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73 decisions from 128 cases reviewed:
54 archiving decisions after review

19 archiving decisions after verification

34 verification decisions

3 decisions to initiate disciplinary investigations
(2 prosecutors and 1 judge)

1 decision to conclude an investigation (1 judge)
1 decision to continue an investigation (1 judge)
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WASHINGTON, D.C.
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Citizens at the HIJ Office

During October 2026:

30 complainants were received at the Office of
the High Inspector of Justice;
15 telephone calls were handled with citizens
seeking updates on their complaints or
guidance on completing the standard
complaint form;
18 requests for information were processed.

HIJ’s October in figures
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A delegation of the High Inspector of Justice (HIJ), composed of
magistrate and non-magistrate inspectors and headed by the High
Inspector of Justice, Mr. Artur Metani, conducted a working visit to
Washington, D.C., as part of efforts to strengthen institutional
cooperation between Albania and the United States of America, as
well as to establish sustainable channels of professional
cooperation.

1 thematic inspection completed

HIJ and JUSTAL discuss the methodology for verifying
magistrates’ assets and integrity
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A delegation of the High Inspector of Justice (HIJ), composed of
magistrate and non-magistrate inspectors and headed by the High
Inspector of Justice, Mr. Artur Metani, conducted a working visit to
Washington, D.C., as part of efforts to strengthen institutional
cooperation between Albania and the United States of America, as
well as to establish sustainable channels of professional
cooperation.

The visit, organised with the support of Open Gov Hub Albania,
included an extensive program of official meetings, training
sessions, and professional exchanges with justice institutions, U.S.
public institutions, civil society organizations, and representatives
of the Albanian American community.

As part of the visit, the High Inspector of Justice, Mr. Artur Metani,
was received at the U.S. Department of State by Ms. Amy Carnie,
Director of the Office of Western and Central European Affairs,
within the Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs.

During the meeting, Mr. Metani briefed Ms. Carnie on the mission,
role, and activities of the High Inspectorate of Justice, as well as on
the institution’s contribution to strengthening accountability and
responsibility within Albania’s justice system.

Mr. Metani expressed his appreciation for Ms. Carnie’s recognition
of the work of the High Inspector of Justice and for the importance
attached to strengthening accountability and responsibility within
the Albanian justice system.

Both interlocutors reaffirmed the importance of continuing
cooperation and support for advancing the rule of law,
strengthening justice institutions and further consolidating the
principles of accountability, responsibility, and institutional
integrity in Albania.

At the Superior Court of the District of Columbia, the High
Inspector of Justice and the accompanying delegation were
received by Judge Rainey R. Brandt and subsequently by Judges
Robert Okun and Stephen H. Glickman. During the meetings, the
judges shared their professional experience, with a focus on judicial
ethics and standards of professional conduct, in their capacity as
members of the Committee on Judicial Conduct.

During their stay in Washington, the ILD delegation also held
working meetings with representatives of the Supreme Court of the
United States and the Library of Congress, as well as with leaders
and representatives of Open Gov Hub and the Obama Foundation.

HIGH INSPECTOR OF JUSTICE
MONTHLY NEWSLETTER



October 2026

 Boulevard “Dëshmorët e Kombit” | Building No. 13 | Tirana, Albania

Integrity, accountability, and the strengthening of institutional
cooperation were at the center of the meetings with U.S.
institutions and organizations. Discussions focused on key issues
related to the functioning of the justice system, including judicial
independence and accountability, disciplinary systems for judges
and prosecutors, inspection methodologies, professional ethics,
institutional integrity, transparency, the prevention of and fight
against corruption, digital transformation and strengthening public
trust in justice institutions.

An important part of the program was dedicated to the exchange of
experiences concerning the organization and functioning of
inspection and disciplinary mechanisms, as well as practices related
to the ethics and professional responsibility of magistrates.

Through these meetings, the ILD delegation had the opportunity to
gain first-hand insight into U.S. institutional models and practices,
with a view to identifying experiences of relevance to the further
development of the capacities of the High Inspector of Justice and
to the improvement of inspection procedures and methodologies.

The exchange of experiences and comparative practices represents
an important opportunity to further strengthen institutional
capacities and support ongoing efforts to continuously improve
standards of transparency, integrity, and accountability within
Albania’s justice system.
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HIJ AND JUSTAL DISCUSS THE METHODOLOGY FOR VERIFYING
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The unit of inspectors and assistant inspectors at the Office of the
High Inspector of Justice held a professional roundtable
discussion with experts from the JUSTAL project on the legal
framework, methodology, and operational tools for verifying the
assets and integrity of magistrates subject to the jurisdiction of
the High Inspector of Justice.

