrative courts 

and evaluating the collective and individual results connected to these targets. 

I would like to give you a rough overview of this system, starting, of course, with the definition of 

targets. 

This system covers the entire general administrative court system, encompassing 42 administrative 

courts, eight administrative courts of appeal and the Council of State, in its capacity as a court of 

cassation. It should also be noted that the Council of State is responsible for managing the 

administrative court system. 

 

I.  Setting targets 

 

In my view, the main characteristics of the policy for setting the administrative courts’ targets are as 

follows: 

 the main targets are set at national level, on a long-term basis, for each type of court; 

 they are applied each year by each court, using an approach based on dialogue and cooperation. 

 

A. A national, long-term framework 

 

The administrative court system does not define its main targets for itself, behind closed doors. They 

are published commitments to parliament, as is the case for all State actions. These targets are set for a 

three-year period when the Finance Act is being prepared and are annexed to the relevant bill to 

ensure that members of parliament are informed. 

 

We are currently nearing the end of the three-year period 2009-2011. 

 

The main qualitative and quantitative targets for the period were decided on when the draft Finance 

Act for 2009 was being prepared. Three targets were set, and performance indicators were defined 

for each target. The targets are as follows: reduce the time taken to pass rulings; maintain the quality 

of court decisions and boost the efficiency of the courts.  

 

So there are three targets, each of which has three performance indicators that develop throughout the 

three-year period. 

 

The first target, reducing the time taken to pass rulings, is associated with three performance 

indicators enabling achievement of the target to be evaluated in each level of court – the 

administrative courts, the administrative courts of appeal and the Council of State. 

 

 First performance indicator: average time taken for a ruling to be passed in pending 

cases 



For the administrative courts, this indicator was one year and one month in 2009 and is 

expected to be one year in 2011. 

 Second performance indicator: average time taken for a ruling to be passed in ordinary 

cases (not including expedited procedires or orders that do not involve ruling on the substance 

of the case) 

Also for administrative courts, this indicator was two years and two months in 2009 and is 

expected to reach two years in 2011. 

 Third performance indicator: the share of cases that have been pending for more than 

two years 

For the administrative courts, this share should drop from 20% to 18%. 

 Fourth performance indicator: this only applies to the Council of State (average 

length of proceedings for cassation cases). 

 
The second target, maintaining the quality of administrative decisions, only has one performance 

indicator attached to it, namely the revocation rate of court decisions, both by courts of appeal and 

the court of cassation. 

 

The third target, boosting the efficiency of the courts, is linked to two performance indicators 

aiming to assess the work of judges and court clerks. 

 

 The first indicator is the number of cases resolved per judge per year. Of course, this 

indicator is different for each level of court. 

 The second indicator, the number of cases resolved per court clerk, serves the same purpose 

for court clerks. 

 

B. A concerted court plan 

 

Bearing in mind the targets and indicators set at national level, each court draws up a plan that also 

covers a three-year period and is updated each year. 

Each administrative court and administrative court of appeal drew up a court plan for the three-year 

period between 2009 and 2011. These projects set out quantitative and qualitative targets based on the 

court’s situation and resources. 

The court plans are created using a three-stage procedure. 

 

1. A management conference 

 

A dialogue is held with the general secreatariat of the Council of State at an annual management 

conference bringing together the presidents and chief clerks of all the courts and the general 

secreatariat of the Council of State. 

The discussion covers the various targets and the resources (each court’s operational budget; staff of 

judges and court clerks). 

 

2. An orientation letter 

 

Following this management dialogue, which concludes either with a consensus or with settlement of 

the matter by the Secretary-General, the Secretary-General sends an orientation letter to the head of 

each court. This letter sets out the court’s financial and human resources for the year in question and 

outlines the framework of the targets, particularly the quantitative targets. In particular, the 

orientation letter mentions projections and targets for cases registered, cases resolved, time taken to 

pass a ruling and the number of pending cases. 

 

3. A court plan 

 

a) Working together to set the court’s targets 



 

After discussion with the judges and court clerks, the head of the court must implement the targets set 

in the letter of orientation by defining the targets for each chamber and individual judge in the court 

plan. 

 

b) Individual commitments 

 

Each judge’s targets (especially the quantitative targets) are discussed with the judge in question 

during the professional review, which is a meeting held between the head of court and each judge 

before the start of the judicial year (September). 

