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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Annual Report is the last progress report on the implementation of the Justice Sector Reform 
Strategy (hereinafter - JSRS, the  Strategy), the year 2016 being the deadline for the implementation of 
the actions set by the Parliament through Law No. 231 of 25 November 2011 and the Parliament 
Decision No. 6 of 16 February 2012 on the approval of the Action Plan for implementing the JSRS 
(hereinafter – the Action Plan, AP JSRS), which established the exact timeframe and the institutions 
responsible for achieving the objectives included in the Strategy and implementing the necessary 
measures. 
 
The report broadly follows the structure of the previous annual reports and focuses on the following 
key topics:  

 the coordination and monitoring mechanism for JSRS implementation;  
 EU technical assistance projects to support the justice sector reform in Moldova; 
 the costs of justice reform;  
 communication of JSRS measures/achievements; 
 method of implementation and achievement level of actions/measures of the AP JSRS planned 

for 2016 for each JSRS pillar; 
 the degree of involvement of institutions in charge of JSRS implementation; 
 developments, lessons learned and perspectives of the justice reform. 

 
As far as the JSRS coordination and monitoring mechanism is concerned, the WGs had 57 meetings in 
2016, with a total of 261 meetings being organised and held throughout 2012-2016. The composition 
of NCRLEE remained unchanged since 2015, although important political developments 
interconnected with this Council took place in 2016. Two meetings of the Coordination Committee 
were held in 2016, during which issues related to the fulfilment of the conditionalities for the 
disbursement of the next tranches of the EU-granted budget support were discussed in the context of 
continuing the reforms in the justice sector. 
 
With regard to the support from the development partners provided in the previous years, in 2016, 
the representatives of development partners participated in most WGs’ meetings, as well as in regular 
and thematic meetings with the actors concerned by the JSRS. At the same time, in the context of the 
foreign aid coordination mechanism, a meeting with donors and civil society representatives was 
organised on 26 April 2016. In 2016, several development partners assisted public institutions in 
carrying out their actions provided in the Strategy. In February 2016, the fifth EU Technical Assistance 
Project was launched in order to accelerate the sustainable reform of the Moldovan justice sector so 
as to ensure the smooth functioning of the rule of law by strengthening the Constitutional Court. 
 
In 2016, the degree of implementation of the programmed actions and actions not yet implemented 
in the reporting period (2016) was 84%. The highest level of implementation of the planned actions 
was under Pillar V - 93% and Pillar VII - 91%. At the opposite end, Pillar II and Pillar III had a modest 
level of implementation of 80% and 76% accordingly. At the same time, there were satisfactory 
developments under Pillar VI - 89% and Pillar I and Pillar IV, which progress was of 84%. The biggest 
number of not-implemented actions (5 (6%)) is under Pillar II, which can be explained by the fact that 
the delayed actions were related to the judicial expertise, the development of programs for informing 
the victims of offences about their rights, and the prosecution reform. The analysis of AP JSRS 
implementation from 2012 to 2016 shows the highest increase - by 13% - in the level of 
implementation in 2016 compared to 2015. The most significant progress achieved in 2016: 
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 the adoption of the law on the reorganisation of courts, the launching and fulfilment of 
organisational and logistical actions for the implementation of the new judicial organisation, and the 
advancement of the draft Law amending the Constitution regarding the organisation and operation of 
the judiciary; 

 the adoption of legislative amendments on the NIJ reform; 

 the adoption of the Law on Prosecution, the Constitutional Law on the place and role of the 
Prosecutor’s Office and the related regulatory framework: the Law on specialised prosecutor’s offices, 
and the Law amending the related framework; the implementation of the new regulations on the 
Prosecutor’s Office; the strengthening of the security systems at Prosecutor’s Offices; 

 the adoption and implementation of the Law amending the judicial expertise system; the 
continued modernisation of regulations and methodologies for conducting the judicial expertise; the 
modernisation of instruments applied by expertise institutions; 

 the adoption of the Law on the organisation of the activity of notaries;  the adoption of the 
amendments to the Law on bailiffs/enforcement officers and the procedure for the enforcement of 
court decisions, including of the ECtHR judgements/rulings; 

 the establishment of a uniform tax regime for representatives of professions related to the 
justice sector; 

 the adoption of the Integrity Package; 

 stronger anti-corruption actions in the justice sector; 

 improvement of the regulatory, organisational and functional infrastructure of the penitentiary 
system; 

 continued efforts to strengthen the juvenile justice system; 

 strengthening of the probation system and its instruments; 

 the creation of a legal basis on the rehabilitation of victims of crime. 
 
The statistical analysis of the implementing entities’ performance shows that some of them have a 
score of 100%, as they have fully implemented the actions assigned to them. These entities are in 
particular: SCJ, ISS, NIA, MoH, MoEd, and NUEO. Such performance can be explained by the fact that 
these institutions have carried out between one and five actions assigned, compared to other 
authorities which have had a much bigger number of actions. Of note is that MoJ, SCM, NIJ, GPO, NAC, 
MIA, NCSGLA, OO which were assigned dozens of actions, still have had a good performance ranging 
from 82% to 91%. However, it is regrettable that some institutions which were assigned an 
incomparably small number of actions (only two actions) have obtained an efficiency score of only 
67%. 
 
Surveys and researches on the developments in justice sector show a sufficiently positive dynamics 
and an increase in the trust in the judiciary and a decrease in the perception of corruption in the 
judiciary in 2016. The latest survey (Public Opinion Barometer/POB) conducted in April 2017 shows a 
spectacular evolution, i.e. a dramatic decrease in the trust in the judiciary in autumn 2016 (8%) 
followed by a threefold increase in the spring of 2017 (24%). In this context, it should be noted that 
this value is 6% higher compared to the November 2011 POB, when the JSRS was approved. 
 
The effective JSRS implementation could have been affected by three risks: political instability, 
resistance from the authorities subjected to reform, and insufficient capacity to absorb the financial 
resources provided for the implementation of the reform. Upon expiration of five years of 
implementation, we find that some of those risks seem to have disappeared, and some, even if they 
have occurred, have gained other connotations. 
 
Since 2016 was the last year of the JSRS, and that the intention to develop a new relevant policy 
document was announced in 2017, it is important for the new strategic document in the field of justice 
to be conceived in a much more focused and concise manner and to target the most vulnerable 
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components of the justice sector, and to be more realistic and more pragmatic. The new strategic 
document should help to build on the results and impact of the JSRS. Any conceptual deviations from 
the current JSRS’ objectives that will not be substantiated through conclusive and pertinent data are 
likely to reduce to zero the five-year reform efforts (2011- 2016). 



Raport anual 2016                                                                                              

 

8  

 

 

I. INTRODUCTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

 
This Annual Report is the last progress report on the implementation of the Justice Sector Reform 
Strategy1 (hereinafter - the “JSRS Strategy”), 2016 being the deadline for the implementation of the 
actions set by the Parliament through Law No. 231 of 25 November 2011 and the Parliament Decision 
No. 6 of 16 February 20122 on the approval of the Action Plan for implementing the JSRS (hereinafter – 
the Action Plan, AP JSRS), which established the exact timeframe and the institutions responsible for 
achieving the objectives of the Strategy and implementing the necessary measures. 
 
Given that this Report follows the structure of the JSRS, we must reiterate that its objective and pillars 
were the following: 
 

JSRS OBJECTIVE: 
Build a modern justice sector, which is affordable, efficient, independent, transparent, professional 

and accountable to society, which meets the European standards, ensures the rule of law and the observance 
of human rights. 
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This report continues and is interconnected with the previous four annual reports3 prepared by the 
Ministry of Justice, as a coordinating institution for monitoring and coordinating the implementation 
of the JSRS and AP JSRS, and reflects the progress in implementing the two strategic documents in 
2016. 
 
Following the approach in the previous Annual Report (for 2015) on JSRS implementation, we thought 
it was important to look back at the challenges identified for 20164, the proposed solutions and how 
they were taken into account during 2016. 
 
Thus, the Annual Report for 2015 stated that “The year 2016 started with intense 
promotion/approval/adoption of AP JSRS actions, previously reported as not yet implemented. It is 
important to maintain this pace throughout 2016 - the last year of JSRS implementation. At the same 
time, the evaluations should not only focus on the development and strengthening of the 
infrastructure and the capacities of the justice sector institutions, which are obviously important, 
they should not neglect the impact that the next policy document should have on society either. All 
those institution-building actions need to be linked to the litigants’ needs, the final users of justice, and 

                                                             
1
Law No. 231 of 25 November 2011 on the approval of the Justice Sector Reform Strategy for the years 2011-2016 (Official Monitor of the 

Republic of Moldova, 2012, No. 1 – 6, Art. 6), http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=341748 
2
 Parliament Decision no. 6 of 16 February 2012 approving the Action Plan for implementing the Justice Sector Reform Strategy (Official 

Gazette of the Republic of Moldova, 2012, No.109-112, Art. 371) 
http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=343439 
3
 The Annual Reports on the JSRS implementation (2012-2015) can be found at: http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=488 

4
 Annual Report on the JSRS implementation, reporting period: January-December 2015: 

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf, page 51 

http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=341748
http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=343439
http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=488
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf
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the actions should help to increase the level of trust in justice.” The table below shows how 
perspectives and solutions are treated in 2016. 
 

Perspectives/solutions Actions undertaken in2016 

A. Convey messages and take clear, intransigent   and 
precise measures against individuals that do not 
adhere to the high integrity standards, compromise the 
operation and image of the entire institution. Such 
individuals will not be tolerated and will be removed 
from the professional environment by applying 
appropriate sanctions against them. To achieve these 
goals, concentrated pressure is needed from the 
judiciary decision-makers, development partners, press 
and civil society. 

This perspective/solution has been used in a relatively 
satisfactory manner for the reporting period. In 2016, 
large-scale actions were taken to prosecute a number 
of justice players involved in reprehensible actions that 
have affected the image of justice (for more details, 
see also the Section of this Report on Pillar IV). 
However, it seems that the authorities are less 
intransigent regarding the disciplinary sanctions and 
the removal of guilty persons from the system, despite 
the fact that there are several reported cases and even 
procedures started, but less dissuasive sanctions are 
being applied. 

B. Implement and closely monitor the implementation 
of the Prosecution Law, ensure the continuity and 
sustainability of the prosecution reform. 

The prosecution reform advanced in 2016. The 
adoption of the Prosecution Law in February was the 
most important achievement. It triggered several 
regulatory and institutional processes inherent to the 
new law.  

Despite the fact that the law was challenged by a part 
of civil society5, the procedures required by the new 
law were met (a public competition was organised by 
SCP, several applicants participated in it, public 
hearings were held, new merit- and professionalism-
based criteria were applied, etc.) and the Moldovan 
President appointed the Prosecutor General at the end 
of 2016. In 2016, the new institutional infrastructure of 
the Prosecutor's Office was set up (new boards were 
set up, civil society representatives were attracted and 
designated in the new institutions, etc.), as well as the 
regulatory one (for more details, see also Section IV.2 
of the Report). 

C. Promote the Constitutional Court Reform.  According to planned JSRS activities, the Constitutional 
Court reform was to take a maximum speed in 2016, 
particularly in view of the fact the reform process was 
supported by the fifth EU Technical Assistance Project 
during that period, whose experts provided support 
for drafting laws.  
The Working Group on reviewing the legislation on the 
organisation and operation of the Constitutional Court 
was set up according to the Minister of Justice Order 
No.550 of 18 May 2016. The WG consists of MPs, 
representatives of the Parliament Administration, the 
Administration of the Moldovan President, Ministry of 
Justice, Constitutional Court, experts of the “Support 
for the Constitutional Court” EU Project, SUM, ULIM, 
LRCM. 
At the time of writing this Report, most of the actions 
related to the reform of the regulatory framework on 
the organisation and operation of the Constitutional 
Court are reported as partly implemented. According 

                                                             
5
 http://www.api.md/news/view/ro-declaratie-dezaprobam-modul-in-care-a-fost-investit-procurorul-general-1389  

http://www.api.md/news/view/ro-declaratie-dezaprobam-modul-in-care-a-fost-investit-procurorul-general-1389
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Perspectives/solutions Actions undertaken in2016 

to the Parliament Decision on ensuring the continuity 
of justice sector reforms6, the deadline for the 
implementation of those actions was extended until 31 
December 2017. 

D. Strong promotion, and ensuring the adoption of 
outstanding draft laws to ensure the resumption of the 
pace of reforms in the sector, including in the 
organisation and operation of justice system related 
professions. 

During the reporting period, most of the drafts of 
outstanding draft laws, the adoption of which was 
delayed for several years, have been adopted or are in 
an advanced adoption stage (approved by the 
Government, registered in the Parliament, approved in 
the 1st reading). At the same time, for a part of the 
actions, the implementation deadline was extended 
until the end of 2017. 

E. Strengthen efforts and persevere in carrying out 
activities related to the optimisation of the court map.  

The year 2016 and the beginning of 2017 have been 
marked by important developments in the adoption of 
the legal framework, promotion and dissemination of 
information on the new structure of the judiciary. The 
Law on court reorganization was adopted by the 
Parliament on 21 April 2016, the deadline for its entry 
into force being 1 July 2017. In addition, an Action Plan 
for the phased implementation of the new court map, 
of the reorganised courts to be built or renovated was 
adopted.7 Procedures to appoint new managers of the 
reorganised courts have been launched (see also 
Section IV.1 of the Report in this respect). 

F. Ensure the adoption of the integrity laws package 
(NIC reform) and the practical implementation of 
measures to prevent and combat corruption (integrity 
test, extended confiscation and illicit enrichment). 

The Integrity Package (the Law on the National 
Integrity Authority, the Law on the declaration of 
personal property and interests and the Law for 
amending and supplementing the framework for the 
new regulations) was adopted by the Parliament in the 
summer of 2016. At the end of 2016, and first meeting 
of the Integrity Council was held. It is necessary to 
specify that, although the regulatory framework has 
been approved, its implementation, the selection of 
the management and the effective establishment of 
the new institution is delayed for several reasons. At 
the time of writing this Report, the competition for the 
selection of NIA management was prolonged, i.e. it 
seems that the de-facto operation of NIA, the creation 
of the body of integrity inspectors will take longer 
time. 

G. Continue to promote the application, piloting and 
testing of new e-tools as part of the e-Justice package 
(E-Invoice, E-Enforcement Procedures, E-Legis, E-
Guarantees Registers, etc.), their adjustment and 
broad implementation for all users and end-users. 

 

  

Electronic projects and tools are being piloted and 
tested. With the completion of these phases, the 
inclusion of the necessary technical adjustments, IT 
projects and tools is to be extended to all authorised 
institutions and persons. The development and 
implementation of a part of the electronic instruments 
in the justice sector has been rescheduled for the end 
of 2017 (PD 259/8 December 2016) 

H. Implementation of the Plan on Ombudsman Office The adoption of the Law for the approval of the 
Regulation on organisation and operation of the 

                                                             
6
 Parliament Decision no. 259 of 8 December 2016: http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=368066 

7
 Parliament Decision no. 21 of 3 March 2017 approving the Plan for the construction of new buildings and/or renovation of existing buildings 

necessary for the proper operation of the court system: http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=369622 

http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=368066
http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=369622
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Perspectives/solutions Actions undertaken in2016 

Institutional Development. Ombudsman Office in 2015 enabled the launch of 
inherent actions for adjusting the structure of the 
Office and the institutional development plans 
underway, including on the basis of the Strategic 
Development Plan for 2013-2017, available on the 
institution’s website. 

I. Promoting the Law on regulatory documents and the 
successive undertaking of all the necessary actions 
(modernisation of IT systems, finalisation of the 
Legislative Techniques Manual, etc.) that are in direct 
connection with the draft law. 

The Draft Law on regulatory documents is still a justice 
sector reform action not implemented yet. However, 
compared to the period of stagnation and uncertainty 
regarding this project in the previous period, at the 
time of writing this report we are witnessing positive 
developments: the draft was approved by the 
Government and adopted by the Parliament in the 1st 
reading. For more details, see Section IV.7 of the 
Report. 

J. The impact assessment of the JSRS 2011-2016 and 
ensuring the continuity of the justice system reform by 
developing a draft policy document to ensure the 
sustainability of reforms in this field, which would take 
into account the improvement of efficiency and 
effectiveness, the establishment of realistic objectives, 
the inclusion of a balanced set of indicators at all levels 
of objectives (output, outcome, impact, etc.). 

The MoJ launched the process of setting up and 
consulting a platform consisting of representatives of 
State institutions, development partners and civil 
society that will develop/finalise the Methodology for 
assessing the JSRS, including its impact. A similar 
platform was also created for the development of the 
new strategic document on the justice sector. 
However, given the fact that the JSRS action (a part of 
the components not implemented yet) has been 
extended until the end of 2017, the JSRS assessment 
seems to be a priority. This assessment will enable the 
identification of new reform objectives and the 
continuity of some objectives of the strategic 
document in force. The assessment will also enable the 
recognition of the main problems, impediments and 
inaccuracies that may have affected the good 
implementation of the JSRS. 

 
The table above suggests that all the prospects/solutions set for 2016 have been fulfilled. 
 
There are, however, a few actions that are not yet implemented. At the regulatory level, the legislative 
amendments regarding the organisation and functioning of the Constitutional Court still need to be 
adopted. At the institutional/enforcement level of the new reforming rules for the sector, there 
remains a number of uncertainties about the full implementation of the integrity package (NIA and the 
declaration of property and interests), and the IT tools in the justice and justice-related sectors. 
 
In particular, it should be noted that, given that several actions planned by the JSRS have not been 
implemented on time, in 2016, the MoJ intervened through a legislative initiative of a Member of 
Parliament with a proposal to extend the implementation period of the actions set out in Annex PD 
259/2016. The purpose of the Parliament Decision was to ensure the evaluation of judicial reforms and 
the continuity of reforms in the justice sector. Pursuant to this decision, the Parliament decided that: 
 

 The MoJ will initiate and coordinate the evaluation of JSRS and AP JSRS  implementation; 
 The evaluation report on the implementation of these policy documents will be submitted to 

the Parliament by 20 October 2017; 
 By 20 December 2017, the Government will submit to the Parliament the new policy 

document to continue the justice sector reform; 
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 The deadline for the implementation of the AP JSRS actions listed in the Annex is extended 
until 31 December 2017. 
 

At the same time, PD 259/2016 established that MoJ, as the authority responsible for the development 
of justice policies, by 1 November 2017, shall: 
 

a) set up the working group to develop a new policy paper on justice sector reform; 
b) develop, with the engagement of all stakeholders, the draft policy document referred to in 

subsection a), and shall identify the sources of financing for the implementation of its 
provisions; 

c) submit to the Government the draft policy document referred to in subsection a), consulted 
with all stakeholders. 

 
The Report was developed taking into account the reports produced by responsible/reporting 
institutions of JSRS and assessments/studies/external reports of development partners and civil 
society, as well as data of the JSRS-related national surveys. 
 
The report broadly follows the structure of the previous annual reports and focuses on the following 
key topics:  

 the coordination and monitoring mechanism for JSRS implementation;  
 EU technical assistance projects to support the justice sector reform in Moldova; 
 the costs of justice reform;  
 communication of JSRS measures/achievements; 
 method of implementation and achievement level of actions/measures of the AP JSRS planned 

for 2016 for each JSRS pillar; 
 the level of involvement of institutions in charge of JSRS implementation; 
 developments, lessons learned and perspectives of the justice reform. 