At the opening of the roundtable, the High Inspector of Justice,
Artur Metani, praised the EU’s support for Albania’s justice
system, emphasizing that: “The vetting process was temporary in
technical terms, but its impact is lasting in terms of the values it
has established through justice reform, as well as the standards
and principles that must underpin the functioning of the justice
system. It is therefore important to maintain the standards
established through this process, as we must all speak the same
language of values that guided, underpinned, and ultimately
shaped the adoption of justice reform.”

JUSTAL Team Leader Agnes Bernhard emphasized that, although
the vetting process was temporary, the principles established
through it should remain firmly in place and continue to serve as a
point of reference for the justice system.

JUSTAL experts, Mr. Francesco Caruso and Ms. Bora Pirdeni
presented the Guidelines on the Verification of Magistrates’
Assets and Integrity,

which aim to provide practical guidance for carrying out a
standardized set of investigative actions as the basis for
comprehensive, consistent, and evidence-based assessments of
magistrates’ assets and integrity.

The discussions covered changes to the legal and operational
framework, amendments to the Law on the Status of Judges and
Prosecutors and their impact on verification procedures. Key
topics included the creation and management of verification files,
financial analysis, the assessment of lawful sources of income, the
identification of related persons and risk indicators and the use of
standard forms and calculation tools.

A significant part of the training was devoted to the methodology
for assessing integrity, the relevant legal framework, investigative
measures, and the standards of the European Court of Human
Rights (ECtHR). The application of the principle of proportionality
in the assessment of assets and integrity was also examined,
taking into account the legislation in force and judicial practice.

The roundtable aimed to strengthen the professional knowledge
of inspectors and assistant inspectors and harmonize their
methodological approach to implementing verification
procedures, thereby contributing to a consistent, impartial
process that complies with the relevant legal standards.
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SPEECH OF THE HIGH INSPECTOR OF JUSTICE, ARTUR METANI,
AT THE LAST MEETING OF THE JUSTAL PROJECT STEERING

COMMITTEE

October 2026
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29.10.2026

Greetings everyone,

When assessing the contribution of the European Union-funded
project “Technical Assistance to Support the Implementation of the
Crosscutting Justice Strategy” (JUSTAL), it is important to focus not
only on the activities carried out and the products prepared, but
also on the role these activities play in strengthening the analytical
capacities of the Office of the High Inspector of Justice,
consolidating the standards of disciplinary accountability of
magistrates, as well as further strengthening inter-institutional
cooperation.

HIJ is a constitutional institution that contributes to ensuring the
accountability, responsibility and integrity of the justice system,
exercising its powers in compliance with the guarantees deriving
from the rule of law and ensuring the appropriate balance between
the independence and accountability of magistrates.

Independence and accountability constitute two essential elements
of a democratic and functional justice system. In this regard,
expectations of the HIJ should not be limited solely to the number
of complaints examined, the number of investigations conducted or
disciplinary proceedings initiated. The expectation is that the
institution, through its constitutional mechanisms, contributes to
identifying issues that undermine the functioning of the justice
system, identifying their causes, and recommending legislative,
regulatory and administrative measures that improve the quality of
the justice system.

An important dimension of this mission is thematic and institutional
inspections. They enable the HIJ to look beyond individual cases
and individual responsibility, to identify recurring issues and
analyze the factors affecting the effectiveness of the justice system
itself.

The objective is not the disciplinary measure in itself, but a justice
system that functions better, responds to citizens within a
reasonable time and guarantees impartial and high-quality
decision-making.

It is precisely in this regard that the support provided by JUSTAL is
appreciated. The analysis of the implementation of
recommendations resulting from thematic inspections, the
development of instruments for the collection and processing of
data, as well as the inclusion of these instruments in standard
working procedures, constitute important steps towards a more
structured and results-oriented inspection activity.