There is no single model for determining quantitative targets – it falls to each court to decide on the 

methods that best suit its situation. Targets may be set for each chamber or for each individual judge. 

They may be expressed as an exact figure, or a margin may be left. 

In the court of which I am president, targets are set for each chamber and each judge is allotted a 

‘margin’, with a view to taking account of the varied nature of cases and the difficulties they present. 

The target is for each chamber of three judges to rule on 425 cases a year, with a target of 130 to 140 

cases for each judge. 

 

Those were the steps in the procedure for setting the targets. The procedure starts with the targets set 

for each level of court during the preparation of the Finance Act, and ends with the individual 

commitments made by each judge and each court clerk during the professional reviews. 

 

The second stage, of course, involves measuring the results against the targets that were set and 

accepted. 

 

II. Evaluation of results 

 

As we will see, the procedure for the result evaluation stage is far shorter than for the target-setting 

stage. After all, it is much easier to record results than to define targets, which requires discussions and 

dialogue. 

The task of evaluating results is made easier by the computer tool enabling heads of court to see, in 

real time and covering all aspects, the situation in their respective courts and consult periodic 

performance charts. 

 

As can be expected, the evaluation stage runs in the opposite direction to the target-setting stage. We 

start by evaluating individual results, before moving on to assess the results for the whole court. 

 

A. Assessment of individual results 

 

The head of court goes over each judge’s results on the assigned targets during the professional 

review, which was mentioned above. 

A report is issued on the professional review. This comprises two major sections: one on the targets 

and results, and the other on the evaluation of aptitudes and skills. 

 

1. Targets and results 

 

This section reiterates the targets set for the previous year, lists the results and outlines the targets for 

the coming year, detailing (if required) the process to be followed and resources to be anticipated to 

facilitate achievement of the targets. 

 

2. Evaluation of aptitudes and skills 

 

I will now give you a brief overview of the current system for evaluating judges’ aptitudes and skills, 

which is the result of recent discussions. Methods for evaluating administrative judges have changed a 

lot over the years, moving from a mark out of 20 – rather like at school – based on four criteria 



(professional knowledge, general culture, efficiency and sense of public service) to a far more 

comprehensive system that details the professional and judicial qualities expected of an administrative 

judge. 

 

Now, evaluations are based on four categories of aptitudes and skills: 

 aptitude for exercising judicial functions, which encompasses evaluation of the scope and 

accuracy of knowledge, understanding of how the law is applied, quality of written and oral 

expression, participation in deliberations and decision-making ability; 

 general professional aptitude, i.e. understanding of the context of the professional activity, 

ability to deal with change, respect for the collective organisation of work, autonomy and 

organisational skills; 

 service: efficiency and effectiveness of work, sense of public service, involvement in the general 

operation of the court, interpersonal skills (both within and oustide of the court); 

 aptitude for performing support functions: listening and leadership skills, organisational and 

management skills, ability to anticipate and make suggestions, ability to exercise authority, public 

relations. 

 

Aptitudes and skills are categorised as being in one of five levels, where level 1 indicates that the most 

progress needs to be made and level 5 indicates that the optimum has been achieved. The head of court 

then provides an evaluation of the judge’s activity, and this is no longer accompanied by a numerical 

mark, as was long the case. 

I should add that failure to meet the targets may be punished by a reduction in the amount of the 

bonuses paid. 

  

B. The activity report 

 

After evaluating each judge’s results, the head of court must report on the court’s activity as a whole. 

This is done in two ways: 

 

First, at the management conference at the end of the year, where the head of court presents the 

results for the year – these are useful for setting the following year’s targets, so the whole process 

begins again. 

The head of court also reports on the court’s activity in the annual activity report, which must be 

submitted to the Vice-President of the Council of State at the start of the next year. 

I should add that an administrative court inspection team inspects the administrative courts and 

administrative courts of appeal every three to four years. 

 

That was a brief outline of the current system for setting the targets of France’s administrative courts 

and evaluating the results. As we have seen, the method has evolved over time and is not fixed. It has 

been developed based on practical considerations and will be enriched through experience. It was 

mainly focused on quantitative targets, since these are a priority for courts, but it still needs to develop 

and improve (aided, in particular, by technological advances) to better incorporate qualitative targets 

and their evaluation. Current discussions are focusing on that issue. 

 