 



Raport anual 2016                                                                                              

 

13  

 

 

II. THE MECHANISM FOR COORDINATING AND MONITORING THE 

IMPLEMENTATION OF JSRS AND ACTION PLAN. EU TA PROJECTS TO 
SUPPORT JUSTICE SECTOR REFORM 
 

II.1 The mechanism for coordinating and monitoring the JSRS implementation 

 
Similarly as in previous years, the same JSRS coordination and monitoring mechanism was applied in 
2016 through 7 Working Groups (WG), of which the first 6 WGs had the objective to monitor the 
implementation of actions under first six Pillars envisaged in the Strategy and Action Plan (Sector 
Working Groups), the 7th WG had the objective to coordinate the implementation of the JSRS, 
becoming a high-level group responsible for monitoring the implementation of the Strategy, in 
general, and of actions from Pillar VII, in particular. 
 
The WGs consisted of representatives of institutions responsible for implementation of activities under 
each Pillar, representatives of development partners and civil society. WGs called ordinary meetings, 
according to the Activity Plans adopted at the beginning of each year. Compared to 2015, there were 
no major shortcomings in the WGs’ activity; the turnover of WG members became less prominent in 
2016, thus ensuring a coherent and planned activity of the WGs. 
 
Likewise all previous years, the MoJ continued to be assisted by the WG Secretariat in 2016, which 
provided the necessary technical support to coordinate and monitor Pillar I and Pillar VI, according to 
the Methodology for monitoring the implementation of the Justice Sector Reform Strategy for 2011- 
20168 and the Regulation on WG operation. 
 
In 2016, WGs organised 56 meetings. Table 1 below presents data on the number of meetings of 
sectoral WG and WG for coordinating the implementation of JSRS during 2012-2015. A total number of 
261 meetings were organised and conducted during this period. 
 
Detailed information on WG Activity Plans, agendas, minutes and reports produced by WGs for the 
entire duration of the JSRS, including the year 2016, can be accessed on MoJ webpage at: 
http://justice.gov.md/map.php?l=ro&idc=444. 
 
Compared to 2015, the WGs’ activity became much more intense in 2016, in some cases their 
meetings even doubled. In this context, the situation of the WG for Pillar I is exemplary, the number of 
their meetings doubled in 2016 compared to 2015 - from 5 to 10 meetings a year. 
 
This improvement is due to the fact that the factors/impediments reported in 2015 did not persist in 
2016: political instability and changes in the frame of officials within the institutions concerned by the 
JSRS. 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
8
 The monitoring activity is detailed in the Methodology for monitoring the implementation of the JSRS 2011-2016, approved by the Minister 

of Justice Order no.503 of 6 November 2012 
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/METODOLOGIE_DE_MONITORIZARE_modif_track_changes-2_1.pdf and 
amended by Minister of Justice Order no. 171 of 28 March 2014 
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/Ordin_modificare_METODOLOGIE_si_Regulament_1.pdf  

http://justice.gov.md/map.php?l=ro&idc=444
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/METODOLOGIE_DE_MONITORIZARE_modif_track_changes-2_1.pdf
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/Ordin_modificare_METODOLOGIE_si_Regulament_1.pdf
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Table 1: WG meetings during 2012-2016 

Pillar Number of meetings  

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total 
2012-2016 

Pillar I 9 9 8 5 10 41 

Pillar II 8 9 9 7 9 42 

Pillar III 9 10 8 8 9 44 

Pillar IV 8 9 7 5 8 37 

Pillar V 9 8 7 7 9 40 

Pillar VI 9 9 8 7 9 42 

Pillar VII 4 3 4 2 2 15 

Total 56 57 51 41 56 261 

 
The JSRS provided that the National Council for the Reform of the Law Enforcement Entities 
(NCRLEE)9 is the entity ensuring the highest level of coordination and monitoring of the Strategy. The 
Council has the following duties: 

a) periodic evaluation, based on the monitoring reports produced  by the Ministry of Justice, of 
the JSRS implementation and the degree of achievement of its objectives; 

b) submit recommendations on measures for Strategy implementation and effective 
achievement of its objectives to institutions in charge of JSRS implementation; 

c) develop and regularly publish reports on JSRS implementation and the degree of achievement 
of its objectives; 

d) examine legislative initiatives on the organisation and operation of the law enforcement 
entities, and submit proposals on such initiatives; 

e) analyse proposals formulated by civil society representatives on the actions necessary to 
implement the reform of the law enforcement entities. 
 
The composition of the NCRLEE remained unchanged10 since 2015, even though there were significant 
political developments linked to this Council in 2016. It should be noted that NCRLEE has been headed 
by the President of the country, and a new President was elected at the end of 2016. We could admit 
that the change in the political context may produce changes in the evaluation process, but not 
necessarily. Thus, it is important for this last Annual Report to be passed through all the monitoring 
and evaluation filters provided by Part Two of the JSRS. 
 
The last meeting of NCRLEE, in which the Annual Progress Report on JSRS implementation in 2015 was 
presented, took place on 24 May 2016.11 During the meeting, statements were made by the President 
of the country, the Head of the EU Delegation to Moldova, the Minister of Justice, the President of the 
Constitutional Court, as well as civil society representatives. 
 
At this meeting, NCRLEE adopted a decision12 in which it formulated 16 suggestions/ 
recommendations, congruent to the solutions and perspectives identified in the Annual Report, the 
progress of which was analysed in Chapter I above. The analysis of the fulfilment of the NCRLEE 
recommendations included in Decision No. 3/24 May 2016 shows that most of them were 
implemented in 2016. 
 

                                                             
9
 NCRLEE was established by the Decree of the President of the Republic of Moldova no. 219-VII of 6 August 2012 and includes 

representatives of the Parliament, Government, relevant justice sector players, development partners and civil society. 
10

 Decree of the President of the Republic of Moldova no. 1521 of April 14,  amending Article 1 of the Decree of the President of the Republic 
of Moldova no. 219-VII of 6 August 2012 (Official Gazette of the Republic of Moldova, 2015, no. 98-101, Art. 159) 
http://lex.justice.md/md/358119/ 
11

http://justice.gov.md/tabview.php?l=ro&idc=458 
12

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/consiliul_national/Decizie_nr_3_2016.pdf 

http://lex.justice.md/md/358119/
http://justice.gov.md/tabview.php?l=ro&idc=458
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/consiliul_national/Decizie_nr_3_2016.pdf
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Another important player in the coordination mechanism of the JSRS implementation is the Steering 
Committee of the Financing Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Moldova and 
the European Union for the Support to Justice Sector Reform Program, signed in Brussels on 14 June 
2013, and approved by Government Decision No. 669 of 2 September 2013.13 
 
The Ministry of Justice has been appointed as the responsible institution for implementing the 
provisions of the above-mentioned Agreement. According to the Financing Agreement, the budget 
support consists of four tranches to be disbursed in 2013-2016. In November 2013, the European 
Union transferred the first tranche of 15 million Euro of the total amount of 60 million Euro, in 
accordance with the Financing Agreement. The Addendum to the Agreement defines the exact 
performance criteria and indicators used for disbursements (Policy Matrix). The second tranche of 13.2 
million Euro was disbursed in September 2014. In 2015, the funding was suspended due to the lack of 
progress and the lack of results in implementing the Policy Matrix and of a RM-IMF Financing 
Agreement. 
 
According to paragraph 2.3.2 of Addendum II of Budget Support Agreement N ENPI/2012/023-420, the 
Steering Committee responsible for the implementation of actions stipulated in the Policy Matrix was 
set up. The Committee consists of members delegated from institutions involved directly in the 
implementation of Policy Matrix, as well as representatives of the EU Delegation to Moldova and civil 
society. On 22 September 2015, by the Order of the Minister of Justice14 the new structure of the 
Steering Committee was approved, which follows the logic of the establishment of the previous 
Steering Committee. The Committee meets every six months to discuss all legal aspects related to the 
fulfilment of conditionality by the Moldovan Government to annually benefit from budget support for 
the implementation of Justice Sector Reform Strategy. 
 
Two Steering Committee meetings were held in 2016 to discuss issues related to the fulfilment of 
conditions for the disbursement of the next tranches of the budget support provided by the EU to 
continue the justice sector reforms. The agenda and the minutes of the meetings can be found at: 
http://justice.gov.md/tabview.php?l=ro&idc=522. According to the last report approved by the 
Steering Committee at its meeting on 27 October 2016, it was established that 31 actions were fulfilled 
and 1 action was unfulfilled in 2014, and 27 actions out of the 29 actions provided in the Policy Matrix 
were reported as fulfilled and 2 actions were unfulfilled in 2015. 

 
II.2 Support of development partners and the EU TA projects 
 
The justice sector reform process continued to be encouraged, supported and closely monitored by 
the development partners. As described in the previous reports, the cooperation with the 
development partners is covered by the Regulation on the working groups for coordinating and 
monitoring the JSRS. It provides that, to concentrate the assistance and maintain a coordinated 
mechanism of cooperation with the development partners, the following shall be ensured: regular 
meetings with all donors and development partners in the justice sector; regular individual meetings 
with donors and development partners as frequently as is necessary; involve donors and development 
partners in the WGs activity as members-observers, and as guests every time it is deemed necessary 
and beneficial for Strategy and Action Plan implementation process; regular information of donors and 
development partners about WG activity and developments in the Strategy and Action Plan 
implementation. According to the WG Regulation for monitoring the JSRS implementation, the 
representatives of development partners are part of WG membership. 
 

                                                             
13

http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=34953  
14

 Minister of Justice Order no. 401 of 22 September 2015: 

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/comitetul_de_coordonare/ORDIN_COM_COORD_COMP.pdf  

http://justice.gov.md/tabview.php?l=ro&idc=522
http://lex.justice.md/index.php?action=view&view=doc&lang=1&id=34953
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/comitetul_de_coordonare/ORDIN_COM_COORD_COMP.pdf


Raport anual 2016                                                                                              

 

16  

 

As in previous years, in 2016, the representatives of development partners participated in most WG 
meetings and in the regular and thematic meetings with players concerned by the JSRS. At the same 
time, in the context of the foreign assistance coordination mechanism, a meeting with donors and civil 
society representatives was held on 26 April 2016.15 The Annual Report on JSRS implementation in 
2015 was presented at that meeting, as well as the list of priorities for 2016 (mainly, actions that were 
not financially covered or required methodological and advisory support on the best practice in a 
certain field, when there was no similar experience in the Republic of Moldova), a report on the 
Council of Europe’s support in the justice sector reform process, and the contributions of the EU 
Delegation to Moldova. 
 
In 2016, many development partners provided assistance to the public institutions in implementing 
the Strategy actions: the European Commission (through the Delegation of the European Union to 
Moldova), UNDP, U.S. Embassy, Terres des Hommes, Council of Europe, ABA/ROLI, NORLAM, etc. 
 
The representatives of the U.S. Embassy, CoE Office, ABA/ROLI, NORLAM, and the European Union 
High Level Policy Advice Mission to the Republic of Moldova (EUHLPAM) have been actively engaged in 
the work of the groups developing draft laws, and in the evaluation and provision of expertise 
necessary to promote the reform actions. The EUHLPAM16, through the new high level international 
expert group who worked in some very important institutions, key reform actors (MoJ, GPO, NAC and 
MIA), provided consistent contribution to the implementation and monitoring of relevant policies in 
2016 as well. 
 
The USAID/ROLISP Project has contributed substantially to the institutional enhancement of premises 
and IT infrastructure in courts. ROLISP provided specialised training, technical and informational 
assistance, as well as support to SCM and Department of Judicial Administration (DJA) in finance and 
budget planning. 
 
The role and involvement of development partners in the implementation of the JSRS are detailed in 
Chapter IV (sections dedicated to each pillar of the JSRS) of the Report, and in table reports 
downloaded on the MoJ’s directory dedicated to the JSRS:  
http://justice.gov.md/map.php?l=ro&idc=444. 
 
The year 2016 was marked by the launch of a new EU Technical Assistance Project, along with other 
four EU assistance projects for reforming the justice system in Moldova. The additional financial 
support provided by the European Union through these four technical assistance projects amounts to 
10 million Euro; an additional EU-RM Agreement for this purpose was signed in 2012. 
 
The five major EU projects in the justice sector are: 

I. Support in Coordinating the Justice Sector Reform in Moldova17 

II. Support for Pre-Trial Investigation, Prosecution and the Defence Set-Up in Moldova 

III. Increased Efficiency, Accountability and Transparency of Courts in Moldova 

IV. Support to the enforcement, probation and rehabilitation systems in Moldova 

V. Support to the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Moldova 

 
The projects aim to support Moldova’s judiciary, pre-trial investigation and prosecution service, as well 
as enforcement, penitentiary and probation systems in their reform process. Another objective of 
these projects is to strengthen and better coordinate the reform efforts of different institutions in the 
justice sector to implement the JSRS and AP JSRS. 

                                                             
15

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/Strategii%20si%20planuri/2016/proces-verbal_sedinta_cu_donatorii_26_aprilie_2016-2.pdf 
16

http://ro.euhlpam.org/Despre-noi 
17

 The EU Technical Assistance Project no. 1 will be finished in April 2016. 

http://justice.gov.md/map.php?l=ro&idc=444
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/Strategii%20si%20planuri/2016/proces-verbal_sedinta_cu_donatorii_26_aprilie_2016-2.pdf
http://ro.euhlpam.org/Despre-noi
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General information about the first four EU technical assistance projects, their objectives, 
implementation period and direct and indirect beneficiaries were reflected in the 2014 Annual Report 
on the JSRS implementation.18 More details on the four assistance projects, team members, 
implemented activities and progress reports can be obtained by accessing the Directory “Justice Sector 
Reform Strategy for 2011-2016” under sub-directory “EU assistance projects to support the 
implementation of JSRS” on the MoJ’s webpage: http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=497, 
and on the online platform: http://JSRS.justice.gov.md/index.php. 
 
The fifth EU Technical Assistance Project19 was launched in February 2016, being managed by a 
consortium led by the German Foundation for International Legal Cooperation (IRZ) in cooperation 
with the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Lithuania and School of German Law at Warsaw 
University as members. The overall objective of the Project is to accelerate the sustainable reform of 
the justice sector in Moldova to ensure the proper rule of law by strengthening the Constitutional 
Court. The project will run until October 2017. The objectives of this project are: 

 Strengthen the Constitutional Court as it is foreseen in the JSRS; 
 Improve procedures and internal organisation of the Constitutional Court; 
 Improve capacities of the Constitutional Court staff in providing support for judges; 
 Increase awareness of Constitutional Court judges on different methods of interpretation and 

jurisprudence of the ECtHR and the EU member-states’ constitutional control institutions, the Venice 
Commission of the Council of Europe, OSCE and other international organisations; 

 Increase awareness among the general public and specific target groups on the mandate and 
work of the Constitutional Court. 
 
The fifth EU Technical Assistance Project consists of three relevant components: 

1. Institutional Support and Capacity Building; 
2. Legal Support and Contribution; and 
3. Communication, Awareness-Raising and Interaction with the Civil Society. 

 

 
II.3 Involvement and communication with civil society 
 
In 2016, the cooperation and communication with civil society members was at a very good level. The 
partnerships previously created with civil society representatives have been maintained, encouraging 
them each time to help to implement the reform by participating in the Working Groups monitoring 
the Strategy, creating inter-institutional groups for implementing some actions from the Action Plan, 
and separate meetings to discuss the progress and to establish cooperation partnerships for the 
following year. This communication platform serves as an efficient and necessary tool for motivating 
the civil society to actively engage in the reform process by offering constructive criticism concerning 
the legislative initiatives, methodological and advisory support. 
 
In 2016, the civil society representatives participated in the meetings of sectoral WGs, continued the 
activity of the inter-institutional groups to develop important regulatory documents. 
 
On 23 September 2016, the MoJ organised a meeting entitled “Civil Society Dialogue” with the main 
actors in charge of coordinating justice reforms, and representatives of civil society organisations 
specialising in the field of justice. 
 

                                                             
18

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2015/Coperta_si_Raport_ROM.pdf , page 8-9 
19

http://constcourt.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=127&t=/SUPORT-PENTRU-CURTEA-CONSTITUIONALA-A-REPUBLICII-MOLDOVA/INFORMAII-
GENERALE& 

http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=497
http://srsj.justice.gov.md/index.php
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2015/Coperta_si_Raport_ROM.pdf
http://constcourt.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=127&t=/SUPORT-PENTRU-CURTEA-CONSTITUIONALA-A-REPUBLICII-MOLDOVA/INFORMAII-GENERALE&
http://constcourt.md/pageview.php?l=ro&idc=127&t=/SUPORT-PENTRU-CURTEA-CONSTITUIONALA-A-REPUBLICII-MOLDOVA/INFORMAII-GENERALE&
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At the same time, the independent monitoring of the sector continued in 2016, in addition to the 
monitoring and coordination mechanism provided for by the Strategy: 

 http://crjm.org/ – The Legal Resource Centre of Moldova (LRCM) has been conducting 
systematic monitoring since 2013 of the work of the Superior Council of Magistracy (SCM), and since 
2014 it has begun a separate monitoring of the work of the Disciplinary Board of the SCM. Given that 
the LRCM participated fully in the promotion of the new court map, in 2016 and 2017, the LRCM 
representatives together with representatives of public authorities were actively involved in the 
information and promotion of the necessary restructuring. Recently, the LRCM has also been involved 
in the monitoring of the Prosecutor's Office reform implementation. In addition, the LRSM developed a 
number of reports/studies/legal opinions on justice sector reform, some findings being reflected in the 
following chapters of this Report; 

 www.capc.md – Centre for Analysis and Prevention of Corruption (CAPC) monitors the 
boards on selection and performance evaluation of judges within the SCM; Also, in 2016-2017, the 
CAPC assessed the level of anti-corruption tools application in judiciary;20 

 http://www.moldovacurata.md/ – web portal managed by the Association of Independent 
Press that performs the alternative monitoring of the activities of the National Integrity Commission 
(NIC), and more recently, of the transposition of new provisions on the of NIC transformation into 
NIA;21 

• www.magistrat.md – an independent web portal, launched by the NGO “Lawyers for 
Human Rights”; it contains information about the integrity and professional development of each of 
400 judges in courts of all levels. The database contains information on the professional performance 
of judges, profile pictures, biographic data, disciplinary procedures initiated and sanctions applied, 
cases lost by the Republic of Moldova at the European Court of Human Rights, income and financial 
interest declarations, income and property statement, conflicts of interest, number of 
judgements/rulings maintained/overturned, appearance in the mass-media, and other relevant 
information; In 2016, the portal was supllemented with a new directory dedicated to prosecutors22, 
containing the same set of data applicable to judges; 

• www.bizlaw.md – a new legal portal launched in 2016, which, although intended mainly for 
business lawyers in Moldova, is still an important source of legal information for both professionals 
and the general public. The portal contains legal news, expert opinions, practical advice from lawyers 
and jurists for citizens and businesses, and information on the developments in the legal system; 

• www.anticorupție.md – a web portal of investigative journalists who constantly monitor 
the reform processes in the justice sector, the progress of corruption case files, including with regard 
to justice sector representatives, etc. 