The analysis of the effectiveness of the recommendations issued
following completed institutional and thematic inspections is a
process that requires continuous improvement and development
in order to make this essential competence of the HIJ as functional
and effective as possible. It must be kept in mind that the
recommendations issued cannot have an immediate impact in
eliminating the identified issues, since this requires changes to
institutional practices, the standardization of professional conduct
and institutional coordination among all actors within the system.
In this context, HIJ has decided to establish sustainable
mechanisms for monitoring these recommendations through the
development of follow-up inspections, with the aim of monitoring
the implementation of the recommendations issued. At the same
time, the High Inspector of Justice is working on drafting a specific
methodology regarding the monitoring and follow-up of the
process of implementing the recommendations issued within the
framework of thematic/institutional inspections. In this context, in
addition to our commitment, continued support from international
partners is also considered necessary, through their expertise on
the best practices, models or standards in this field, with the aim of
establishing a monitoring system for measuring the real impact of
the recommendations and identifying problems that recur within
the justice system.
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For the HIJ, this is an important standard for further institutional
development: moving from identifying issues towards measuring
the results and impact of inspection activities. A recommendation
should not be assessed only on the basis of the fact that it has been
drafted or forwarded, but also on the basis of the change it
produces in institutional practice. In this way, inspection becomes
an instrument for improving the system and not merely a control
mechanism.

Another essential expectation relates to inter-institutional
cooperation. HIJ exercises a specific function within the
architecture of justice governance, but the results of this function
are intertwined with the responsibilities of the High Judicial
Council, High Prosecutorial Council and other institutions. Only
through cooperation and shared commitment can we guarantee a
justice system that can function on the basis of solid foundations of
professionalism, integrity and credibility. In this context, I consider
that the support of international partners is important and
contributes to strengthening the sustainable capacities of
institutions, developing common methodologies and improving
accountability mechanisms.

With the support of the project, in April 2026, the agreement on
inter-institutional cooperation in reporting justice statistics was
signed. This agreement serves not only to measure the performance
and efficiency of the activities of courts and prosecution offices,
but is also essential in terms of transparency, accountability, as well
as identifying the needs for continuous improvement of the
activities of the justice system. Likewise, at the Joint Meeting of the
High Judicial Council and the High Prosecutorial Council dedicated
to the process of ethical and professional evaluation of magistrates,
HIJ emphasized the establishment of an ethical-professional
evaluation system that monitors and assesses the performance of
magistrates not only on the basis of work results, but also in
accordance with moral, ethical and professional standards, while
simultaneously emphasizing the need for this process to proceed at
a rapid pace, as it constitutes the main instrument through which
the Councils will fill vacancies in the system.

During 2026, cooperation with JUSTAL included discussions on the
disciplinary responsibility of magistrates, disciplinary investigations
in sensitive cases, the application of the legal tools available during
investigative procedures, and the distinction between ethical
violations and disciplinary violations.

These activities created space for the exchange of experiences and
for addressing issues directly related to the quality, consistency and
effectiveness of disciplinary practice. In this regard, 

it is important that technical support contributes to establishing
uniform standards in the way the law is interpreted by the
governing bodies of the justice system, in order to serve the
guarantee of legal certainty, while preserving the independence of
magistrates and ensuring their accountability in accordance with
the law.

Within the framework of the comments on the legal amendments
adopted by the Parliament of Albania in January of this year,
JUSTAL recommended that the reduction of the seniority
requirement for inspectors of the HIJ Office be used only as a last
resort. Understanding the concerns raised,  HIJ has assessed that
the legislator's purpose in establishing the professional experience
criteria for magistrates seeking to be seconded to the HIJ should
strike a balance between the need to guarantee a high standard in
the disciplinary investigation and inspection process (which is not
necessarily linked to the number of years a magistrate has spent in
the system) and ensuring the full-capacity functioning of the
system of accountability and responsibility of magistrates. For this
reason, the HIJ has addressed several proposals for legal
amendments to the Parliament of Albania, which were partially
reflected in the legal amendments adopted in January 2026.

The proposals submitted by the HIJ aimed to increase magistrates'
interest in applying for the secondment procedure, by improving
the attractiveness of this position, as one of the findings
consistently identified in the European Commission's progress
reports, with the aim of guaranteeing the full-capacity functionality
of this institution and continuing to consolidate its role as an
independent oversight and accountability institution within the
justice system.

In conclusion, we consider it important to emphasize the
importance of the continued support of international partners
through assistance projects within the framework of the
continuous strengthening and consolidation of the Office of the
High Inspector of Justice as an institution which, through
inspections and accountability mechanisms, helps ensure
sustainable improvement and an increase in quality within the
justice system. The success of the justice reform is not measured
only by the establishment and functioning of institutions, but is
measured primarily by their ability to genuinely improve the way
justice functions and how it is perceived by citizens.
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The High Inspector of Justice, Mr. Artur Metani held a working
meeting with the Head of the OSCE Presence in Albania,
Ambassador Michel Tarran.

During the meeting, the interlocutors discussed the cooperation
between the Office of the High Inspector of Justice and the OSCE
Presence in Albania over recent years, ongoing projects, as well as
initiatives and projects planned for the future.

An important part of the discussions focused on recent
developments in the justice system, as well as issues related to the
activities of the High Inspector of Justice. In this context, the role of
the HIJ in ensuring accountability within the judicial system was
emphasized, including the handling of complaints and disciplinary
proceedings against judges and prosecutors.

The meeting also addressed the importance of respecting due
process, safeguarding the independence of the judiciary and
prosecution services, and ensuring a consistent and coherent
approach in the exercise of institutional responsibilities.

High Inspector of Justice Artur Metani and Ambassador Michel
Tarran also exchanged views on developments related to the
effective administration of justice and strengthening public trust in
the justice system.

Both interlocutors shared the view on the need for and importance
of institutional cooperation and continued support to strengthen
accountability mechanisms and the standards of the rule of law.
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During October 2026, the Office of the High Inspector of Justice
received 83 complaints, of which 82 were submitted by citizens and
1 by an institution. The Office issued the standard
acknowledgement of receipt for all complaints received for the first
time during October 2026.

COMPLAINT PROCESS AT HIJ

The High Inspector of Justice acknowledges receipt of a complaint
in writing within 5 days.

Complaint admissibility criteria are published on the HIJ’s official
website, www.ild.al, under “How complaints are accepted”.

ARCHIVED VERIFICATIONS
DISCIPLINARY

PROCESS
INSPECTIONS

73 decisions from 128 cases
reviewed:

- 54 archiving decisions after
review
- 19 archiving decisions after
verification

34 verification
decisions

- 3 decisions to initiate
disciplinary investigations
concerning 3 magistrates (2
prosecutors and 1 judge)
- 1 decision to conclude a
disciplinary investigation
concerning 1 magistrate
(judge)
- 1 decision to continue a
disciplinary investigation
concerning 1 magistrate
(judge)

1 thematic inspection
completed:
“On the procedure for
announcing and reasoning
judicial decisions of the
Korçë Court of First Instance
of General Jurisdiction for
the period 1 April–30 June
2025.”

HIJ’S OCTOBER IN FIGURES

Complaints concerning prosecutors and judges have been assigned
to inspectors. They are at various stages of processing, including
initial review, archiving and verification, with the corresponding
draft decisions.

To make the complaints process easier, the HIJ provides a dedicated
form on its official website. It can be:

completed and submitted online;
downloaded, completed and sent by email to info@ild.al or by
post to Boulevard “Dëshmorët e Kombit” , Building No. 13, Tirana;
completed at the HIJ Office, with assistance from the complaints
office team if needed.
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STATISTICS ON THE NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS HANDLED AND THE CLAIMS RAISED BY
COMPLAINANTS DURING THE THIRD QUARTER OF 2026
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Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: The first session is with
the High Justice Inspector. Present to represent the Inspectorate is Mr.
Artur Metani, High Justice Inspector, and Ms. Eljona Bylykbashi, Director
of Legal Services. Welcome. Thank you for your understanding regarding
the change in the schedule, because it was necessary for us. I appreciate
your understanding. You are aware of the issue that is the subject of this
hearing session. We have also received a document containing
information from you in response to the request submitted by the
Commission. I would initially ask for a very brief, concise presentation. As
a rule, we spend 5–6 minutes on this type of session, in the sense that, in
order not to repeat what you have presented in the information provided,
since it is already known to the rapporteurs and members of the
Commission and the advisers, but rather to emphasize two or three
necessary points that you consider should be the focus of the attention
of the members of the Commission and that are of public interest. Then
we will hear the rapporteurs and afterwards the relevant questions. First,
the floor is yours, Mr. Metani.