 

II.4 Ensuring transparency and communication for promoting JSRS outcomes 
 
The Annual Report for 2015 mentions 23 “enhancing visibility of justice sector reform is a constant 

priority of the sector players and is recommended every time by the NCRLEE and development partners. 

It is essential to explain the goals of justice sector reform and to submit its results to the public, to allow 

active participation in the reform and to benefit from final outcomes of the reform.” The justice sector 

institutions undertook several actions and carried out more activities in 2016 to achieve this priority. 

In 2016, the SCM made two advertising spots on the activity of the SCM and the judiciary system in 
Moldova. The advertising spots aim at organising information campaigns and raising awareness among 
the general public about the activity of the judiciary as a whole, based on informational materials on 
topics of major interest, such as the distribution of ICMS, the audio recording of court sessions, the 

                                                             
20

http://capc.md/files/RAPORT%20DE%20EVALUARE_FINAL_2.05.2017_versiune%20finala.pdf 
21

http://www.moldovacurata.md/ 
22

http://procuror.magistrat.md/ 
23

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf  

http://crjm.org/
http://www.capc.md/
http://www.moldovacurata.md/
http://www.magistrat.md/
http://www.bizlaw.md/
http://www.anticorupție.md/
http://capc.md/files/RAPORT%20DE%20EVALUARE_FINAL_2.05.2017_versiune%20finala.pdf
http://www.moldovacurata.md/
http://procuror.magistrat.md/
http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf
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rights and obligations of a participant process and examination of the issues by the SCM Plenum. At 
the same time, in 2016, the project "You and the Law" was launched, aiming at the realisation of a TV 
show that will familiarise the broad circle of the society with the field and the way of organising and 
carrying out the activity of the courts in the implementation of justice. Accordingly, until February 
2017, 19 TV shows were produced and broadcast. 
 
On 13 May 2016, an information campaign was launched during a round table on “Judicial Inspection – 
the SCM’s internal mechanisms for enhancing the magistrates’ integrity”, through which the general 
public was informed about the Judicial Inspection’s capacities, its role and duties, and the ways of 
signalling the possible acts of integrity violation by judges. For the first time, the Judicial Inspection, a 
body under the SCM, presented its work, its anti-corruption plans, including new mechanisms for 
enhancing judges’ integrity, to opinion-makers, journalists and NGOs, relying on pro-active 
participation of the litigants. In this context, the “Guidelines for the petitioner’s orientation for 
notifying the Judicial Inspection” was developed as a guidance instrument for those who want to notify 
about judges’ activity, which was approved by the SCM’s Plenum Decision No. 342/15 of 17 May 2016, 
being placed on the SCM’s website. Also, for the pro-active participation of the public, media 
institutions and non-governmental organisations, to strengthen the judges’ integrity, the email address 
integrity@csm.md was set up, through which possible corruption offences can be reported. The public 
information campaign also included the distribution of information flyers in courts, materials through 
which citizens are informed about the role of the Judicial Inspection and the ways in which violations 
of integrity can be quickly reported. 
 
Also, in 2016, the SCM developed the Guide on the relationship between the judicial system in 
Moldova and mass-media, which was approved by the Decision of the Plenum of the Superior Council 
of Magistracy No. 520/22 of 26 July 2016, being published on the Council’s website. The Guide was 
developed to ensure a predictable, coherent and unitary public communication to facilitate public 
access to public information through media. At the same time, a person in charge of the relations with 
the public and mass-media was designated in each court. 
 
In 2016, two in-service training seminars were organised for the staff of courts in charge of public 
relations, the first of which was held on 14 June and the second on 16 December 2016. A total of 29 
specialists were certified. At the same time, in partnership with ATRECO (EU III Project, Enhancing the 
efficiency, accountability and transparency of judiciary in Moldova), workshops were organised on 5, 8, 
and 12 February, where 139 people were trained in public relations of whom 25 judges, 77 judicial 
assistants, 37 other categories (consultants, heads of SCJ subdivisions). 
 
The list of members of the Network of liaison officers within the judiciary system, which includes 50 
judges and public relations specialists from all Moldovan courts, which have permanent contact with 
the local press, as well as with the national one, is considered a new element in the collaboration with 
the press. The Network of liaison officers in the judiciary is now working more efficiently with 
journalists for a better understanding of the judiciary by the general public, and to objectively present 
the implementation of the reform in the justice system. 
 
On 24 November 2016, a roundtable entitled “Public information campaigns - the importance of 
partnerships between the judiciary and civil society and mass-media in conducting campaigns” was 
held, attended by representatives of NGOs, mass-media, press companies, civil society, and judges and 
representatives of state officials and diplomats. As a result of this event, several working groups were 
set up to analyse sensitive subjects in the civil society, such as the stage of implementation of the 
reorganisation of courts, the integrity of judges, the functioning of the ICMS, etc. An Action Plan - 
Roadshow 2017 was also drawn up, in which Campaigns of public interest will continue through field 
trips to the 15 newly-created courts following the adoption of Law No. 76 of 24 April 2016 on the 
reorganisation of courts in Moldova to inform the general public about the implementation of the 

mailto:integrity@csm.md
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judiciary reform. In addition to information campaigns in the public interest, conducted in the form of 
Conferences with the general public, bilateral meetings with representatives of foreign missions 
working for a definite period of time in Moldova were also convened to improve and enhance the 
quality of justice. 
 
In 2016, the Administrative Office of the National Council for State Guaranteed Legal Aid (NCSGLA) 
ensured the broadcast of two advertising spots, between 1 August and 1 October 2016, on qualified 
state guaranteed legal aid in criminal and non-criminal cases. There were two interviews dedicated to 
the state-guaranteed legal aid system, activities related to the dissemination of practical guides, 
leaflets and informative brochures dedicated to the State guaranteed legal aid system. Cahul and 
Comrat territorial offices published five articles on state-guaranteed legal aid in the local newspapers. 
The Coordinator of Comrat Territorial Office and the paralegal from Vulcanesti presented the state-
guaranteed legal aid system at two radio shows. 
  
In 2016, the National Probation Inspectorate also developed a series of actions to inform the general 
public about the essence and developments in the administered field: two informative leaflets on 
probation activity were produced and published in 10,000 copies (with the financial support of 
NORLAM Mission); an infographic on activities for juvenile delinquency prevention and social 
reintegration of juveniles from the probation record for 2014-2015 was produced; 2,950 leaflets were 
disseminated as part of the activities organised and jointly carried out with the counsellors of the 42 
Offices, a joint information campaign was conducted with NORLAM for the students of Psychology, 
Sociology and Social Assistance faculties of Moldovan universities (MSU and “Ion Creanga” SPU) on the 
specifics of the probation activity, and the employment/internship/volunteering opportunities within 
the probation system; the NPI participated in conducting 6 public information and awareness 
campaigns at the national level, including on “Unpaid community work – an alternative to detention”; 
“Preventing violent behaviour among children”; infographics were developed on “Subjects of probation 
under the observation of the Probation Service in 2013, 2014, and 2015”; “Savings to the local budget 
as a result of unpaid community work performed during 2013, 2014, and 2015”; “We work together to 
increase community safety”. 
 
To promote and disseminate the benefits of mediation, the Mediation Council conducted 7 interviews 
with international experts and 7 interviews with national experts that were published on the 
Mediation Council’s website. Two shows were organised and broadcast at “Radio Plai” radio station; 
one show at Jurnal TV station; one show at “Neaţa” TV station. The logo and slogan of the Mediation 
Promotion Campaign were developed, such as a video spot about the benefits of mediation. Public 
events were organised in Balti, Causeni, Cahul and Ungheni, and brochures were produced with the 
theme “What do you need to know about mediation”, leaflets on “What is mediation” and “Who is the 
mediator”, flayers on “School mediation” and “Mediation in the protection of human rights”; a roll-up 
banner with the theme “Benefits of mediation”. 
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III. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ACTIONS 

ENVISAGED FOR AP JSRS IN 2016 
The year 2016, envisaged as the last action year of the JSRS, should have demonstrated the 
accomplishment of all the actions planned for that year, but also the liquidation of all the arrears that 
had amassed during the previous years of implementing the JSRS.  
 
According to the assessments and conclusions of the sector WGs in charge of coordinating and 
monitoring the implementation of the JSRS, in 2016, there is a level of implementation of 84% as 
regards the actions planned and outstanding in the reporting period. Table No. 2 below shows the 
information regarding the level of implementation of the actions due by the end of 2016, for every 
particular pillar of the JSRS.  
 
Table No. 2. Level of implementation of the JSRS actions in 2016 

Pillar Total actions 
Actions 

implemented 
Actions partly 
implemented 

Actions not 
implemented 

Obsolete/irrel
evant actions 

Pillar I 122 102(84%) 12 (9%) 2 (2%) 6 (5%) 

Pillar II 84 67 (80%) 10 (12%) 5 (6%) 2 (2%) 

Pillar III 55 42 (76%) 10 (18%) 2 (4%) 1 (2%) 

Pillar IV 56 47 (84%) 4 (7%) 1 (2%) 4 (7%) 

Pillar V 28 26(93%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (7%) 

Pillar VI 100 89(89%) 10 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 

Pillar VII 44 40 (91%) 3 (7%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 

Total/per cent 489 (100%) 413 (85%) 49 (10%) 11 (2%) 16 (3%) 

 
 
From the table above, it can be noticed that the highest level of implementation of the planned 
actions is registered for Pillar V – 93% and Pillar VII – 91%. Pillar II and Pillar III are at the opposite 
pole recording a lower level of implementation of 80% and 76% respectively. At the same time, there 
are rather good developments for Pillar VI – 89% and Pillars I and IV, which recorded a progress of 
84%.  
 
The biggest number of not-implemented actions (5(6%)) is observed at Pillar II, that can be explained 
by the fact that the actions not implemented were related to the reform of the judicial expertise 
institution, which was retarded for a long time, to the development of awareness programmes for 
victims regarding their rights and to the reform of the prosecutor’s office, which was put off for quite a 
long time. There were also certain financial issues, which did not allow for the actions to be 
implemented in time. 
 
As for the status and volume of actions partly implemented, most of them are recorded at Pillar III 
(18%) and Pillar II (12%). The explanations for this state of affairs are similar to the ones mentioned 
above – the delay in passing the basic legal framework, which was to unleash the staggered 
achievement of the actions intrinsically linked to the new legal provisions. 
 
The largest share of obsolete actions is noticed at Pillar IV and Pillar V (by 7% each). The sector WGs 
decided to qualify these actions as such, establishing in some cases that some of the planned actions 
did not need to be implemented, since the subsequent actions derived from or linked to them lost 
timeliness and opportunity. In most cases, it was about developing some preliminary studies for the 
new laws, which, failing to have been developed at the optimal stage (as the laws were already drafted 
and even passed) became useless and irrelevant. In some cases, for a part of the actions of the AP 
JSRS, the sector WGs did not manage to grasp the logic and the intention of the JSRS authors, and 
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consequently they considered that, as long as the relevance of these actions cannot be 
explained/reasoned, the respective actions should be considered as obsolete.  
 
Considered in dynamics, from 2012 through 2016, the data regarding the implementation of the AP 
JSRS actions show the largest increase of the implementation level in 2016, of 13% compared to 
2015. It’s worth noting that this achievement was seemingly possible also due to a more emphasised 
political stability in 2016 (a critical problem found for the previous reporting periods), as the 
Government and the Parliament liquidated quite a series of actions overdue for years.  
 

Figure No. 1. Evolution of the level of implementation of actions envisaged in AP JSRS (2012-2016) 

 

                      Implemented; Partly Implemented; Actions not implemented;  Obsolete Actions 
 
At the same time, in 2016, a decrease in the number of actions partly implemented of  10 percentage 
points (from 21% in 2015 to 11% in 2016) was noticed, as well as a 5-per-cent decrease of the not-
implemented actions. At the same time, the number of actions described as obsolete rose (2%), which 
can be explained by the fact that, five years after the adoption of the JSRS, some of the JSRS 
components have developed naturally, as a new approach conceptualisation is necessary. 
Consequently, the actions initially planned became irrelevant/obsolete.  
 
The most important achievements in 2016 are reflected in the analysis per every Pillar of the JSRS in 
Chapter IV of this Report. Synthesising this information, among the most notable achievements in 
2016 we would like to highlight the following: 

 
Judiciary system   

 

 passing the law on restructuring courts, launching and unfolding the organisational and 
logistical actions to implement the new judiciary organisation; 

 forwarding the draft law on modifying the Constitution in the part related to the 
organisation and functioning of the judiciary system; 

 passing the legislative amendments regarding the reform of the NIJ; 

 maintaining and adjusting the information technologies in the judiciary system. 
 

 
 
 

Criminal justice system:  
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 passing the law on the Prosecutor’s Office (Prosecution), the Constitutional Law on the 
place and role of the Prosecutor’s Office and the associated normative framework: the Law on 
specialised prosecutor’s offices and the Law on modifying the related framework; 

 ensuring the implementation of the new regulations concerning the prosecutor’s office; 

 strengthening security systems in prosecutors’ offices; 

 passing and enforcing the Law on modifying the judicial expertise system; 

 continuing the modernisation of the regulations and the methodologies of performing the 
judiciary expertise; modernising the tools used by the expertise institutions; 

 organising and holding courses of specialising players involved in the pre-judiciary stage. 
 

Access to justice and execution of court decisions: 
 

 passing the Law on the organisation of the activities of notaries; 

 passing modifications to the Law on bailiffs and the procedure of executing court decisions, 
including the ECtHR’s decisions; 

 strengthening and expanding the system of state-guaranteed legal aid; 

 setting uniform taxing regime for representatives of the professions related to the judicial 
system; 

 strengthening professional capacities of professionals related to the judicial system. 
 

Integrity of justice sector players 
 

 passing the integrity package; 

 passing the Law on assessing the institutional integrity, which replaced the Law on testing 
the professional integrity; 

 strengthening processes of interacting with and informing society on anti-corruption 
actions; 

 expanding the polygraph testing process; 

 more comprehensive corruption-fighting actions in the judiciary. 
 

Strengthening human rights observance in the justice sector 
 

 improving normative, organisational and functional infrastructure of the penitentiary 
system; 

 continuing efforts of strengthening the juvenile justice system; 

 strengthening the probation system and its tools; 

 creating the legal basis on rehabilitating the crime victims. 
 
The list of achievements is not exhaustive, or the JSRS actions are envisaged as having a long-term 
impact and were not conceived to produce immediate effects. For middle and long terms, applying all 
the actions, as a whole or interconnected, they are able to change the state of affairs in the justice 
sector, to change the perceptions of the people dealing with the judiciary and the conduct patterns of 
the players in the justice sector. 
 
The accomplishments and the failures concerning every pillar are presented in the following chapter. 
At the same time, more elaborate details are in the table reports for every pillar which can be viewed 
on the MoJ’s web page in the folder dedicated to the JSRS 
http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=439&. 

 

http://justice.gov.md/category.php?l=ro&idc=439&
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IV. IMPLEMENTATION OF MEASURES OF AP JSRS IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS PILLARS 

(2016)  
 
This chapter provides the data regarding the implementation level of the actions planned under each 
pillar, due in 2016. The information on the action implementation level is rendered in table format.  
 
With reference to each pillar, a review of the key accomplishments in 2016 is performed, as well as of 
the key arrears. Concerning every pillar, the tables containing information regarding the level of action 
implementation in accordance with the provisions of the Methodology of monitoring the JSRS 
implementation are presented. For a better perception of the level of action implementation, it has 
been decided to apply marking colours as follows: actions implemented – blue; actions partly 
implemented – yellow; actions not implemented – red, obsolete actions – orange. 
 

IV.1 Pillar I.  Judicial System 
 
The specific objective defined for Pillar I is ‘Strengthening the independence, accountability, 
efficiency, impartiality and transparency of the judicial system”. 
 
The actions covered by Pillar I of the JSRS are focused on three strategic directions:  

1. Ensuring accessibility and independence of the judicial system  
2. Increasing the transparency and efficiency of the judicial system  
3. Raising the standards of professionalism and responsibility of persons involved in delivering 

justice 
 
122 actions should have been implemented, according to the terms, until quarter IV, 2016. Concerning 
these 122 actions envisaged in the JSRS, the table with implementation level data is presented below. 
 
The detailed, table-format report reflecting the information on the terms and implementation level of 
actions, the measures undertaken, the financial means used/partnerships with donors to achieve the 
actions, the difficulties and challenges related to the action achievement process, the documents 
proving the accomplishment of an action can be found on the MoJ’s web page in the folder dedicated 
to the JSRS24. 
 
Out of those 122 actions due by 31 December 2016 – 102 actions have been implemented, 12 actions 
have been partly implemented, 2 actions have not been implemented and 6 actions are obsolete.  
 
Table No. 6. Level of implementation of actions planned for Pillar  I, according to WG Methodology 

Total actions planned by 
2016 

Actions implemented  Actions partly 
implemented  

Actions not 
implemented  

Obsolete/Irrelevan
t 

122 102 12 2 6 

100% 84% 9% 2% 5% 

 
During the reporting period, under Pillar I, multiple implemented achievements, also due to the 
reforming efforts undertaken in the previous period by adopting normative acts and effectively 
enforcing them, were found out.   
 
Several draft laws are important to attain progress under this Pillar: reorganising courts, the reform of 
the NIJ and the draft laws on amending the Constitution, were promoted and adopted in the 2016 
reporting period. 
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ACHIEVEMENTS: 

 
A. Passing the Law on reorganising courts  

After a long delay, the Law on the reorganisation of the court system was adopted in 2016.  Passing 
this draft law aimed at ensuring accessibility and independence of the judicial system. Taking into 
consideration national and international recommendations, as well as the practice of other states 
concerning the optimisation of courts, the law was designed to attain the following objectives:  

 strengthening the institutional capacities of courts; 
 strengthening the independence of the judicial system;  
 improving the quality of the delivered justice and enhancing court efficiency; 
 ensuring the best usage of the public funds available for courts and cutting system 

maintenance expenses;  
 improving the quality of the justice, including by ensuring the uniform distribution of the 

workload among courts in the country;  
 creating the prerequisites for specialisation of judges. 

 
Law No. 76 on the reorganisation of courts was adopted on 21.04.201625 (effective as from 
01.07.2016) except for the provisions from art. 10 and art. 11 paragraphs 1, 4 and 6, which will be 
effective from 01.04.2017). Under Law 76/2016 15 courts will be maintained, by increasing the 
number of judges in them: Bălți, Anenii-Noi, Cimișlia, Edineț, Cantemir, Strășeni, Căușeni, Comrat, 
Criuleni, Drochia, Soroca, Hîncești, Ungheni, Orhei, the Chișinău court.  
 

B. Unfolding organisational and logistical actions to enforce the Law 76/2016 
Following the adoption of Law 76/2016, the Ministry of Justice worked out the draft of the Parliament’s 
Decision on the approval of the Plan on constructing new buildings and/or on renovating existing 
buildings, necessary for the good functioning of the court system. The decision was passed on 3 March 
201726. On the basis of this decision, the public authorities in charge of implementing the Plan and the 
courts will present annually, by 1 February, to the Ministry of Justice, the information regarding the 
results of implementing the Plan; will ensure, within their competences and within the limits of the 
financial means approved by the state budget law for the respective year, and from other sources 
under law, the implementation of the Plan. The Ministry of Justice has been charged with competences 
to coordinate the implementation of the Plan; to present the Government, annually, by 1 March, the 
Plan Implementation Report; to appoint, by order, the members of the group monitoring the 
implementation of the Plan with the purpose of making transparent the construction of new buildings 
and/or the renovation of the existing buildings, necessary for the good functioning of the courts, for 
attracting investments, for rationally managing the expenses, and for ensuring the involvement of the 
civil society in the monitoring process.  Both the Parliament’s decision and Law No. 76/2016 provide 
that the period of re-arranging the reorganized courts will last 10 years (2017-2027). 
 