High Justice Inspector Mr. Artur Metani: Thank you, Chairman. Good
morning once again to all the members. As you said, I would like to focus
very briefly on only two or three things, since the material is already
before you. In implementation of the legislation, which delegates
decision-making powers to the High Justice Inspector to issue secondary
legislation, all obligations have been fulfilled; they have been fulfilled
within the legal deadline. Therefore, today there is no act or any
obligation to issue a secondary legislative act on the part of the High
Justice Inspector that is delegated or authorized by law. In relation to the
cross-sectoral justice strategy, the High Justice Inspector has no
secondary legislative act to issue. In relation to the integration process, in
implementation of its main documents, the Progress Report or also the
Report on the Rule of Law and the Rule of Law, the High Justice Inspector
has not had any specific obligation to issue any legal act. In general,

the reports of the European Union have assessed the activity of the HJI
positively, even using terms indicating that the accountability mechanism
functions satisfactorily, but they have focused on two or three elements
that I would like to mention. The first is filling the vacancies for inspectors
at the Office of the High Justice Inspector, and this is a permanent
recommendation. Therefore, in every Progress Report, this remains the
first recommendation. The second recommendation has been increasing
the number of thematic inspections, which the High Justice Inspector has
fulfilled, and it is no longer a recommendation, at least for this year. The
third recommendation is also the further implementation or transmission
of vetting standards into the activities of the bodies of the High Justice
Inspector in this case. Regarding this obligation as well, the High Justice
Inspector, in cooperation with EU4Justice and the vetting bodies
themselves, has drafted a specific methodology, which must be followed
when exercising the powers of the High Justice Inspector in two cases: in
the case of recruitment or appointment of non-magistrate inspectors, as
well as in the case of investigations of a financial nature when magistrates
are under investigation. This material has been consulted on, and training
has also been conducted with the inspectors of the Office of the High
Justice Inspector, with experts from the International Monitoring
Operation (IMO). This material has been presented at the general meeting
of inspectors and has been provided to the inspectors for guidance, so
that they keep it in mind for implementation when they are part of teams
or investigations in the two cases I mentioned above. Thus, in this sense,
the obligation of the High Justice Inspector to issue secondary legislative
acts has been fulfilled from the perspective of the High Justice Inspector.
Thank you.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Thank you. Now let us hear
the assessment of the rapporteurs. The rapporteurs in today’s hearing
sessions are Ms. Romina Kuko and Mr. Erion Mile. Yes, Ms. Kuko?
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with the assessment also supported by the findings of European Union
reports and the concerns continuously raised by citizens themselves. First,
let me pose the specific question of whether the annual plan addresses the
biggest problems facing the justice system. Of the 9 inspections planned for
2026, none addresses three issues that the European Union and the
adopted strategies have placed at the top of the agenda. The first is the
backlog and duration of trials at the Court of Appeal, where, at the
beginning of 2025, there were around 41,700 pending cases. The second
concerns the administrative courts, with pending cases dating back to 2017–
2018. The third is corruption in the judiciary, for which the European
Commission’s 2025 Progress Report calls for inspection protocols, and the
report assessing the interim benchmarks describes it as a “substantial
concern.” None of these was included in the 2025 plan. Furthermore, the
selection criteria are still not published. The Inspector regularly receives
data from all courts and prosecution offices, but the thematic areas are
based mainly on proposals from other institutions. In his report, the
Inspector notes difficulties in understanding the reasons behind some
proposals. The same problem appears in the annual inspection of case
allocation by lot, which the law makes mandatory. Three courts are selected
each year without published criteria. Courts with greater caseloads, such as
those in Tirana, the administrative courts, or the Special Court, have not
been included, even though the 2025 inspection found that manual
allocations by lot and reassignments are not tracked in the system. Even
when inspections concerning the duration of proceedings are carried out,
the result is limited. They cover only cases closed within a three-month
period, meaning that the older backlog remains outside their scope,
precisely the backlog about which citizens complain. Reports are issued 20
to 24 months after the period inspected. Of the 9 inspections in the 2025
plan, only 4 were completed within the year. In some inspections, significant
differences in the duration of proceedings between judges were found, but
no individual verification was recommended, and the findings were not
referred either for disciplinary investigation or to the evaluation file. The law
envisaged inspections precisely as a source for these two processes. And I
would also like to mention a positive example: the inspection of court
hearings in 2025 covered 10 months, analyzed scheduling for each judge,
and was reported within 4 months. This shows that it can be done. And we
want to see this approach extended to the duration of proceedings as well.
Meanwhile, staffing remains another issue that requires an answer. The
Inspector works with half the number of inspectors he needs, that is, with
10 vacant positions out of the 20 positions provided for in the structure.
The Assembly recognized this problem and, in January of this year,
amended the law to make these positions more attractive: it reduced the
required seniority, increased salaries, and regulated secondment. The lack
of candidates is certainly not dependent on the Inspector, but the speed of
the procedures is. And the request for judge-inspectors was made two
months after the amendment to the law, while the procedure for non-
magistrate inspectors began five months after it. he previous procedure
lasted 19 months and ended without a successful candidate. The effects of
the old delays are also felt here. The system for evaluating Inspectors,
which was approved one year late, meant that by the end of 2025 only 4
inspectors had been evaluated. The Deputy Inspector was appointed only in
April of this year, more than 6 years after the institution was established,
and the terms of the 4 prosecutors seconded in 2021 expire this year.
Therefore, on this basis, Honorable Chairman, I propose that the
Commission recommend to the Inspector the following: first, to register
complaints concerning delays as a separate category and report to this
Commission how many of them were archived without verification in 2025;
to draft and publish the first periodic report on complaints by a specified
date; to include in the 2027 inspection plan the duration of trials in the
priority courts as defined by the strategy, the administrative courts, and
judicial corruption; to publish the selection criteria together with the plan,
both for thematic inspections and for inspections of case allocation by lot; 

MP Romina Kuko: Thank you, Chairman. Dear colleagues, Honorable High
Justice Inspector. One in three citizens turn to the High Justice Inspector,
and they do not complain only about the content of the decision they
have received in their hands, but because the case is not coming to an
end. They wait for months, for years, for a trial or for a reasoned decision
that is not delivered to them. The law considers this a possible violation
by the judge or the prosecutor and charges the Inspector with verifying it.
Both in the spirit of this Commission and in the scope of this Commission,
this citizen is at the center of our report today. I must emphasize at the
outset that this review fully respects the independence of the judiciary
and of the Inspector; therefore, it does not touch upon any specific case,
but only the way the system functions. On 6 May 2026, within the
framework of post-legislative scrutiny of secondary legislation and the
implementation of laws for the period 2021–2026, the Commission
requested information from the Inspector regarding his obligations. The
Inspector responded on 21 May: there are no new laws imposing
obligations on him, there are no unapproved secondary legislative acts,
and there are no obligations regarding alignment with the acquis. As
regards the current situation, of course, this stands as the report;
however, two key acts with statutory deadlines were adopted late: the
system for evaluating inspectors, by approximately 13 months, and the
regulation of the complaints management system, by approximately 26
months. These are certainly delays, and their consequences are still being
felt today, but post-legislative scrutiny does not ask only whether the acts
exist. The fundamental question is whether the law, together with these
acts, achieves its purpose. For the Inspector, this purpose is achieved
through two functions: the verification of complaints and inspections.
Our assessment proceeds from this point. During 2025, 74% of complaints
were archived at the initial review stage, 23% after verification, and only
3% proceeded to investigation. The Inspector explains the archiving by
the fact that most complaints challenge the substance of the decision,
which falls outside his competence. And, of course, this is correct, but the
same group also appears to include complaints about delays, which
account for around one-third of all complaints, as well as those
concerning delays in providing reasoning. These fall within the Inspector’s
competence. And our question is: does the complaints management
system register complaints about delays as a separate category, and how
many of them were archived without verification? The Inspector explains
the delays by the workload of the system. This argument applies to the
system as a whole, but it does not apply to a judge who takes much longer
than his colleagues under the same conditions. Now, there is also an
official point of reference: standard time limits that the High Judicial
Council approved in July 2025. Therefore, we want to know whether the
Inspector is taking those time limits into consideration in his inspection
activities during 2026. In implementation of the Assembly’s resolution, at
the end of last year the Inspector approved an order for periodic reports
on complaints, intended to show what citizens complain about most, and
of course, this is positive; however, 10 months later, according to the
information provided to us by the Commission’s advisers, the order has
not been published and no report has yet been drafted. And without
these reports, it is not possible to see how citizens’ complaints are
translated into inspections. The law gives the Inspector the right to
inspect every aspect of the work of judges and of the courts and
prosecution offices. The question arises: what is the effectiveness of the
implementation of the law, which is the main focus of our parliamentary
post-legislative scrutiny in this hearing. And I see this in two or three
important aspects, 
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 to extend the approach used in the inspection of court hearings to the
duration of proceedings as well, with an analysis for each judge and the
follow-up of findings through evaluation, including, where appropriate,
referral for disciplinary verification; to submit to the Commission, within
30 days, a timetable for filling the vacant inspector positions and for
evaluating inspectors by the end of 2027; and to send the 2027 inspection
plan to the Commission as soon as it is approved. Now, the Assembly
amended the law and did its part, and therefore we all want to see the
changes translated into action, so that inspectors get to work, go where
the problems are, and we have a genuine response for the citizen. Thank
you.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Thank you. Thank you,
colleague Kuko. Yes, Mr. Inspector, please.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Thank you, Chairman. I listened
very carefully to the rapporteur’s statement. I must say that many of the
findings do not hold up. We will prepare a written document on this and
submit it to the Commission within a few days. But, simply to point out
that the legal amendments concerned magistrate Inspectors, not non-
magistrate Inspectors. Therefore, they are not related to the delays you
mentioned. Secondly, since you mentioned the act on the evaluation of
Inspectors, the act on the evaluation of Inspectors was issued in 2021,
and in 2020 the High Justice Inspector did not even have a desk to sit at.
Nevertheless, within that year, the Inspector carried out a thematic
inspection, conducted disciplinary investigations, handled complaints,
carried out recruitment procedures for inspectors, and more, and without
a doubt, all of these were undertaken in turn. And all the other elements
that the rapporteur mentioned as well. Nevertheless, as I said, we will
submit a written document to you to perhaps provide you with a better
understanding of the matters and issues that were raised. The reasons for
the selection and the manner in which Inspectors are selected, the
thematic areas, and the thematic inspections have been made public,
because perhaps I have said this here before, or I have said it at the Law
Commission; I always say it publicly, and I have always said it in my
interviews: the way thematic inspections are selected and the choice of
thematic inspections are absolutely not an individual choice of the
Inspector. The matter goes through the General Meeting of Inspectors,
after the opinions of the institutions have been obtained, even though
the law does not require this, after the problems of each court and each
prosecution office have been considered, and after an analysis has been
carried out of the phenomena giving rise to complaints from the previous
year, balancing all of this against the small number of inspectors, which is
not the fault of the High Justice Inspector, or because of delays, since the
delays do not originate from the High Justice Inspector; they arise from
other institutions whose responses are delayed, whether rightly or
wrongly, that is something we can examine. However, those who compete
and apply to become Inspectors, that is, if one is to become a High
Justice Inspector, go through a framework or a rigorous process, what I
would call a “vetting” process, just like the High Justice Inspector himself
or members of the Constitutional Court when they go through the High
Judicial Appointments Council (KED). Thus, it is a very lengthy process.
Nevertheless, as I said, we will send the document within a few days,
including all the responses or views of the High Justice Inspector
regarding these findings. Thank you. Nevertheless, we will consider the
suggestions.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Thank you. Although, to
be honest, you are entitled to your objections. It is a very good thing that
you will submit your comments and assessments regarding the
rapporteurs’ findings and suggestions in writing as well. But, as you
yourself said, there are also points that are valid, and I would have
wished, as I believe is appropriate, that just as you challenge findings