In its turn, the SCM undertook multiple actions to ensure the implementation of the new organisation 
of the court system. Thus, by SCM Decision No. 546/23 of 06 September 2016, the Action Plan on 
implementing Law No. 76 of 21 April 2016 on the reorganisation of courts was approved. By SCM 
Decision No. 547/23 of 06 September 2016, the court staff organisational chart for 2017 numbering 
1,888 units, including 353 positions of judges, was approved. By SCM Decision No. 585/24 of 13 
September 2016, the structure chart of the newly-created courts was approved. 

 

C. Promoting the Constitution-amending draft law related to the organisation and functioning 
of the judiciary system 
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During 2016, the Ministry of Justice ensured the prior promotion of the draft Law on amending the 
Constitution of the Republic of Moldova (the compartment related to the judicial system). The draft law 
was endorsed by the Government (on 3 April 2016), positively endorsed by the Constitutional Court (on 
19 April 2016), and set on the agenda of the session of the Parliament on 13 April 201727.  
 
The draft law covers an array of aspects and namely: 

a) The initial term and manner of appointing judges: the initial 5-year term of appointing 
judges is cancelled; the express right of the President of the country to reject but once the candidacy of 
the judge proposed by the SCM; it proposes that the judges of the Supreme Court of Justice should be 
appointed as judges from appeals courts and judges, that is by the President of the Republic of Moldova 
at the proposal of the Superior Council of Magistracy; 

b) Immunity of judges: the draft law proposes to add a paragraph (5/1) to art. 116 of the 
Constitution of the Republic of Moldova to regulate but the functional immunity of judges. 

c) Role and membership in the Superior Council of Magistracy: a new article 121/1 will be 
added to the Constitution, which will expressly regulate that the Superior Council of Magistracy is the 
guarantor of the independence of the judicial authority; it specifies that representatives of the civil 
society with experience in law shall be members of the SCM (not only Law PhD professors as it is legally 
provided now), and the General Prosecutor and the SCJ chair shall be removed as members-in-office of 
the SCM; the key part of SCM members will be constituted from judges; the membership in the SCM is 
extended from 4 to 6 years, without the possibility of holding two consecutive terms. 

d) SCM’s competences: the draft Constitutional Law expressly proposes that the SCM is the 
authority which can determine and propose to the Parliament the financial means for the state budget 
necessary for the good functioning of courts, as it should compulsorily be consulted at any stage of 
considering the budget proposals for the judicial system.  

 
D. Passing legal amendments regarding the NIJ reform  

On 24.04.2016, the Parliament passed the modifications to the Law on the National Institute of 
Justice28 in final reading. The new version of the Law (republished following the adoption of Law 85 of 
24 April 2016) is to contribute to the improvement of the activity of the National Institute of Justice, of 
its managing bodies, as well as of its subordinate bodies (the Committee for graduation exams, the 
Committee for entrance exams, etc.), to the enhancement of the efficiency of the Institute by creating 
the mechanism of evaluating the quality of the training courses provided in its frame, the 
enhancement of the transparency of the activity of the Institute and of the decision-making process by 
its managing bodies. The Law aims at:  

 promoting and implementing trainer selection criteria;  
 making efficient and enhancing the professionalism of acting judges and prosecutors, of the 

judicial system personnel and of other categories of people working in the judicial system;  
 creating the legal support to introduce and apply new training methods (e.g. distance 

learning), introducing new systems of collecting options from judges and prosecutors for their 
continuous training, record mechanisms for the courses attended by every subject of continuous 
training;  

 creating prerequisites for the interaction of the National Institute of Justice with the College 
evaluating the performance of judges, the College of qualifying prosecutors, the Superior Council of 
Magistracy and the Superior Council of Prosecutors in developing continuous training plans etc.  
 
Following the publication of the amendments to the Law on the National Institute of Justice, through 
the order of the executive Director of the NIJ, the working group to develop, approve and modify the 
internal normative framework of the NIJ was set up, and this was in its ending stage in the reporting 
period. 
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E. Maintaining and adjusting informational technologies within the judicial system  
From 01.03.2016, the Court Portal has a new logical and graphic architecture, enabling the courts to 
individually edit and publish the necessary information. Modifying the portal interface was generated 
by the necessity to adjust the existing portal to the technical requirements regarding the content, the 
style and the design of the official pages of the public administration authorities in the Internet, 
provided for in the Government’s Decision No. 188 of 03.04.2012. The maintenance of the portal is 
ensured by ÎS "Centrul de telecomunicații speciale", as this company steadily ensures the functionality, 
maintenance and security of the judicial information system. 
 
In 2016, the NIJ organised 11 continuous training seminars on using IT benefiting 354 people, among 
which: 43 judges, 43 prosecutors, 84 judicial assistants, 133 court registrars, 18 secretariat chiefs, 34 
persons from other categories. 
 
Law No. 76 of 21.04.2016 on the court reorganisation provides that, starting from 01.01.2017, only 15 
courts and 4 Courts of Appeals will function. Given these considerations, activities of restructuring the 
ICMS and the court portal started.  
 
Concerning the functionality of the ICMS, the SCM Report for 2016 mentions that, during the reporting 
period, no violations related to the random distribution of cases through the ICMS were detected and, 
respectively, no disciplinary cases concerning judges were considered in this respect. At the same time, 
in 2016, the SCM provided assistance in terms of monitoring the process of using the ICMS, the 
process of random distribution of cases, of audio recording the court sessions and of publishing the 
court decisions on the court portal, examining over 70 requests in this respect. To have the problems 
solved, in 2016, the SCM cooperated with the Special Telecommunications Centre and with the Court 
Management Agency regarding the efficient usage of the ICMS by courts. 
 
With regard to the audio recording of court sessions, by Decision No. 434/19 of 21 June 2016, in a 
plenary session, the SCM started the procedure of reviewing the Regulation on the digital audio 
recording of court sessions. Later, the proposed modifications were accepted through the Decision of 
the SCM in a plenary session No. 488/20 of 05 July 2016. In 2016, the Council and the Judicial 
Inspection examined the reports for the months of April – November 2016 concerning the audio 
recording of the court sessions in national courts. At the same time, in 2016, the Superior Council of 
Magistracy was not notified concerning judges in terms of the audio recording of court sessions and no 
sanctions were applied on judges in this respect.  
 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 
 
According to the qualifications of the sector WG for Pillar I, the list of actions to be carried out in 2016 
and not being implemented contains the following: Act. 1.1.2. point 1 - Review of the legislation in 
force regulating the amount and the computing mode of court expenses, and of the practice of 
applying them and Act. 1.3.1 point. 6 – Monitoring the implementation of the reform of the National 
Institute of Justice. 
 
As for the first action (1.1.2 (1)), the MoJ invoked that no sources were timely identified to hire a 
foreign expert, and the draft law to be developed as a result of that study was developed anyway. 
Consequently, this action was to be qualified as obsolete and taken into consideration in the drafting 
process of the following strategic document in the judiciary sector.  
 
Regarding the second action qualified as unaccomplished (1.3.1 (6)) regarding the monitoring of the 
NIJ reform, it seems premature, since 6 months have not passed from the enactment of that Law. It is 
important, however, that this action should not disappear from the view of the executioners, as they 
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are to start the monitoring in due time, so that one could intervene with possible adjustments to the 
legal provisions in order to enhance their applicability and impact. 
 
In the array of the actions party implemented, one must keep an eye on and put due pressure to 
ensure the transfer of the judicial police, an action migrating from one policy document to another for 
years. According to the MIA’s report on executing the JSRS” on the ground of the provisions of the 
MIA’s order No. 100 of 11.04.2016, the staff of the Judicial Police Service was reduced with 9 units, now 
the staff of the JPS of the MIA having a total of 108 units, including - 53 officers, troopers - 54, and 1 – 
free employee, the chart being constituted from 23 employees, including 8 – the command corps, 14 
subofficers, and 1 civilian employee. Respectively, an office for the JPS was identified on 31 august str., 
104, Chișinău, with 6 rooms. [...] Respectively, the JSP of the GPI, according to the financial sources 
allotted under the Strategy, was endowed with 14 cars, of which, 12 Dacia Logans, bought in 2013-
2014 and 8 computers bought in 2014. [...] In order to ensure the efficient and autonomous work of the 
Judicial Police, according to the calculations made by the Ministry of Justice in the draft Governmental 
Decision on rendering the JPS to the Ministry of Justice29, 284 personnel units, including 14 personnel 
units within the staff of the Judicial Police and 270 units in the territorial subdivisions will be 
necessary”. Taking into account that this action was included into the list of actions the 
accomplishment term of which was prolonged till 31 December 2017, which was approved through 
the Parliament’s Decision on ensuring the continuity of the reforms in the judiciary sector No. 259, 8 
December 2016, it is necessary to employ due diligence and execute it by the end of 2017. 
 
At the same time, pressure must be kept and all efforts must be undertaken to pass the draft Law on 
modifying the Constitution in the compartment dealing with the organisation and functioning of the 
judicial system, as a fair amount of the actions qualified as partly implemented under Pillar I are 
related namely to the constitutional amendments. 
 
A conclusion emerging from the achievements identified for Pillar I is that the new 
mechanisms/institutions/procedures set up in the judicial system need to be carefully monitored and 
adjusted if necessary.  
 

IV.2 Pillar II. Criminal  Justice 
 
The specific objective of Pillar II is ‘Streamlining the interlocutory investigation to ensure respect for 
human rights, security of every person and diminish the level of crime’. 
 
The actions covered by Pillar II of the JSRS are focused on five strategic directions:   

1. Reviewing the pre-judicial phase concept and procedure;  
2. Enhancing professionalism and independence of the prosecutor’s office;  
3. Professional capacity building at individual and institutional levels in issues dealing with crime 

investigations;  
4. Modernisation of the statistical data collection system and of the professional performance 

evaluation system at individual and professional levels;  
5. Humanisation of criminal proceedings and strengthening the mechanism for safeguarding the 

rights of victims. 
 
Generally, according to the Action Plan for implementing the Strategy, a total of 84 actions are 
envisaged under Pillar II. In the fourth quarter of 2016, according to the timeframes, all those 84 
actions should have been finalised. 
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Out of those 84 actions, by 31 December 2016 – 64 are implemented, 14 partly implemented, 5 not 
implemented, and 1 was qualified by the sector WG for Pillar II as obsolete. 
 
Table No. 7. Level of implementation of actions under Pillar II, according to WG Methodology 

Total actions planned by 
2016 

Actions implemented  Actions partly 
implemented  

Actions not 
implemented  

Obsolete/Irrelevant 

84 67 10 5 2 

100% 80% 12% 6% 2% 

 
The implementation level of the actions under Pillar II for the reporting period is the lowest in 
percentage, as is the case of Pillar III. However, the year 2016 was more prolific compared with the 
previous period, taking into account that important laws related to the reform of the prosecutor’s 
office and the reform of the judicial expertise system were adopted, and the actions 
conditioned/related to the adoption of the respective normative acts started. 

 
ACHIEVEMENTS 

A. Adopting the Law on Prosecutor’s Office 
A new Law on Prosecutor’s Office was passed on 25 February 2016. The objectives of the Law refer to: 

a) Setting European/community standards in the organisation and the activity of the Prosecutor’s 
Office (identifying the Prosecutor’s Office’s place and role and its relations with the executive, 
legislative and judicial powers; streamlining the competences of the prosecutor’s office into the 
criminal justice system; optimising the structure of the prosecutor’s office, given its intervention 
sectors and competences; demilitarisation; promoting specialisation within the prosecutor’s office; 
enhancing the transparency of the activity of the prosecutor’s office); 

b) Strengthening prosecutor’s status (ensuring a high level of professional competence and 
integrity; specifying the prosecutor’s competences in exerting the powers of the prosecutor’s office 
and within the framework of the relations of the prosecutor and other subjects of the trial; ensuring 
the decisional independence of the prosecutor in exerting his/her competences); 

c) Reviewing the management of resources of the Prosecutor’s Office (allotting adequate 
organisational, financial, material and human resources within the prosecutor’s office; strengthening 
the role of the self-management bodies of the Prosecutor’s Office in managing the resources of the 
Prosecutor’s Office); 
 
Under the final and transitory provisions Law 3/201630 was to enter force as of 1 August 2016, with 
certain exceptions provided expressly, including the ones related to the adoption of the modifications 
to the Constitution, and the adoption of the legal provisions regarding the creation of specialised 
prosecutor’s offices, reorganising the ones existing by the adoption date, and setting up new 
bodies/entities provided by the new law. 
 

B. Passing the Constitutional Law on the place and the role of the Prosecutor’s Office31 
Modifying the constitutional provisions regarding the place and the role of the Prosecutor’s Office 
naturally should have preceded the adoption of the new Law on Prosecutor’s Office, however, given 
the conjuncture within the Parliament, and the special conditions of passing a constitutional law, its 
adoption occurred later in November 2016. Thus, the draft law was developed jointly by the General 
Prosecutor’s Office and the Ministry of Justice, was approved through the Government’s Decision No. 
431 of 11.04.2016 and positively endorsed by the Constitutional Court (Notice No.5 of 19.04.2016).  
 
On 25 November 2016, the Parliament passed Law No. 256 on amending the Constitution of the 
Republic of Moldova. The Law instituted the following norms: 
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a) the clear determination of the place of the Prosecutor’s Office – a public institution within the 
judicial authority; 

b) the constitutional statement of the prosecutors’ self-management body – the Superior Council 
of Prosecutors, as a guarantor of the prosecutors’ independence and impartiality and as a body in 
charge of the selection and the career of prosecutors; 

c) the improved regulation of the mode of appointing and dismissing the General Prosecutor. 
 

C. Passing the related framework: the Law on specialised prosecutor’s offices and the Law on 
modifying the related framework  
An innovating law for the Moldovan judicial system was passed in 2016 – the Law on specialised 
prosecutor’s offices, No. 159 of 7 July 201632. The Law regulates: the legal framework applicable in the 
activity of specialised prosecutor’s offices; the organisational structure and mode of the specialised 
prosecutor’s offices, as well as the deciding powers regarding the organisation of specialised 
prosecutor’s offices; the guarantees of administrative and financial independence of the specialised 
prosecutor’s offices – the budgets of the specialised prosecutor’s offices are reflected separately in the 
budget of the Prosecutor’s Office, the structure of the specialised prosecutor’s offices is established 
following the proposal of the chief prosecutor of the specialised prosecutor’s office; the powers of the 
chief prosecutor of the specialised prosecutor’s office, which ensure the continuous and efficient 
functioning of the specialised prosecutor’s office; the mechanism of deploying criminal investigation 
officers, investigation officers and specialists etc. 
 
Another important law passed in 2016 is Law No. 152 of 1 July 2016 on amending some legislative acts 
(related to the reform of the prosecutor’s office)33, the objectives of which were: adjusting the related 
legal framework to the provisions of the Law on Prosecutor’s Office; setting up the mechanisms 
necessary for the full and efficient enforcement of the Law on Prosecutor’s Office; regulating the 
solutions stated in the Concept of reform of the Prosecutor’s Office as regards the problems it 
identifies and describes; specifying the prosecutor’s competences in exerting the competences of the 
Prosecutor’s Office and in the relations between him/her and other subjects in the criminal trial; the 
clear shaping of the powers of the prosecutor and of the criminal investigating body in the criminal 
process. Law 152/2016 modified a range of laws as: Law No. 1036- XIII of 17 December 1996 on the 
penitentiary system, the Customs Code of the Republic of Moldova No. 1149-XIV of 20 July 2000, the 
Family Code No. 1316-XIV of 26 October 2000, the Criminal Procedure Code of the Republic of 
Moldova No. 122-XV of 14 March 2003, the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Moldova No. 225-
XV of 30 May 2003, Law No. 355-XVI of 23 December 2005 on the remuneration system in the 
budgetary system, Law No. 328 of 23 December 2013 on remunerating judges etc. 
 

D. Ensuring the enforcement of the new regulations concerning the prosecutor’s office  
After the enactment of the new Law on Prosecutor’s Office on 01.08.2016, in order to implement the 
new constitutional (Law 256 of 25.11.2016) and legal provisions regulating the Prosecutor’s Office’s 
work, a series of institutional normative acts were drafted and enacted. Thus, through the decision of 
the Superior Council of Prosecutors of 22 April 2016, it decided to convene the General Assembly of 
Prosecutors on 27 May 2016, which was the supreme self-management body of the prosecutors. At 
the General Assembly of Prosecutors, through Decision No. 3, they passed the Regulation of the 
General Assembly of Prosecutors, and through Decision No. 4 they approved a new Code of Ethics of 
Prosecutors. They also elected the members of the College for the selection and career of prosecutors, 
the College for evaluation of prosecutors’ performance and the College for discipline and ethics among 
prosecutors.  
 
On 27.05.2016, the General Prosecutor issued: 1. The Order of the acting General Prosecutor on the 
reorganisation and establishment of the internal structure of the General Prosecutor’s Office, which 
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established the new internal structure of the General Prosecutor’s Office, approved the positions and 
the number of staff of the General Prosecutor’s Office and the Order regarding the reorganisation, the 
establishment of specialised prosecutor’s offices, territorial prosecutor’s offices and the liquidation of 
the prosecutor’s offices at the level of Appeals Courts, military and transport courts, the establishment 
of the structure, positions, number of staff and the residence of the territorial and specialised 
prosecutor’s offices. Both orders were enacted as from 01.08.2016. 
 
A total of 1,398 orders were issued to implement the law, of which: - 18 orders pursuing the 
establishment of the new structure of the bodies of the prosecutor’s office, either through liquidation, 
reorganisation or merger of prosecutor’s offices, which envisaged all the personnel of the prosecutor’s 
office (1,002 persons); - 397 orders regarding personnel deployments, both prosecutors and other 
employees of the prosecutor’s office (public servants, including with special status, technical and 
auxiliary personnel); - 108 orders on dismissals, including 42 prosecutors; - 802 other orders 
concerning prosecutors’ careers, other issues related to the labour legislation.  
 
For the execution of art. 98 para. (9) of Law No. 3 of 25.02.2016 on Prosecutor’s Office, on 22.06.2016, 
the acting General Prosecutor issued the Order on setting up the Committee for the selection of the 
candidates to the position of inspector within the Prosecutor Inspection, through the Order of the 
acting General Prosecutor of 13.07.2016, the Regulation on organising the contest for the selection of 
inspectors in the Prosecutor Inspection was developed and, the contest was organised, respectively. 
The Regulation on the organisation, competence and mode of functioning of the Prosecutor Inspection 
was drafted  and approved through the Order of 29.07.2016.  
 
On 24.09.2016, the Regulation of the Prosecutor’s Office was approved and published in the Official 
Monitor on 28.10.2016. Later other acts were adopted with regards to the regulation of the activity of 
the structural subdivisions of the Prosecutor’s Office: the Regulation of the district Prosecutor’s Office 
(PG order No. 25/28 of 04.10.2016); the Regulation of the Prosecutor’s Office of Chișinău municipality 
(PG order No. 51/28 of 20.12.2016); the Regulation of activity of the Anti-corruption Prosecutor’s 
Office (PG order No. 8/28 of 17.02.2017); the Regulation of activity of the Prosecutor’s Office for 
Combating Organised Crime and Special Causes (PG order No. 7/28 of 17.02.2017).  
 
During the reference period, the SCP also adopted: 

 The Regulation on the manner of career promotion of prosecutors;  
 The Regulation on the manner of organising and unfolding the contest for the position of 

prosecutor in the territorial and specialised prosecutor’s offices; 
 The Regulation on certifying the prosecutors; 
 The Regulation on organising, unfolding and evaluating the capacity exam; 
  The Regulation on evaluating the prosecutors’ professional performance. 
 
E. Strengthening security systems in prosecutor’s offices  

The positive developments as regards the modernisation and safeguarding the offices of the 
prosecutor’s offices continued in 2016. Thus, earlier the PG had concluded multiple contracts with “ÎS 
Servicii Pază” of the MIA concerning the provision of services of installing, starting and regulating 
security technical means. 
 
At the same time, in the first half of 2016, the General Prosecutor’s Office bought and installed 
security systems in 42 quarters (digital cameras, turnstiles, operation systems etc.). 
 

F. Adopting and enacting the Law on modifying the judiciary expertise system 
The new Law on the judiciary expertise and the status of the judiciary expert (No. 68 of 14.04.2016) 
was passed in 2016 and it establishes the principles of the judiciary expertise activity, the mode of 
performing the judiciary expertise, the procedure of certifying judiciary experts, the status of the 

http://www.procuratura.md/file/2014-04-09_Regulament%20examenul%20de%20capacitate.pdf
http://www.procuratura.md/file/2014-04-09_Regulament%20examenul%20de%20capacitate.pdf
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judiciary expert, the forms of organising the judiciary expertise activity. The objectives of the law are: 
the exact and complex regulation of the national system of judiciary expertise; strengthening the 
infrastructure of judiciary expertise and the status of the judiciary expert; raising the level of judiciary 
expertise services provided by the judiciary experts; strengthening opportunities for alternative 
judiciary expertise. Law 68/2016 provides for a series of wider regulations including: judiciary 
expertise; certification of judiciary experts; the status of the judiciary expert; evaluating the 
performance of the judiciary expert; the disciplinary accountability of the judiciary expert; suspending 
and terminating the activity of the judiciary expert; organising the activity in the judiciary expertise 
sector; functional competence in the judiciary expertise sector; the state protection of the judiciary 
expertise, his/her material and social insurance; international cooperation in the activity of judiciary 
expertise.  
 
Subsequently to the new Law on the judiciary expertise and the status of the judiciary expert and for 
its enactment, on 27 December 2016, the Government approved the Regulation of the National Centre 
for Judiciary Expertise (Decision No. 1412)34. On 24 March 2017, the Government also approved the 
tariffs for services of judiciary and extra-judiciary expertise.  
 
The adoption of this package of normative acts will contribute to the acceleration of the reform 
process in the judiciary expertise sector and to create a modern basis for its functioning. 

 
G. Continuing the modernisation process of the regulations and the methodologies of 

performing the judiciary expertise; modernising the tools applied by expertise institutions  
In 2016, the National Centre for Judiciary Expertise drafted and approved 2 methodologies: 

 Methodology of examining object-marking substances under special control (research of 
special chemical substances), approved through the Decision of the Methodological-Scientific Council 
of the NCJE No.15 of 15.06.2016; 

 Methodology of examining writing and signature, approved through the Decision of the 
Methodological-Scientific Council of the NCJE No. 01 of 29.04.2016 
 
In 2016, 10 employed forensic experts attended the training course “Quality standards in ordering and 
performing forensic expertise and certifying laboratories of judiciary genetics”, organised within the 
Project of the European Union “Support the Pre-Trial Investigation, Prosecution and the Defence in the 
Republic of Moldova”, implemented by the German Foundation for International Legal Cooperation 
(IRZ) jointly with Altair Asesores (Spain) and the Centre for International Legal Cooperation CILC (The 
Netherlands). At the same time, immediately after setting up the DNA Laboratory to collect and pack 
the biological samples, it will be necessary to also train other personnel categories – forensic officers in 
Police Inspectorates, investigation officers, criminal investigation officers. For the moment, the 
competence of specialists in the DNA sector is inefficient – the activities of collecting biological 
samples have no continuity, the collected biological evidence cannot be processed and used without a 
working laboratory. 
 
The mobile forensic laboratories, bought in 2016 to strengthen the capacities in the sector – 3 big cars 
and 5 small cars – were provided with the necessary equipment to collect and pack DNA samples – 
forensic kits to collect biological samples. They were distributed in the territories. 
 

H. Organising and unfolding training courses for actors involved in pre-trial phase  
In 2016, the activities of strengthening the professional capacities of the judiciary actors in the pre-trial 
stage went on. In 2016, the General Prosecutor’s Office developed the training programmes for 
prosecutors concerning their specialisation, the trainers were selected, the matters related to the 
organisation of courses and of presentation the information about the number of unfolded sessions 
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and trainees were solved. During the reporting period, the General Prosecutor’s Office and the 
National Institute of Justice, with the support of international bodies, organised and unfolded 9 
specialisation courses attended by 130 prosecutors.  
 
The plan of continuous training of judges and prosecutors in 2016 was approved through the Decision 
of the NIJ Council No. 9/4 of 25.09.2015. In this regard, the NIJ staged 13 continuous training seminars 
for persons involved in criminal investigation and investigation benefiting 373 persons of which 189 
judges, 148 prosecutors, 24 criminal investigation officers, 12 persons from other categories. 
 
On 16.03.2016, the Ministry of Internal Affairs trained 20 employees (investigation officers, criminal 
investigation officers, community inspectors from the GPI subdivisions); from 23 through 27.05.2016, 
20 employees (investigation officers, criminal investigation officers from the GPI subdivisions) were 
trained. 
 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 

The sector WG for Pillar II identified this overdue action: Act. 2.2.4 point 2 Monitoring the 
implementation of the modifications in the normative framework on reviewing the competences of the 
prosecutor’s office. 
 
Since the new regulations regarding the organisation and functioning of the prosecutor’s office were 
adopted relatively recently and are still in the starting stage of implementation, it is reasonable that 
this activity should be unfolded in the second half of 2017, also taking into consideration that their 
deadline was expanded till the end of 2017 (see Annex HP 259/2016). 
 
At the same time, it is necessary to also keep in the spotlight the actions described as implemented 
partly, especially the actions related to the modernisation of the methodologies of performing the 
judiciary expertise; of implementing the crime recording informational systems, etc.  
In order to carry out the actions from the specific intervention sector 2.4.1., the objective of which is 
applying a crime recording automated informational system (“Criminal investigation: E-file”), at the 
level of all the criminal investigation bodies, through an interinstitutional order No. 27/310/936/361-
0/154 of 05 October 2016 signed by the General Prosecutor, the Minister of Justice, the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, the National Anti-corruption Centre and the Customs Service, a working group 
comprising representatives from all those institutions was set up, as their task is to organize the 
accomplishment of the action. During 2016, one managed to develop the informational programme, to 
create the conditions and platforms to interconnect it to other state informational systems. As from 
01.07.2017 it is to be applied in all the prosecutor’s offices, and then, gradually, its applicability will be 
extended to the level of criminal investigating bodies, at the same time ensuring the connection to the 
E-judiciary file IS. 
 

IV.3. Pillar III. Access to Justice and Enforcement of Court Judgments 

 
The specific objective of Pillar III is ’Improving institutional framework and processes, which ensure 
effective access to justice: effective legal aid, examination of cases and enforcement of judgments 
within a reasonable time, upgrading the status of certain legal professions related to justice system’. 
 
The actions covered under Pillar III of the JSRS are focused on 3 strategic directions:   

1. Strengthening the system of State-Guaranteed Legal Aid;  
2. Institutional capacity building and professional development of representatives of the justice 

system related professions (lawyers, notaries, mediators, bailiffs, legal experts, administrators 
of insolvency proceedings, translators/interpreters); 
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3. Effective enforcement of judgments. 
 
Generally, according to AP JSRS, 55 actions are to be implemented under Pillar III.  
 

Out of those 55 actions, by 31 December 2016 – 42 are implemented, 10 partly implemented, 2 - not 
implemented, and 1 action was qualified by the members of the WG for Pillar III as obsolete. 
 
Table No. 8. Level of implementation of actions under Pillar III, according to WG methodology 

Total actions planned by 
2016 

Actions 
implemented 

Actions partly 
implemented  

Actions not 
implemented  

Obsolete 

55 42 10 2 1 

100% 76% 18% 4% 2% 

 
As regards Pillar III in the year 2016, drafting and promoting draft laws targeting: the reform of the 
mode of organising and functioning of bailiffs; the reconsideration of the rules of organising and work 
of interpreters and translators in trials; the reform of the notary institution; the adoption of a new law 
on mediation and the further strengthening of the system of state-guaranteed legal aid can be 
qualified as achievements. 

 
ACHIEVEMENTS  
 

A. Passing the Law on organising the activity of notaries 
Law No. 69 on organising the activity of notaries was adopted by the Parliament on 14 April 201635. 
The generic goal of Law 69/2016 is ensuring the execution of the persons’ rights under law by fulfilling 
notary acts, ensuring the certitude of the validity of acts and the quality of the services provided by a 
state representative invested to execute a public service, but also ensuring the safety of the certified 
legal relations. Actually the regulations of the Law pursue: the clear and univocal determination of the 
status of the notary with regards to the express appreciation of his/her status as a free professional; 
the determination of the status of the intern notary, the conditions of professional certification; 
improving the institutions of suspending, cessation of the notary activity;  setting up the professional 
body of the notaries, appreciating its status, goals, the organisation and management of the 
profession; the determination of the order of performing the control of the notary activity; 
establishing grounds and types of accountability for notaries, sanctions and mode of applying them. 
 
Yet, Law 69/2016 cannot be fully implemented as it lacks related legislative acts: on the notary 
proceedings and on the methodology of computing the payments for notary actions, which are still on 
the Parliament’s agenda. 
 

B. Passing the modifications to the Law on bailiffs and the proceedings of executing court 
decisions, including the ECtHR’s decisions 
The draft law for amending the Law on bailiffs was endorsed by the Government on 25 September 
2015 (Government’s Decision No. 334) and passed by the Parliament by Law No. 86 of 28.04.2016.  
 
Law No. 191 for the modification of proceedings of executing court decisions was passed by the 
Parliament on 23.09.2016 and operated amendments to the Civil Procedure Code and to the Execution 
Code especially pursuing the achievement of access to justice, a right guaranteed both by different 
international treaties the Republic of Moldova is part to, and by the Constitution of the Republic of 
Moldova, in the compartment in which fulfilling this right also implies the effective execution of court 
decisions issued by national courts of law, and the improvement of the present system of executing 
court judgments. 
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By Decision No. 889 of 20 July 2016, the Government approved the Regulation on the proceedings of 
enforcing court decisions and decisions of the European Court of Human Rights, which represents a 
novelty for the Moldovan legislation. The Regulation pursues to set up an efficient and clear 
mechanism of executing decisions and decisions of the European Court of Human Rights, including by: 
establishing the authorities responsible with executing the decisions of the European Court of Human 
Rights; regulating the procedure of executing the decisions of the European Court of Human Rights; 
regulating the individual measures and regulating the general measures. 
 

C. Strengthening and expanding the system of state-guaranteed legal aid  
The state-guaranteed legal aid system continued the process of consolidation in 2016. During the 
reference period, the number of public barristers was increased with 2 units through the NCSGLA 
Decision No. 34 of 09 December 2015, respectively 1 unit distributed to the Bălți territorial office and 1 
unit – to the Chișinău territorial office, thus the total number of public lawyers reaching 18 units. At 
the same time, in 2016, 174 lawyers were subjected to internal monitoring, and a monitoring act was 
compiled as regards every monitoring session. 
 
In 2016, although no financial means were allotted, one managed to stage a large number of training 
sessions both for lawyers providing qualified legal assistance and for the providers of primary legal 
assistance. In a partnership with the NIJ, the Women’s Law Centre, UNHCR, CDA and BMA, 9 training 
courses were organised attended by 189 lawyers. 35 lawyers participated at the training courses 
organised jointly with NORLAM.  In cooperation with the Soros Foundation-Moldova, training courses 
for paralegals were organised. Thus, the initial training course was attended by 42 paralegals. Later, in 
September 2016, one organised a continuous training session in the Human Rights and non-
discrimination sector attended by 37 paralegals. 32 paralegals took part in the programme of 
continuous training for paralegals: Elements of Civil Law. Practical recommendations in providing 
primary legal aid, organised from 18 through 21 November 2016. In a partnership with CDA and 
UNHCR, one organised the National Seminar for paralegals with the topic Reducing and avoiding cases 
of statelessness. 20 paralegals were trained in the seminar. In 2016, the paralegal network was added 
10 units, as now 42 paralegals are hired by the territorial offices of the NCSGLA, 10 of which provide 
primary legal aid in urban areas.  
 
A part of the employed paralegals were provided with technical equipment within the project Regional 
Partnership for Legal Empowerment of vulnerable social groups in Moldova implemented by the Soros 
Foundation-Moldova in a partnership with the NCSGLA. 
 
Through Decision No. 4 of 10 February 2017 the quality standards of the work of lawyers providing 
state-guaranteed legal aid in civil cases involving children were approved, and through Decision No. 5 
of 10 February 2017 the quality standards of the work of lawyers providing state-guaranteed legal aid 
in contraventional cases involving children were approved. In 2016, the quality standards of the work 
of lawyers providing state-guaranteed legal aid in non-criminal (civil and contraventional) cases were 
developed with the support of UNICEF Moldova, within the project Strengthening the mechanism of 
ensuring the quality of state-guaranteed legal aid provided to children.  
 
On 10 February 2017, the NCSGLA adopted the Decision on approving the tools of external monitoring 
of the quality of qualified state-guaranteed legal aid. 
 
On the basis of Law No. 198-XVI of 26.07.2007 on the state-guaranteed legal aid, in 2016 49,743 
persons benefited from qualified state-guaranteed legal aid. Out of the total number of beneficiaries, 
2,842 were minors and 6,845 were women. At the same time, out of those 49,743 cases of providing 
qualified state-guaranteed legal aid, ordinary aid was granted in 44,850 cases ((of which 40,861 were 

criminal cases and 3,989 non-criminal cases), and in 4,893 cases emergency legal assistance was provided 
(in case of detention in criminal or contraventional cases). Moreover, in 2016, primary state-

http://www.cnajgs.md/uploads/asset/file/ro/1101/Hot_4_standarde__civile.PDF
http://www.cnajgs.md/uploads/asset/file/ro/1102/Hot_5_aprobare_standared_conbtraventionale.PDF
http://www.cnajgs.md/uploads/asset/file/ro/1102/Hot_5_aprobare_standared_conbtraventionale.PDF
http://www.cnajgs.md/uploads/asset/file/ro/1103/Hot_6_aprobare_instrumente.PDF
http://www.cnajgs.md/uploads/asset/file/ro/1103/Hot_6_aprobare_instrumente.PDF
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guaranteed legal aid was provided to 9,335 persons. Consequently, in 2016, 59,078 beneficiaries of 
primary and qualified state-guaranteed legal aid were registered. 491 lawyers providing qualified 
state-guaranteed legal aid were involved, of which 16 public lawyers, 28 lawyers specialised in cases 
implying minors, 9 lawyers specialised in providing qualified legal assistance to asylum-seekers, 
refugees, beneficiaries of humanitarian protection, stateless people and seekers of statelessness, 9 
lawyers specialised in providing qualified legal assistance to mentally disabled and 10 lawyers 
specialised in providing qualified legal assistance to offence victims. Primary legal assistance was 
provided by 42 paralegals, 13 law students and 16 public lawyers36.  

 
D. Setting up a uniform taxing regime for representatives of professions related to the justice 

sector  
Law No.281 of 16 December 2016 on the budgetary–fiscal and customs policy set up rules on taxing 
people professionally working in the justice sector.  
 

E. Strengthening the professional capacities of the representatives of professions related to the 
justice sector  
Through its Decision No.9/4 of 25.09.2015, the NIJ Council approved the Plan of continuous training in 
2016 of the court personnel, probation counsellors and other people working in the justice sector, 
including a distinct chapter – Chapter III. Other representatives of the justice sector. The NIJ staged 38 
seminars training 520 people (186 bailiffs, 88 insolvency administrators, 223 lawyers, 23 mediators). 
Some activities were organised in partnerships with CDF, OSCE, the US Embassy, NORLAM, IRP, UNEJ, 
IRZ etc. In the summer-autumn of 2016, the NIJ and the Ministry of Justice agreed to hold continuous 
training seminars for notaries on contract bases, should the notaries’ professional associations display 
interest as regards the conclusion of contracts in this respect. 
 
The Authorised Administrators Union and the National Centre of Insolvency-related Training 
MOLDINSOLV, in 2016, organised over 80 academic hours of continuous professional training courses 
for authorised administrators. 41 mediators got continuous training during 2016. The National Union 
of Bailiffs also organised, in 2016, a training course for the bailiffs from the Northern Territorial 
Chamber. 

 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 

According to the sector WG for Pillar III, there are two unaccomplished actions: Act. 3.1.3.p.4 
Monitoring primary legal assistance provided by NGOs and Act. 3.1.3.p.6 Performing the study on 
the necessity of new methods of primary legal assistance.  
 
The cause invoked for these failures would be the scarcity of financial resources, and, in order to 
overcome these hardships, it was proposed to include those actions into the list of actions with 
deadline extended till the end of the year 2017. 
 

IV.4 Pillar IV. Integrity of Justice Sector Players  
 

The specific objective of Pillar IV is ’Promoting and implementing the principle of zero tolerance to 
corruption events in the justice sector’. 
 
The actions planned under Pillar IV of the JSRS are focused on 3 strategic directions:   

1. Efficient fight against corruption in the justice sector; 
2. Strengthening the mechanisms for the implementation of anti-corruption ethical and conduct 

standards across all justice sector institutions;  
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3. Developing a culture of intolerance towards corruption through self-administration bodies in 
the justice sector. 

 
Generally, according to the AP JSRS, 56 actions were planned to be carried out under Pillar IV till 
the fourth quarter of 2016. 
 
Out of those 56 actions, by 31 December 2016 – 47 are accomplished, 4 implemented partly, 1 not 
implemented. 4 actions were qualified by the WG for Pillar IV as obsolete/irrelevant.  
 
Table No. 9. Level of implementation of actions under Pillar IV, according to WG Methodology 

Total actions planned by 2016 Implemented 
actions 

Partly 
implemented 

actions  

Actions not 
implemented 

Irrelevant/obsolet
e actions 

56 47 4 1 4 

100% 84% 7%  2% 7% 

 

 

ACHIEVEMENTS   

A. Adopting the integrity package  
The development and promotion of this package of laws was performed with the involvement of 
multiple actors from the civil society and the development partners37. The course of this package of 
draft laws was hard and it was only in the beginning of 2016 that the Government endorsed it and 
submitted it to the Parliament for consideration.  The integrity package laws were passed by the 
Parliament on 17 June 2016. 
 