that do not align with your perspective, your position, and the
information available to you, you should also have acknowledged those
that are valid, because it is in our common interest, and no one, no
institution, can identify the problem unless it also acknowledges what the
shortcomings are, what the mistakes are, and what needs to be reflected
upon. Because I believe we share the same view on the fact that the High
Justice Inspector is a key institution in the system. In my assessment, the
High Justice Inspector is the barometer of the problems and concerns
affecting the system as a whole, and the effectiveness of the work of the
entire system depends greatly on how the Inspectorate functions and on
its efficiency. And if there are expectations for more and better results,
this undoubtedly stems from the law and from your responsibilities, but I
believe it is also our legitimate concern as legislators and representatives
of citizens’ interests at this table. In any case, okay, we can continue. Who
has questions? Yes, Mr. Çomo.

MP Bledi Çomo: Thank you, Chairman. I wanted to ask how the
recommendations of the European Commission’s Progress Reports have
been reflected in the secondary legislation, methodology, and inspection
plan of the HJI, particularly regarding judicial delays and the risk of
corruption in the judiciary, and which measures remain to be
implemented and within what deadlines. First, and since you also
touched upon thematic inspections, I wanted to raise a question. Has
there ever been an inspection topic aimed at verifying how the amnesty is
implemented and how its effects are extended so that citizens are not
adversely affected by the granting of the amnesty and can benefit from
it, since the law grants them this right? This question arises from cases in
which the prosecution changes the legal classification of the offence
when the amnesty is issued, thereby worsening the position of the person
concerned, while, on the other hand, the court delays the examination of
the case, with the aim of preventing the individual citizen from benefiting
from the amnesty. So, have you had such an inspection topic, and have
you ever verified how these provisions are being implemented? Thank
you.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Yes, thank you.