The integrity package consisted of 3 draft laws: 

 on the National Authority for Integrity (132/2016); 

 on declaring personal property and interests (133/2016); 

 on amending legislative acts, which also provides for setting up a new tool of civil 
confiscation of unjustified properties (134/2016).  
 
It was only at the end of 2016 that the Council for Integrity was set up. It is worth noting that 
enforcing the integrity package is held back for a long time, as on the day of writing this report, the 
management of the National Agency for Integrity (NAI) was not yet selected, what leads to the chain-
like delay of other actions (selecting integrity inspectors, unleashing the control proceedings under 
the new law etc.). 

 
B. Passing the Law on the evaluation of institutional integrity, which replaced the Law on 

testing professional integrity  
In order to adjust the provisions of Law No.325 of 23.12.2013 on testing the professional integrity, 
following the Constitutional Court’s Decision nol. 7 of 16 April 2015, a new draft law was developed. 
Setting a judicial control over the technical means and methods of carrying out the tests and 
expanding the scope of the law from testing civil servants to evaluating the institutions employing 
them (institutional integrity) can be highlighted as innovating elements of this draft law. The draft law 
was endorsed by the Government through decision No. 789 of 28.10.2015 and submitted to the 
Parliament for consideration. On 21 July 2016, the Law was passed by the Parliament38.  

                                                             
37
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According to the NAC’s Activity Report for 201639 ”During the reference period, an array of measures 
related to the activity of testing the integrity were carried out. The electronic record of the notifications 
received by the NAC from public agents concerning active corruption and inadequate influence (219 
recorded notifications) was kept up. At the same time, information from mass-media and the 
notifications received by the NAC agents concerning active corruption and inadequate influence as 
regards the identification of the sectors and public agents, which are to be subjected to professional 
integrity testing were analysed. The NAC’s interests were represented in courts of different levels in  41 
litigations merging following the results of professional integrity testing unfolded from 01 August 2014 
through 16 April 2015 (157 court sessions were attended). After performing the testing measures, the 
financial means given to public agents in the professional integrity testing were recuperated in ratio of 
over 80 %. The Integrity Testing Direction ensured the issuance of judicial record certificates of 
professional integrity of public agents to the requesting entities (only 219 judicial record certificates 
were requested – and this in the circumstances in which requesting them is compulsory for public 
entities in employing personnel). In order to relaunch the activity, in conformity with Law 325/2013, the 
normative acts regarding the adjustment of the normative framework to the provisions of the Law on 

the evaluation of institutional integrity were developed, as:  draft Decision of Government regarding 
the completion of the Decision of Government No. 411 of 25.05.2010 on approving the List of types of 

information qualified as state secret;  the draft Methodology of identifying the corruption risks within 
public entities, of identifying the public agents exposed to these risks and of analysing the risk factors 

generating them, under the provisions of Law 102/2016.  the draft Regulation on selecting and 
appointing judges specialised in judiciary control over the activity of testing the professional integrity 
(jointly with the Superior Council of Magistracy).” 
 

C. Creating the methodological basis to investigate corruption offences  
In 2016, the Methodological Guide: “Investigating corruption cases” was developed within the Project 
“Strengthening Rule of Law and Human Rights Protection in Moldova”, financed by the Austrian 
Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs, co-financed and implemented by the 
UNDP Moldova, in cooperation with the Office of High Commissioner for Human Rights. The Guide is 
to be adjusted to the modifications operated through the new Law on prosecutor’s office and to be 
publicly launched in its final version. 
 

D. Reducing discretion margin for justice sector representatives  
The Ministry of Justice developed and promoted a draft law to amend some legislative acts (passed by 
the Parliament through Law No. 122 of 3 June 2016) aimed at promoting normative solutions to 
eliminate norms vulnerable in the prospect of an excessive discretion margin or to diminish their 
effect, including to specify the discretion margin provided for players form the justice sector. This Law 
ensures the attainment of the following objectives:• imperatively wording the procedure norms and 
rules, the dispositive norms having to be included only as exceptions, when the legislature cannot 
exactly determine/foresee/anticipate the circumstances and the mode of conduct of the persons, the 
consequences of the actions;• the acts carried out in the proceedings should be always argued in order 
to ensure their accessibility (understanding the motives) and to avoid any suspicions concerning their 
legality and rationality;• establishing precise terms for the fulfilment of procedural acts every time. 
The inexistence e of some concrete terms generate conditions and situations of excessive discretion 
for the subjects empowered with the respective competences; • all the acts, measures and actions 
carried out as part of (criminal, civil, contraventional) proceedings should be liable to a mechanism of 
control/questioning, in order to always exclude the bad will, subjectivism and arbitrariness in carrying 
them out.  
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E. Strengthening the processes of interaction and information of society on anti-corruption 
actions 

During the anti-corruption training sessions and activities of civil interaction performed by the NAC, 
the public servants and the social groups are informed on the new tools of preventing the corrupt 
conduct such as the testing of the professional integrity. During 2016, with the purpose of making 
aware the citizens of the anti-corruption culture and of implementing the corruption-zero-tolerance 
principle, the NAC ensured the unfolding of 634 anti-corruption training sessions, 14% more year over 
year (555 in 2015). The total audience was 24,725 people, of which: 12,123 (49%) – public agents, at 
374 training activities; 12,053 (49%) – pupils and students, at 251 training activities; 549 (2%) – other 
categories (entrepreneurs, parents and pupil representatives), at 9 sessions. 5 sessions of the Press 
Club were held to familiarise investigative journalists with the peculiarities of activities of preventing 
and combating corruption,  with the support of the UNDP project on strengthening the NAC’s 
prevention and analytical capacities. The General Prosecutor’s Office issued 10 press communiqués. It 
also informed the public through news stories (circa 24) about starting lawsuits against prosecutors, 
judges, NAC officers, barristers, etc., and the MIA published 76 press communiqués on the MIA’s web 
page, in the section Preventing and Combating Corruption. 
 

F. Extending the process of polygraph testing  
In 2016, the NAC carried out 63 tests with the polygraph device (32 in 2015, 29 in 2014): 52 at 
employment, 4 in internal inquests, 8 upon the request of other institutions. In 2014, the NAC drafted 
the Government’s Decision on certain measures of enforcing the Law to start the testing. On 
19.06.2014, Decision No. 475 was adopted and it endorsed the Regulation on the organisation and 
functioning of the Polygraph Testing State Commission and the list of positions employing people 
subject to article 7 of Law No.269-XVI of 12 December 2008 on applying the testing at the detector of 
simulated conduct. On 30.10.2014, at the first sitting of the Commission, its chairperson was elected 
and a series of acts necessary for its functioning and for registering the polygraph experts were 
adopted. Following the registration of the Regulation for registering and certifying polygraph experts 
by the MoJ, on 02 March 2016, the polygraph experts were  registered in the Registry specifically 
created for this purpose and they started the activity of testing. The polygraph experts are in charge of 
compulsory testing when employed and with benevolent testing, which occurs only in a criminal 
investigation, should a party wish so. The benevolent testing has not been promoted up to now, since 
the polygraph specialists were not registered.  At the same time, in 2013, the public institutions 
employed 6 polygraph experts (NAC – 2, MIA – 2, SIS – 2), which had been trained and certified. Taking 
into account that the proceedings of adopting the Government’s Decision, the registration by the MoJ, 
the unfolding of the preparing proceedings by the State Commission took so long, the certificates of 
the polygraph experts with a validity of 2 years will soon expire. In this regard, the NAC requested to 
hold repeated courses for the polygraph experts to prolong the validity of their certification. Now the 
benevolent testing cannot be widely promoted, since the capacities of the experts with valid 
certificates are conditioned by the renewal of their certificates, as 4 polygraph experts from the 
existing pool ceased working. 
 
On 24.10.2016, the SCP concluded a Cooperation Accord with the NAC on ensuring the unfolding of 
the process of performing the compulsory tests at the polygraph. The candidates to the position of 
General Prosecutor (6 acting prosecutors) were the first to experience this type of testing, carried out 
under Law No.269-XVI of 12 December 2008 on applying the testing at the detector of simulated 
conduct (polygraph), in accordance with pt.10.9 from the SCP Regulation (the Contest on appointing 
the General Prosecutor), approved by SCP Decision No. 12-225/16 of 14.09.2016.    
 
At the same time, the SCM inquired the NAC as regards the possibility of compulsory testing of judges 
at the simulated conduct detector (polygraph). Lacking financial means, the SCM asked the NAC for 
support in terms of carrying out the polygraph testing of applicants for positions of judges. The NAC 
agreed to perform the polygraph tests depending on the workload of the expert, since only a single 
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specialist works at the institution. Consequently, the SCM will start the process of concluding a 
collaboration agreement and of coordinating with the NAC as regards the polygraph testing of the 
judge hopefuls. Up to now, the NAC has not received requests of performing polygraph tests on behalf 
of the SCM. 
 

G. More persistent actions of combating corruption in the justice sector 
According to the NAC’s Activity Report for 2016, out of the institutions and the organisations most 
affected by the corruption scourge were the ones from the justice sector - 36 corruption acts (of which 
16 were documented jointly with the Prosecutor’s Office). In 2016, the NAC’s activity was mainly 
focused on counteracting, jointly with the Prosecutor’s Office and the Superior Council of Magistracy, 
the crimes with enhanced social resonance committed with the involvement of 27 judges – persons 
holding positions of public dignity, 6 bailiffs, 21 barristers, 10 employees of institutions subordinated to 
the Ministry of Justice (Penitentiaries, probation offices etc.), 2 judiciary experts. […] The cases with 

enhanced social resonance in this regard were the following:  Criminal Cases started on the fact of 
money laundering in amount of over $20 billion from the Russian Federation, through the Moldovan 
banking system, it was the most complex case in the justice sector documented in the reference period. 
Thus, following special investigations carried out in 16 criminal cases, started on the fact of money 
laundering, 15 judges and 3 bailiffs were detained and arrested. […] At the same time, international 

search warrants were issued regarding a judge and a bailiff.  On 23.03.2016, a judge from the Drochia 

court was detained on suspicion of passive corruption. […].  In the penitentiary system subordinated to 
the Ministry of Justice, corruption acts with the involvement of civil servants in managing positions and 
lawyers were uncovered. Thus, the NAC officers curbed the attempt of influence peddling committed by 

the former chief of Penitentiary No. 5 from Cahul and a lawyer. […].  The chief of the Dubăsari 
Probation Office and his advisor were detained for an attempt of passive corruption. […] 
 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 

According to the decision of the sector WG for Pillar IV of the JSRS, only Act. 4.3.4.p.2 Updating and 
optimising the structure and the content of court web pages as regards the publication of court 
decisions on sentencing representatives of the justice sector for corruption acts was qualified as 
unaccomplished. Although the court decisions adopted as regards the judges having committed 
corruption acts are published on the web page of the SCM (http://csm.md/informatii-
utile/sentinte.html), yet the sentences on condemning justice sector representatives for corruption 
acts cannot be accessed on the web pages/portal of the courts of law, since the search engine does 
not allow for identifying the respective sentences. In this context, it is reasonable that, in the process 
of restructuring the court portal in the conditions of optimising the number of courts, this option were 
included (as regards the ICMS and the publishing of sentences). 
 
We reiterate the need of further ensuring the effective application of the new anti-corruption tools: 
the evaluation of the institutional integrity, extended confiscation and the offence of “illicit 
enrichment”, as applying these tools represents a condition of the Policy Matrix. 
 
Additionally, it is important that, in the coming immediate period, all due diligence and persistence 
must be employed for the adequate application of the integrity package: creating NAI and using the 
tools promoted in this package (controlling personal properties and interests, applying the civil 
confiscation, etc.)  

IV.5 Pillar V.  The Role of Justice in Economic Development 

 
The specific objective of Pillar V is ’Implementation of measures, by which the judiciary sector would 
help create a favourable environment for sustainable economic development’. 

http://csm.md/informatii-utile/sentinte.html
http://csm.md/informatii-utile/sentinte.html
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The actions covered by Pillar V of the JSRS are focused on 3 strategic directions: 

1. Strengthening the alternative dispute resolution;  
2. Improvement of insolvency proceedings; 
3. Modernisation of record keeping and access system to the information on economic 

operators. 
 
According to the Action Plan for the implementation of the Strategy, a total number 28 actions are 
envisaged. Out of those 28 actions, on 31 December 2016 – 26 are accomplished, 2 actions being 
qualified as obsolete. Thus, there were no actions implemented partly or not implemented recorded 
under Pillar V.  
 
 
Table No. 11. Level of implementation of actions under Pillar V, according to the WG Methodology 

Total actions planned by 
2016 

Actions implemented  Actions partly 
implemented  

Actions not 
implemented  

Obsolete 
Actions 

28 26 0 0 2 

100% 93% 0% 0% 7% 

 
ACHIEVEMENTS  

A. Strengthening the mediation institution and enhancing the professional capacities of 
mediators 
Two training courses in the mediation sector were held at the National Institute of Justice with the 
topics: “The mediation in cases of minors” and “The mediation and the arbitrage – alternative means 
of solving litigations in criminal, civil and commercial cases”. 44 judges were delegated and trained at 
those seminars. 
 
A working group was set up to develop the studying curriculum in the field of mediation. Two pilot-
courts were designated to organise mediation through pro-active activities (the courts from Bălți and 
from Botanica sector of Chișinău). The pilot term was prolonged: at the Bălți Court, till the end of 2016, 
at the Botanica Court, Chișinău, - it was prolonged till August 2016. 7 interviews with international 
experts and 7 interviews with national experts were made and published on the site of the Mediation 
Council. 2 broadcasts at Radio Plai, 1 broadcast at Jurnal TV and 1 broadcast at Neața TV were 
organised and aired. The logo and the slogan of the mediation promoting campaign were developed, 
as well as a video clip about the benefits of the mediation. Public events in Bălți, Căușeni, Cahul and 
Ungheni were organised and brochures with the topic “What must you know about mediation”, 
booklets with the topic “What is mediation” and “Who is the mediator”, flyers with the topic “School 
mediation” and “Mediation in Human Rights Protection”; a roll-up banner with the topic “Benefits of 
mediation” were developed.  
 

B. Digitalising the registration of businesses  
The single Registry of businesses and non-commercial organisations was conceived as a single platform 
for the registration of all the entities with statuses of legal persons and of the ones with statuses of 
natural persons with the capacity of economic operators of all types (commercial companies, non-
profit organisations, institutions, offices of legal professions, etc.). The single Registry of businesses 
and non-commercial organisations is interconnected with the governmental electronic service of 
authentication and control of access (MPass), in accordance with the Government’s Decision No. 1090 
of 31 December 2013, with the governmental integrated digital signature service (MSign), in 
conformity with the Government’s Decision No. 405 of 2 June 2014 and with the Governmental 
Electronic Payments Service (MPay), pursuant to the Government’s Decision No. 280 of 24 April 2013. 
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The Registry was developed. During 2016, multiple reunions with the developers and the beneficiaries 
of the system (Ministry of Justice, State Registration Chamber) took place, as the Registry was 
presented and improvements were proposed. In December, the employees of the State Registration 
Chamber were instructed regarding the usage of the Registry. Following testing the Registry, proposals 
for its improvement came up. Later, a task book for purchasing post-implementation development and 
maintenance services was developed and the purchase procedure will start on its basis. The Registry 
can be accessed at the address: https://regunic.justice.gov.md/ 
 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 

The sector WG for Pillar V identified no overdue/unaccomplished action for Pillar V, neither any partly 
implemented action. Only 2 actions were declared as obsolete: Act.5.1.1.p.1 – Performing the study of 
statistical data on: a) the number of applications filed in economic cases at courts in the district of the 
parties’ offices (residence); b) number of businesses registered in territorial-administrative units, which 
can be involved in economic cases and Act. 5.1.2.p.6. – Developing methodological recommendations 
and guidelines in applying alternative mechanisms of solving disputes. The reason for the obsoleteness 
of these actions as established by the WG is that they lost their timeliness (in the case of the first 
action) and that they are covered by other measures from the AP JSRS (the second action from above). 
 
In the contest of the reported as regards Pillar V, it is important to maintain and strengthen the results 
achieved in implementing the measures already adopted. 
 

IV.6 Pillar VI. Human Rights Observance in the Justice Sector  
 
The specific objective of Pillar VI is ’Ensure effective observance of human rights in legal practices 
and policies’. 
 
The actions covered by Pillar VI of the JSRS are focused on five strategic directions:  

1. Strengthening the role of the Constitutional Court; 
2. Capacity building of the Human Rights Centre and of the ombudsman institution;  
3. Strengthening the justice system for children;  
4. Respect for the rights of persons deprived of liberty; eradication of torture and ill-

treatment; 
5. Strengthening the system of probation and penitentiary system. 

 
According to the AP JSRS, Pillar VI includes 100 actions for implementation. Out of the actions planned 
to be implemented till 31 December 2016 – 88 actions are implemented, 11 partly implemented, and 
1 is obsolete.  
 
Table No. 12. Level of implementation of actions planned under Pillar VI 

Total actions planned by 
2016 

Actions implemented Actions partly 
implemented  

Actions not 
implemented  

Obsolete actions  

100 89 10 - 1 

100% 89% 10% - 1% 

 
Analysing the dynamics of the actions scheduled under Pillar VI, one could state their good progress, as 
for 2016 these actions were carried out in ratio of 88%.  
 
ACHIEVEMENTS: 

 
A. Strengthening the normative, organisational and functional infrastructure of the 

penitentiary system 

https://regunic.justice.gov.md/
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On 23 December 2016, the Parliament passed, in the first reading, the draft law on the penitentiary 
administration system40, pursuing to reform the penitentiary system, to contribute to the formation 
and maintenance of professional and demilitarised personnel with a permanent status providing them 
the right to the advantages of an administrative career. 
 
With the assistance of the project funded by the European Union “Support to the 
enforcement, probation and rehabilitation systems in Moldova” (EUTAP4), the Report on detailed 
analysis of the financial needs of the penitentiary system was also developed. The key goal of the 
exercise was mapping and analysing the financial needs of the penitentiary institutions to enhance the 
precision degree and the quality of the financial estimates, which can be used in the process of 
preparing the Medium-Term Budgetary Framework (MTBF) and the draft state budget in the 
compartment concerning the penitentiary system. The recommendations of the made analysis were 
used in the process of estimating the financial impact of the Penitentiary System Development 
Strategy for 2016 – 2020. 
 
In 2016, a working group was set up to work out proposals to modify the Execution Code. The concept 
of the modifications implies the creation of a progressive system of executing the imprisonment 
penalties, which consists in differentiating the mode of executing the punishment depending on the 
inmate’s conduct and progress during the period of executing the punishment. Instituting the progress 
system of punishment execution implies the ample modification of the execution-penal legislation and 
the related normative frame, and given the vastness of the proposed modifications, the compilation of 
a coherent and consistent draft law, which lasts in time. At the same time, in the first half of 2016, the 
DPI, with the support of the project “Support to the enforcement, probation and rehabilitation 
systems in Moldova” (EUTAP4), performed an expertise Report “Concept for developing integrated 
plans of treatment for adults/minors”. Following the made study, the modification of the proceedings 
applied to inmates was started concerning: the individualisation of recuperating intervention; the 
systemic development and promotion of a standard Offer of educating activities and programmes, of 
psychological and social assistance; developing the individualised plan of executing the punishment 
and applying the mechanism of monitoring the educational, social, occupational a activities offered to 
prisoners. 
 
During 2016, the DPI carried out construction/reconstruction works, as follows: in Penitentiary No. 3-
Leova, reconstruction works of a three-floor regime block started, for initial regime, by re-planning the 
block into a cell detention block and separate walking yards – the construction of a heating plant using 
new solid-fuel equipment – changing the external distribution engineer networks. Concomitantly, the 
facades were thermally isolated, a new metal roof on a steel grid was installed, the building was 
internally strengthened and re-planned; in Penitentiary No.10 - Goian, one proposed to rebuild three 
(regime, studying and medical) blocks, the construction of a new heating plant on solid fuel and a 
waste water cleaning plant and the reconstruction of external engineer networks. Achieving that will 
enhance the institution’s capacity with 130 new detention places. For the moment, excavation, 
reconstruction works take place at the study block (internal and external finishing works), at the 
detention block (internal finishing works) and at the medical block (works of dismantling and installing 
a new roof). The works are scheduled to finish by the end of 2017. Concerning the Arrest House in Bălți 
municipality, in the first half of 2016, works of building the link tower and of finishing 2 regime blocks 
took place, as well as finishing works at 2 regime blocks. The works at the other 2 blocks were finished 
at the first floor. According to the contract clauses, the object was to be finished by 31 December 
2016, but taking into account that the financing was made in ratio of about 3% annually, meeting the 
deadline will be impossible.  
 

B. Continuing efforts of strengthening the juvenile justice system  

                                                             
40

http://parlament.md/ProcesulLegislativ/Proiectedeactelegislative/tabid/61/LegislativId/3415/language/en-US/Default.aspx 

http://parlament.md/ProcesulLegislativ/Proiectedeactelegislative/tabid/61/LegislativId/3415/language/en-US/Default.aspx
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In 2016, the NCSGLA developed The quality standards for the activity of lawyers providing state-
guaranteed legal aid in contraventional cases involving children and The quality standards for the 
activity of lawyers providing state-guaranteed legal aid in civil cases involving children, as part of the 
project Strengthening the mechanism of ensuring the quality of the state-guaranteed legal aid 
provided to children, implemented jointly with UNICEF MOLDOVA. The standards were approved by 
the NCSGLA on the basis of the Decision No. 4 of 10 February 2017. Moreover in 2016, a large number 
of training courses were organised, including for the lawyers from the specialised list on such topics as: 
The justice standards and proceedings for minors: special competences and skills for the work with 
children; Providing state-guaranteed legal aid to the children that are victims or witnesses of crimes; 
Providing state-guaranteed legal aid to the children involved in the criminal justice system. 
 
As regards the functioning of rooms of assisting and hearing children in the premises of courts of law, 
prosecutor’s offices and police commissariats, 108 hearings took place in special conditions in 2016. As 
for setting such rooms within the MIA, it should be mentioned that there are 5 rooms at the Police 
National Inspectorate, 8 rooms at the Prosecutor’s Office, 17 rooms in courts. Such rooms are missing 
in 23 units, so in about 50% of the cases.  
 
On the basis of its order No. 483 of 13 October 2016, the DPI approved the Methodology on the 
Individual Plan of executing the criminal punishment for minors. 
 
During the first half of 2016, 59 inmates received general education, 32 inmates – vocational training, 
as follows: 10 minor prisoners got training and the qualification of cooks; 8 inmates were trained to be 
hairdressers; 4 prisoners got training to become pizza cooks (Penitentiary No.10-Goian); 10 inmates 
got trained to be auto mechanics (Vocational School No. 9 in Chișinău). 
 
The PNI, in cooperation with the NGO “Sănătate pentru Tineri” and the Centre of National-level 
Resources in Youth-Friendly Health Services “NEOVITA”, piloted/implemented Programme “15” – an 
efficient and modern technology of group work with teenagers and their parents, held in the office of 
NEOVITA (Chișinău, str. Socoleni, No. 19), on Tuesdays and Thursdays, from 26 April through 21 June 
2016. Consequently, a municipal probation office was identified to monitor children with their parents 
or close persons: Centru (2 minors/1 adult), Buiucani (2 minors/2 adults), Ciocana (1 minor/4 adults). 
In the project “Trans-frontier cooperation to build the prevention of juvenile delinquency/crime in 
Moldova”, implemented by the NGO “Terre des hommes Moldova”, with the financial support of the 
Dutch Embassy to Romania within the MATRA Programme, the possibility of purchasing an 
“Intervention programme to reduce the crime-like behaviours of teenagers in risk situation” was 
identified, and 8 probation counsellors were trained within the programme mentioned above, which 
was piloted by probation counsellors in September 2016 and now is unfolding. In cooperation with the 
Centre for International Legal Cooperation (CILC), in the project of the European Union “Support to the 
enforcement, probation and rehabilitation systems in Moldova” (EUTAP 4), training courses for 
probation counsellors in applying the probation programme “Preventing violence among minors” were 
held, consequently, it was readjusted in the Probation Programme on diminishing aggressiveness and 
submitted to the PNI.  
 

C. Strengthening the probation system and its tools  
In 2016, the provisions of the Regulation revised later in 2015 on the organisation and functioning of 
the probation bodies were enforced; 11 persons with degrees in psychology and social assistance were 
recruited and employed as probation counsellors. 
 
On 8 December 2016, by its Decision No. 1322 the Government approved the Regulation on electronic 
monitoring of persons, which regulated the manner, conditions and procedure of the electronic 
monitoring of persons. According to Decision 1322/2016, the following persons are subjected to 
electronic monitoring: the persons freed from criminal punishment pursuant to art. 89 of the Criminal 
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Code of the Republic of Moldova No.985-XV of 18 April 2002 and the sentenced persons travelling 
without escort or the ones going for a short time outside the penitentiary, in accordance with articles 
216 and 217 of the Execution Code of the Republic of Moldova, No. 443-XV of 24 December 2004. The 
electronic monitoring is applied to follow the observance of the obligations and restrictions 
established by the court of law, or, if it is the case, the obligation/restriction established by the head of 
the penitentiary institution and is done by the probation bodies, in cooperation with the penitentiary 
institutions, the police bodies and other public authorities under the law. 
 
From 15 May through 31 June 2016, the electronic record system was applied by the probation 
counsellors nationally, as about 2,000 personal files of probation subjects were introduced and 
processed. At the same time, some problems/challenges were signalled out at that stage, which are to 
be solved. In half II, 2016, the target group for the electronic monitoring was identified, as the Chișinău 
Court of Appeals sent two sentences for the record of the probation offices on applying the electronic 
monitoring on 3 probation subjects, 1 subject by the Buiucani PO, Chișinău, and 2 subjects by the 
Cimișlia PO. In this regard, the National Probation Inspectorate concluded a public acquisition contract 
No. 8 of 29.03.2016 with SRL Europarc in order to purchase 100 electronic devices and software usage 
licence.  The IT expert of the Project Support to the Enforcement, Probation and Rehabilitation Systems 
in the Republic of Moldova worked on identifying the possibility of integrating the E-probation 
personal electronic file to the M-Connect Platform.  
 

D. Continuing the process of modernising and digitalising the record system of cases of 
detention, arrest and imprisonment  
The electronic system of the cases of detention, arrest and imprisonment was developed, and the 
technical solution was implemented to start piloting it. The system aims at registering and keeping 
record of all the cases of detention, arrest and imprisonment and to serve the employees of the law-
enforcing bodies concerning the cases they interact with. On the basis of the order of the Ministry of 
Justice No.28 of 3 February 2015 and the order of the Ministry of Internal Affairs No. 26 of 4 February 
2015, three territorial inspectorates were designated within the Police General Inspectorate of the 
MIA, to manage the Pilot version and have it tested by the employers of those institutions and namely: 
1. the Chișinău municipality Police Department; 2. the Police Inspectorate from Anenii Noi; 3. the 
Police Inspectorate from Orhei. The MIA team were to analyse, jointly with the working group, the 
degree to which the system matched the needs and to improve it technologically. In order to ensure 
the continuity and good functioning of the system, in the second stage of the  project, it is necessary to 
ensure the connexion to other systems: RICC (MIA), InfoPG (Prosecutor’s Office), the Automated 
Information System “The Registry of Crime and Criminological Information” (Criminal investigation: E-
File), ICMS (courts of law), the DPI (Prisoners Registry), the Customs Service. 

 
 
E. Creating the legal basis for the rehabilitation of crime victims  

In summer 2016, through Law No. 137 of 29 July, the Parliament passed an innovating law for the 
Moldovan legal system – the Law on rehabilitating the crime victims. The provisions of the law pursue 
the creation of the legal framework to ensure minimal conditions of rehabilitating the crime victims, 
and the protection and insurance of the observance of their rights and legal interest; regulates the 
categories of crime victims its provisions are applied to, the organisation and functioning of the 
mechanism of protecting and rehabilitating the crime victims, the mode and conditions of the state’s 
financial compensation of the damage caused by the crime. The Law established that “crime victim” 
means the damaged natural person, mentally or physically, who experience an emotional suffering or 
a material loss, directly caused through the crime, according to the Criminal Code, as well as the 
spouse, children and persons supported by the deceased person in the cases of support services 
provided in art. 2 para. (5) let. b) and d). In drafting the law, the practice of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Romania and other states with a legal system compatible with the Moldovan one in this sector was 
taken into consideration. 
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OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 

The sector WG for Pillar VI qualified as partly implemented the following actions: Act. 6.1.1.p.3 – 
Developing the draft law on the Constitutional Court and the Code of constitutional jurisdiction (in a 
new version); Act. 6.1.2. p.2 Developing the draft law on the Constitutional Court and the Code of 
constitutional jurisdiction (in a new version); 6.1.3.p.2 - Developing the draft law on the Constitutional 
Court and the Code of constitutional jurisdiction (in a new version); 6.1.4.p.2 Developing the plan of 
training the personnel of the Constitutional Court; 6.1.4.p.3 – Training the personnel of the 
Constitutional Court; 6.2.2.p.2 – Working out the institutional development plan for the Centre for 
Human Rights, including the draft law to modify the normative framework concerning the financing of 
the institution 6.4.4.p.3 Developing and implementing the electronic system keeping the record of 
cases of detention, arrest and imprisonment; Act. 6.4.6. p.2  Developing the services of rehabilitating 
the victims of torture and other ill-treatments; 6.5.8.p.2 – Creating the mechanism of individual 

planning of executing the punishment; 6.5.8.p.3 – Developing and implementing new cognitive-
behavioural programmes for prisoners. 
 
Summarizing what mentioned above, it seems the actions related to the reform of the Constitutional 
Court and of the penitentiary system (including in the compartment concerning the launch and the 
maintenance of electronic tools) are overdue, although some progress was made. It will be additionally 
remarked that actions shown above were included into the appendix to the Parliament’s Decision HP 
259/2016, which extended the implementation term till the end of 2017. 

 
IV.7 Pillar VII. A Well-Coordinated, Well-Managed, and Accountable  Justice  Sector 
 
The specific objective of Pillar VII is ’Coordination, determination and delineation of duties and 
responsibilities of the key actors in the justice sector, ensuring inter-sector dialogue’. 
 
The actions covered by Pillar VII of the JSRS are focused on 3 strategic directions:   

1. Coordinating the activities of the actors in the justice sector; strategic planning and policy 
development;  

2. Approximation of the institutional and legal framework of the justice sector to the European 
standards;  

3. Coordination of external donor assistance and information exchange with the non-
governmental sector; 

 
According to the AP JSRS for the years 2011–2016, 44 actions are envisaged to be implemented 
under Pillar VII.  
 
As can be seen from the table below, out of those 44 actions – 40 are implemented, 3 partly 
implemented and 1 action not implemented. No action under Pillar VII was qualified as obsolete or 
irrelevant.  
 
Table No. 13 Level of implementation of actions planned under Pillar VII, according to the WG Methodology 
Total actions planned by 

2016 

Actions 

implemented  

Actions partly 

implemented 

Actions not 

implemented  

Irrelevant/obsolete 

actions 

44 40 3 1 0 

100% 91% 7% 2% 0% 
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The activities scheduled under Pillar VII have a good accomplishment level, only 2% of the planned 
actions not being implemented during the reporting period.  
 
ACHIEVEMENTS: 
 

A. Registering progress with draft law on normative acts 
The draft law on normative acts was permanently referred to as an overdue action of Pillar VII. In 
2016, however, positive developments occurred: the draft law was endorsed by the Government on 18 
October 2016 by Decision No. 1158 and submitted to the Parliament for consideration. 
 
The draft law was put on the Parliament’s agenda and passed in the first reading in the session of 2 
March 201741. The draft Law on the normative acts provides for a unified legal framework of the 
process of working out normative acts, concomitantly providing sufficient guarantees for their 

efficiency, transparency and predictability. Promoting the draft law pursues:  eliminating double 

standards in developing normative acts;  creating a unitary normative framework based on single 

principles applicable to the process of working out normative acts, regardless of the issuing body;  

ensuring the observance of the transparency principle in the decision-making process;  regulating the 

manner of functioning of the e-Legislation informational system;  ensuring the clearness of the 

content of the normative acts, which should become accessible to users;  organising the cooperation 
of public authorities and institutions in working out normative acts. 
 
It should be noted that a series of actions under Pillar VII qualified as not implemented or partly 
implemented by sector WG VII are directly dependent on the adoption of the draft Law on normative 
acts. 
 

B. Rendering the external evaluations of the quality of higher legal education in  Moldova  
In the context of the JSRS implementation and taking into account the recommendations of foreign 
experts, the Curriculum of the Law programmes for cycles I and II was modernised at 7 universities: 
USM, ASEM, USBalti, USPEE, UCCM, ULIM, UASM.  
 
The report on the Evaluation of the state of things in reforming the higher legal education in the 
Republic of Moldova was posted on the official site of the ministry edu.gov.md, in the compartment 
“sistemul educațional” – “învățământ superior” – “asigurarea calității” 
http://edu.gov.md/ro/content/asigurarea-calitatii-1. At the same time, during the reference period, 2 
topical training seminars were held for 38 specialists with the participation of foreign experts. In 
compliance with the Education Code, art. 123 (3, 4), the National Agency of Quality Assurance in 
Professional Education (ANACIP) will develop the Methodology of national evaluation of the quality of 
the legal education. 
 
Concerning the evaluation of the legal education (other than the university one), the respective 
activity is to be carried out by ANACIP, according to the Methodology of external evaluation of quality 
in order to provisionally authorise the functioning of and approve the curricula of the institutions of 
vocational, higher and continuous education, approved by the Government’s Decision No. 616 of 18 
May 2016 . 
 

C. Continuing the piloting process of the on-line database related to the drafting of the 
normative acts: from the draft to the published act  
In August 2015, the first exercise of simulating the functioning of the e-Legislation System was 
conducted. Following that exercise, the necessity to operate certain modifications in the system was 
established to adjust it to some requirements linked to the legislative procedure. 
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http://parlament.md/ProcesulLegislativ/Proiectedeactelegislative/tabid/61/LegislativId/3457/language/en-US/Default.aspx 

http://edu.gov.md/ro/content/asigurarea-calitatii-1
http://parlament.md/ProcesulLegislativ/Proiectedeactelegislative/tabid/61/LegislativId/3457/language/en-US/Default.aspx
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On 21 January 2016, a meeting was held during which the piloting of the e-Legislation System was 
launched at several public authorities of central administration. Later, on 01.03.2016, the piloting was 
launched through a joint order on the inter-institutional piloting of the e-Legislation Informational 
System in the Ministry of Justice, the State Chancellery and the Ministry of Agriculture and Food 
Industry. The Ministry of Justice, as the owner of the system, ensures the maintenance and further 
development of the system, including financially. 
 
The e-Legislation System was developed and runs in piloting regime at 10 ministries, including the 
Ministry of Justice. As from 29 February 2016, the Ministry of Justice has been piloting this Registry 
jointly with the Ministry of Agriculture and Food Industry. As from 31 May 2016, with the other 
ministries. The Registry (database) will be launched officially after the entrance into force of the Law 
on normative acts. 
 

OUTSTANDING ISSUES/SOLUTIONS 
 
According to the report of WG VII, there is a single unaccomplished action - 7.2.1. p.3 – Performing the 
national evaluations of the quality of the legal education (other than the university level) in the 
Republic of Moldova in compliance with the European good practices, and 3 actions are implemented 
partly: 7.2.2. p. 4 Compiling a textbook on working out normative acts; 7.2.3.  p. 3 Creating an on-line 
database on working out normative acts (from the draft stage to the stage of published act); 7.2.4. p. 2 
Working out the draft to modify the Government’s Decisions No. 190 of 21 February 2007 on the 
creation of the Legislation Harmonisation Centre and No. 1345 of 24 November 2006 on harmonising 
the legislation of the Republic of Moldova with the EU legislation. It was noted above that the key 
cause of the delay consists in not adopting the draft law on normative acts. Passing this Law by the 
Parliament will enable the faster progress and promotion of multiple actions provided under Pillar VII 
(e.g.: drafting the normative framework for the methodology of ex-ante evaluation; using the on-line 
database in drafting the normative acts), but they are held back because of the lack of adequate legal 
foundation. 
 

V. IMPLEMENTATION OF AP JSRS BY THE RELEVANT INSTITUTIONS 

 
As stated in previous reports, the AP JSRS concerns 22 implementing institutions/entities (or categories 
of subjects) that are responsible for performing the required actions in accordance with predetermined 
terms and conditions. 
 
Out of the 22 implementing institutions, the largest share of actions falls on the MJ – 261 actions, 
followed by the NIJ (59), SCM (46) and PG (40 actions)42. 
 
The tables below display the implementation status for each institution. The data shown below relates 
to the level of implementation of the actions that are part of the AP JSRS, as due in December 2016. The 
tables reveal the number of actions that have been implemented, partly implemented, not 
implemented, as well as those actions deemed obsolete/irrelevant by the WG for monitoring the 
implementation of the AP JSRS.  
 

1. Ministry of Justice (MJ) 

 
Outstanding actions 

                                                             
42

In this regard, please see the Figure on page 41 of the Annual Report on the Implementation of the JSRS for the year 
2015:http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf 

http://justice.gov.md/public/files/file/reforma_sectorul_justitiei/rapoarte/2016/Raport_SRSJ_Ro_2016_v9_format_electronic.pdf
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Over the entire term of the JSRS, the MJ was required to carry out a total of 261 actions, including the 
following: 

Pillar I       64 actions (49 implemented, 8 partly implemented, 2 not implemented, 5 obsolete) 
Pillar II       38 actions (29 implemented, 4 partly implemented, 4 not implemented, 1 obsolete) 
Pillar III       32 actions (26 implemented, 5 partly implemented, 1 obsolete) 
Pillar IV      21 actions (18 implemented, 2 partly implemented, 1 obsolete) 
Pillar V       16 actions (15 implemented, 1 obsolete) 
Pillar VI      59 actions (53 implemented, 6 partly implemented) 
Pillar VII     31 actions (28 implemented, 3 partly implemented) 

 
At the time of preparing this report, we found that the distribution of the level of implementation of 
actions was as follows: 
 
Table No. 14. Level of implementation of actions by the MJ 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

261 218 28 6 9 

100% 84% 11% 2% 3% 

 

2. Superior Council of Magistracy (SCM) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the SCM was required to carry out a total of 47 actions, out of which 
32 as part of Pillar I (30 implemented, 2 partly implemented), 13 in Pillar IV (8 implemented, 2 partly 
implemented, 1 not implemented, 2 obsolete), 1 in Pillar V (1 implemented, 1 obsolete). 
 
Table No. 15. Level of implementation of actions by the SCM 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

47 39 4 1 3 

100% 83% 9% 2% 6% 

 
 

3. National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NIJ was required to carry out a total of 59 actions, out of which 25 
as part of Pillar I (23 implemented, 1 partly implemented, 1 obsolete), 5 in Pillar II (4 implemented, 1 
partly implemented), 4 in Pillar III (2 implemented, 2 partly implemented), 7 in Pillar IV (7 implemented), 
8 in Pillar V (8 implemented), 10 in Pillar VI (10 implemented). 
 
Table No. 16. Level of implementation of actions by the NIJ 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

59 54 4 - 1 

100% 91% 7% - 2% 

 

4. General Prosecutor’s Office43 (GP) 

 
Outstanding actions 
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 2 actions were assigned to the Superior Council of Prosecutors 
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Over the entire term of the JSRS, the GP was required to carry out a total of 40 actions, out of which 29 
as part of Pillar I (24 implemented, 5 partly implemented), 2 in Pillar IV (2 implemented), 7 in Pillar VI (6 
implemented, 1 partly implemented). 
 
Table No. 17. Level of implementation of actions by the GP 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

38 32 6 - - 

100% 84% 16% - - 

 

5. National Anti-corruption Centre (NAC) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NAC was required to carry out a total of 8 actions, out of which 3 
as part of Pillar II (3 implemented), 5 in Pillar IV (4 implemented, 1 obsolete). 
 
Table No. 18. Level of implementation of actions by the NAC 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

8 7 - - 1 

100% 87% - - 13% 

 

6. National Council for State-Guaranteed Legal Aid (NCSGLA) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NCSGLA was required to carry out a total of 17 actions, out of 
which 15 as part of Pillar III (12 implemented, 1 partly implemented, 2 not implemented), 2 in Pillar VI (2 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 19. Level of implementation of actions by the NCSGLA 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

17 14 1 2 - 

100% 82% 6% 12% - 

 
 

7. Ombudsman Office (Centre for Human Rights of Moldova) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the Ombudsman Office was required to carry out a total of 13 actions, 
all as part of Pillar VI (11 implemented, 1 partly implemented, 1 obsolete). 
 
Table No. 20. Level of implementation of actions by the OO (CHRM) 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

13 11 1 - 1 

100% 84% 8% - 8% 

 
 

8. National Integrity Commission (NIC) 

 
Outstanding actions 
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Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NIC was required to carry out a total of 5 actions, all as part of 
Pillar IV (5 implemented). 
 
Table No. 21. Level of implementation of actions by the NIC 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

5 5 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

*One action concerns the Parliament, another one concerns public authorities in general. 
 
 

9. Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the MIA was required to carry out a total of 10 actions, out of which 1 
as part of Pillar I (1 partly implemented), 6 in Pillar II (5 implemented, 1 obsolete), 2 in Pillar VI (2 
implemented) and 1 in Pillar VII (1 implemented). 
 
Table No. 22. Level of implementation of actions by the MIA 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

10 8 1 - 1 

100% 80% 10% - 10% 

 
 

10. National Union of Enforcement Officers (NUEO) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NUEO was required to carry out a total of 1 action as part of Pillar 
III (1 implemented). 
 
Table No. 23. Level of implementation of actions by the NUEO 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

1 1 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

11. E-Government Centre 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the E-Government Centre was required to carry out a total of 2 actions 
as part of Pillar V (2 implemented). 
 
Table No. 24. Level of implementation of actions by the E-Government Centre  

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

2 2 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

12. Constitutional Court 
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Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the Constitutional Court was required to carry out a total of 6 actions 
as part of Pillar VI (4 implemented, 2 partly implemented). 
 
Table No. 25. Level of implementation of actions by the CC 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

6 4 2 - - 

100% 67% 33% - - 

 
 

13. Justice sector institutions 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the justice sector institutions were required to carry out a total of 5 
actions as part of Pillar VI (5 implemented). 
 
Table No. 26. Level of implementation of actions by justice sector institutions 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

5 5 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

14. Self-government entities of professions related to justice system 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the self-government entities of professions related to the justice 
system were required to carry out a total of 3 actions as part of Pillar III (1 implemented, 2 partly 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 27. Level of implementation of actions by the self-government entities of professions related to the justice system 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

3 1 2 - - 

100% 33% 67% - - 

 
 

15. National Council for Reform of Law Enforcement Entities (NCRLEE) 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the NCRLEE was required to carry out a total of 4 actions as part of 
Pillar VII (4 implemented). 
 
Table No. 28. Level of implementation of actions by the NCRLEE 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

4 4 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

16. Security and Intelligence Service 
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Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the SIS was required to carry out 2 actions as part of Pillar IV (2 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 29. Level of implementation of actions by the SIS 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

2 2 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

17. Supreme Court of Justice 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the SCJ was required to carry out 1 action as part of Pillar IV (1 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 30. Level of implementation of actions by the SCJ 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

1 1 - - - 

100% 100% - - - 

 
 

18. Ministry of Health 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the MH was required to carry out 1 action as part of Pillar VI (1 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 31. Level of implementation of actions by the Ministry of Health 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

1 1  - - 

100% 100%  - - 

 
 

19. Ministry of Education 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the ME was required to carry out 3 actions as part of Pillar VII (2 
implemented, 1 not implemented). 
 
Table No. 32. Level of implementation of actions by the Ministry of Education 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

3 2  1 - 

100% 67%  33% - 

 
 

20. Superior Council of Prosecutors  

 
Outstanding actions 
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Over the entire term of the JSRS, the SCP was required to carry out 2 actions as part of Pillar II (1 
implemented and 1 partly implemented). 
 
Table No. 33. Level of implementation of actions by the Superior Council of Prosecutors 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

2 1 1 - - 

100% 50% 50% - - 

 
 

21. Ministry of Labour, Social Protection and Family 

 
Outstanding actions 
Over the entire term of the JSRS, the MLSPF was required to carry out 1 action as part of Pillar II (1 
implemented). 
 
Table No. 32. Level of implementation of actions by the Ministry of Labour, Social Protection and Family 

Actions outstanding in quarter 
IV, 2016 

Implemented Partly 
Implemented 

Not Implemented Obsolete/ 
Irrelevant 

1 - - 1 - 

100% - - 100% - 

 
The statistical analysis of the data in the above tables shows that some of the implementing entities 
had a score of 100%, having fully implemented the actions assigned to them. These are, in particular, 
the SCJ, SIS, NIA, MH, NUEO. This level of performance can be explained by the fact that these 
institutions were assigned between 1-5 actions each, compared to other, which had a much larger 
share of actions. We will note that the MoJ, SCM, NIJ, GP, NAC, MIA, NCSGLA, OO, institutions that 
were assigned tens of actions, have attained good performances, between 82% and 91%. At the same 
time, it is regrettable that some institutions that were assigned an incomparably small number of 
actions (only 2 actions) have attained an efficiency score of only 67%.   
In conclusion to this chapter, it is important to take into account a factor referred to in previous 
reports and which has seemingly affected the efficiency, level of implementation and effect of the 
actions as part of the JSRS - the inaction of authorities, including ignoring the timeframes, as well as 
some undesired fluctuations and deviations. The JSRS was conceived as a complex and 
multidimensional document, the strategic directions and the specific areas of intervention are 
interconnected and any deviations/delays/laxness in some of them have led to a decrease in the level 
of completion of the JSRS and have affected the expected effect, as determined during development. 
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VI. EVOLUTIONS, TENDENCIES AND THE EFFECT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE APJSRS 

BETWEEN 2011-2016 
 
Following the approach employed in previous reports, this chapter will analyse a set of indicators and 
findings following the 5 years of justice sector reforms. The indicators and findings provided below 
derived from the national and international surveys, assessments and studies developed over the 
course of 2016.  
 

VI.1  Regarding the degree of trust in justice 
 
The Public Opinion Barometer (POB)44- a biannual opinion poll, conducted by the Institute of Public 
Policy, also measures the degree of public confidence in justice. Having analysed the evolution of 
responses “I have some trust” and „A lot of trust” in justice beginning with November 2011, when the 
justice sector reform was commenced, and until the date of the last POB from April 2017, we find that 
the indicators fluctuate: from 18% in November 2011 to 24% in April 2017. Please see the Figure 
below for details.  
 

18%

26%

15%

13%

16%

22%

23%

15%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Evolution of trust in justice, POB 2011-2017

 
 
In the previous report (for 2015), we noted that "trust in justice is an extremely fragile subject, and the 
POB measures respondents' perceptions are based on media, public discourse and debate, including at 
the political level, certain highly publicized cases, etc. However, these perceptions are not based on the 
experience of citizens who were directly involved and personally with the justice system". 
 
With respect to the data provided by the last survey (POB), we must note that there has been a 
spectacular evolution, with the dramatic decline in confidence occurring in autumn 2016 (8%) being 
followed by a triple increase in the spring of 2017 (24%). We must additionally note that this value is 
6% higher than the POB data from November 2011, when the JSRS was approved. 
 
According to POB data, there is an increase of confidence in other actors in the justice sector that are 
targeted by the JSRS: police (46%), NAC (31%), General Prosecutor’s Office (31%), SIS (34%) and 
Constitutional Court (34%). We note that the latter 3 institutions are new to the survey and already 

                                                             
44

http://www.ipp.md/lib.php?l=ro&idc=156 

http://www.ipp.md/lib.php?l=ro&idc=156
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benefit from a high level of trust, one that is even higher than the level of trust granted to justice in 
general. 
 
The study ”Nations in transit”45, conducted on an annual basis by Freedom House, shows that the 
score46 awarded for the category ”Justice sector and independence” has worse connotations, having 
degraded by 0.25 points – from 4.75 to 5.00 
 

VI.2  Regarding the perception of corruption in the justice sector 
 
One of the deciding factors in the creation of the JSRS was the quasi-general perception of the 
advanced degree of corruption in the justice sector. In earlier reports, in order to verify the evolution 
of these perceptions, we turned to the data provided by the Global Corruption Barometer (GCB) and 
the surveys conducted by Transparency International Moldova "Corruption in the Republic of Moldova: 
Personal Perceptions and Experiences of Businessmen and Households"47. 
 
Using data from this research/survey to measure the level of corruption in the justice sector for the 
present Report and the target period - 2016 is impossible, given that, last year, Transparency 
International changed the methodology and manner of presentation of GCB data48, making it 
impossible to identify the percentage of people who offered bribes in the justice sector. 
 
We will reiterate that the latest research/surveys conducted by TI-Moldova found that there is a 
positive trend: 2015 saw a decrease in the number of businessmen who deem the judicial system to be 
corrupt: from 60.6% in 2014 to 43.5% in 2015, i.e. a decrease of almost 17 percentage points, as well 
as in the household perception of corruption in the judiciary, with the percentage of those who 
perceive the judiciary as corrupt decreasing from 41.4% to 31.9%. Please see the table below, taken 
from the TI Moldova Study, for additional details. 
 
With regard to the Corruption Perception Index (CPI) determined by Transparency International, we 
find that it has improved slightly in 2016, by comparison with 2011 (when the JSRS was launched). In 
2011, the CPI was 2.9. In 2014, the CPI calculation methodology has been changed so that it is no 
longer estimated on a scale from 0 to 10, but from 1 to 100. Thus, in 2015, the CPI was estimated at 
level 33, while in 2016 - at level 30 for the Republic of Moldova. 
 
In addition to the data from the researches/surveys referred above, we note that additional 
researches/surveys have been identified. One of the most relevant to the subject-matter of this Report 
is the latest survey49 conducted by IRI (International Republican Institute)50 that has examined several 
topics related to the situation of the Republic of Moldova, including subjects regarding trust in public 
authorities and the state of corruption.  
 
Thus, the subjects surveyed as part of the IRI Survey in March 2017 had a 28% favourable opinion of 
the courts, up 14% compared to the similar IRI survey conducted in September 2016. 
 
However, of most relevance, is the percentage of respondents who said they offered bribes to the 
justice sector (the question of bribery, addressed to certain categories of subjects, was employed first 
in the 2017 survey). Thus, none of the respondents stated that they offered a bribe to a judge, 

                                                             
45

https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2017/moldova 
46

The score to be awarded ranges from 7 to 1 
47

http://transparency.md/ro 
48

http://www.transparency.org/whatwedo/publication/people_and_corruption_europe_and_central_asia_2016  
49

http://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/iri_moldova_poll_march_2017.pdf 
50

 A nonprofit, nonpartisan organization, the IRI advances freedom and democracy worldwide by helping political parties to become more 
issue-based and responsive, assisting citizens to participate in government planning, and working to increase the role of marginalized groups 
in the political process – including women and youth http://www.iri.org/who-we-are 

https://freedomhouse.org/report/nations-transit/2017/moldova
http://transparency.md/ro
http://www.transparency.org/whatwedo/publication/people_and_corruption_europe_and_central_asia_2016
http://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/iri_moldova_poll_march_2017.pdf
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prosecutor or attorney. Nevertheless, there is a significant share of respondents (21% and 5%) who 
say they offered bribes to police and, correspondingly, to patrol inspectors. 
 
Summarizing the data of the surveys referred to above, we note that 2016 had a sufficiently positive 
evolution, namely an increase in the level of trust in justice and a decrease in the perception of 
corruption in the judiciary. We note that, when survey questions directly relate to the experience of 
respondents and whether they offered bribes to justice sector actors, we notice that their experiences 
do not correspond to their perceptions (I think there is corruption in the justice system, but I have not 
given a bribe to a judge or prosecutor). 
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VII. ISSUES AND CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTING THE STRATEGY IN 2016 

 
As mentioned in the JSRS, as well as in the previous annual reports, the efficient implementation of the 
JSRS could be affected by three risks: political instability, resistance from the authorities to be 
reformed and insufficient capacity to absorb the funds required to implement the reform. After 5 
years of implementation, we find that some of these risks appear to have vanished, while others, even 
though they have arisen, have acquired different connotations. 
 
The risk of political instability has apparently disappeared in 2016, with the investment of the new 
Government. Due to the reduction of this risk, in 2016, it was possible to adopt an impressive set of 
laws, including the amendments to the Constitution, laws that were pending for a long time between 
the Parliament and the Government. It could be said that 2016 allowed the return of the justice sector 
reform to the attention of decision-makers and the resumption of its rapid pace, at least with regard to 
the adoption of legislative acts that are inherent and important for ensuring the completion of the 
JSRS. The increase in the level of implementation of the actions planned in the JSRS in 2016, as well as 
the results of the surveys and research referred to in the above chapter, confirm these developments 
and the decrease of the risk of political instability in 2016. 
 
Resistance on the part of actors that are subject to the reforms also seems to have dropped in 
intensity in 2016. An eloquent example is the openness, intransigence and intolerance of the SCM, SCP 
towards those who have engaged in reprehensible activities. Section IV.1 of this report has presented 
statistical data on the termination of immunity (with the SCM's consent) and the commencement of 
criminal prosecution against several judges, bailiffs, probation officers and employees of the 
penitentiary system.  
 
Regarding the insufficient capacity to absorb the budgetary funds provided for the justice sector 
reform, we could attest that this risk seems to have been overcome in 2014. One issue found in 2015 
has remained in 2016: the majority of higher value infrastructure projects and public procurements 
continue to be suspended due to lack of budget funds, which situation has been generated by, 
amongst other things, the destructive events in the banking sector. 
 
The 2015 annual report noted that a challenge for 2016 would be the closing of the EU Technical 
Assistance Project No.1, which granted methodological, logistical and human resources support to the 
MoJ for 4 years for the purpose of coordinating the implementation of the JSRS. It appears that, in 
2016, the MoJ managed to meet this challenge and ensured the proper monitoring of the 
implementation of the JSRS and maintaining the satisfactory track record of the Coordination 
Mechanism. 
 
When drafting this report, as well as taking into account the results attained during the reporting year, 
we find that, even after the completion of external assistance projects and programs, it was possible to 
ensure and maintain the programs launched as part of the reform at a good level (wages, renovated 
premises, IT tools: PIGD, Femida, electronic registers, etc.). 



Raport anual 2016                                                                                              

 

59  

 

 

VIII. LESSONS LEARNED AND PERSPECTIVES 

 
2016 started with intense promotion/approval/adoption of AP JSRS actions that were previously 
qualified as outstanding. This pace has been maintained for the entirety of 2016, the last year of 
implementation of the JSRS.  
 
This Report is the last annual report, and the retrospective analysis of actions, failures and successes 
over five years of implementation allows for a series of conclusions and recommendations, including a 
new policy paper on the justice sector. 
 
The JSRS was an ambitious document, aimed at covering the entire justice sector and contributing to 
its efficiency, professionalization and modernization in all fields and with regard to all professions in 
this sector. However, after five years of implementation, it appears that the document had a spectrum 
and scope that were too large to be successfully completed. What seemed to be an accomplishment 
from the beginning, in time turned into a challenge that was to be confronted practically on daily basis. 
The JSRS has included interconnected actions: as such, stagnation or delays with regard to one action 
led to failures in completing multiple actions in the chain. Some of the risks identified during the 
launch of the JSRS have affected considerably and for a long time the effect and implementation of the 
planned actions.  
 
From this perspective, it is important for the new strategic document in the field of justice to be 
conceived in a much more focused manner and to target the most vulnerable components of the 
justice sector, to be more realistic and more pragmatic. Moreover, part of the actions included in the 
AP JSRS represent usual actions and measures that are to be taken by the authorities, by virtue of their 
functional competencies, and their inclusion in a policy document seems to be unnecessary. 
 
One of the problems of the JSRS is that it did not provide a precise indicators grid (with baseline 
indication), which would affect the accuracy and correctness of the qualitative assessment and the 
impact of the JSRS. It is certain that the assessment of the implementation of the JSRS will have to be 
done on the basis of a more complex and thorough methodology, which will take into account 
quantitative and qualitative indicators, will analyse the results obtained and the impact of the AP JSRS 
actions from the perspective of the actors of the justice sector that are subject to reform (institutional 
impact), as well as from the perspective of the judiciary and society as a whole (societal impact). 
 
The new strategic document should contribute to the consolidation of the results and the impact 
achieved by the JSRS, and any conceptual deviations from the objectives of the current JSRS that are 
not grounded in convincing and pertinent data are likely to significantly diminish the reform efforts 
undertaken during the five years (2011 - 2016). It should be noted that these reform efforts have been 
fully supported for the entire five years by the civil society and development partners, whose efforts 
and input should not be neglected and disregarded in the process of drafting a new strategic 
document.  
 
As such, the crucial challenge for 2017 remains the assessment of the impact of the JSRS for 2011-2016 
and ensuring the continuity of the justice system reform by developing a draft policy document to 
ensure the sustainability of the reforms made in this area, which would take into account improved 
efficiency and effectiveness, including by setting realistic objectives, the inclusion of a balanced set of 
indicators at all levels of objectives (product/output, result/outcome, impact). 
 
 