High Justice Inspector Mr. Artur Metani: Regarding the second question,
yes. Amnesty has been a matter of inspection and verification. The
amnesty, not the most recent one but the one before it, was also verified
and resulted in specific recommendations, and because of those
recommendations, in the implementation of the latest amnesty there
have been no issues of the kind identified by the High Justice Inspector
during the inspection carried out. Regarding the EU recommendations on
the issue of judicial corruption, yes, they have been reflected in thematic
inspections concerning the drawing of lots in courts, the allocation of
cases in prosecution offices, and the replacement of prosecutors, as
issues or topics that may create the conditions for bias or for the creation
of unfair advantages for the parties. These are inspections that are
carried out every year, and the recommendations we make are, without a
doubt, also sent to the High Prosecutorial Council, the Prosecution
Offices, and the High Judicial Council, as appropriate. Regarding delays,
these too are matters of thematic inspection every year. Delays, that is,
the duration of the reasoning of decisions and the preparation of written
judgments, as well as the duration of judicial proceedings, are
recommendations made every year. Depending on the available
resources, inspections are carried out in almost every court. So, one year
we inspect two or three courts, another year we inspect two or three
other courts, and so on, trying to cover the entire territory. That is all I
have. Thank you.
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Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Thank you. Who has
another question? Yes, Ms. Dhima.

MP Antoneta Dhima: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Please keep the
discussion focused on the subject from the perspective of the law,
because the Inspector may come again, and will come again, so when the
relevant topic is on the agenda. Excuse me, my apologies.

MP Antoneta Dhima: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Following your discussion
and comments regarding effectiveness, I want to focus mainly on the
effectiveness of disciplinary procedures. How many cases have been
referred for disciplinary proceedings to the High Judicial Council and the
High Prosecutorial Council, and what were their final outcomes? This
concerns the period 2021–2025. Have any delays or obstacles been
identified in the implementation of the procedures provided for by law?
And secondly, regarding shortcomings in the implementation of the
legislation, what legal or institutional problems have been identified
during the exercise of the powers of the High Justice Inspectorate for the
period 2021–2025, and what legal amendments or other amendments to
secondary legislation have been proposed to increase the effectiveness
of investigations as well as disciplinary accountability? Thank you.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Yes, thank you. Mr.
Inspector…

High Justice Inspector Mr. Artur Metani: Now, as you said, Chairman, the
first question relates to the activities of the institutions, although not to
today’s topic. Nevertheless, I will answer you to the extent that I can
recall over five years. What I clearly remember over five years is that, in
no case involving disciplinary proceedings requested by the High Justice
Inspector, have the Councils decided to return the case to the High
Justice Inspector for incomplete investigations, investigations that did
not meet standards, or investigations that did not justify the measure
requested by the High Justice Inspector. In all cases, the Councils have
decided that the findings of the High Justice Inspector stand, but, due to
their discretion, they have decided differently from the measure
proposed by the High Justice Inspector. As for the figures, without a
doubt, every annual report submitted by the High Justice Inspector
presents the figures. If you want them in summarized form, this can
certainly also be part of the material we will submit later. But that is my
answer to the first question. Regarding the second question, it is, in fact,
an interesting one. Nevertheless, I believe that, given the difficulties the
system is facing today, it is difficult for us to be in a position to propose
legal amendments on the grounds that an aspect of the approved
legislation or a mechanism provided for in the legislation has not
functioned. This is because I believe, and I also believe the contrary
argument, that the legislation has not been fully implemented, 100%, due
to the difficulties in which the system finds itself. For this reason, it is
difficult to conduct a complete analysis of whether something has
functioned or has not functioned entirely. Nevertheless, I have one
preliminary point, which could perhaps be part of another discussion,
possibly with this Commission or another Commission, and that is the
conduct of thematic inspections. Thematic inspections are a concept
mentioned in the law only twice, without any provisions regarding either
the procedures or the manner or the deadlines within which these
thematic inspections must be carried out.

Nevertheless, in my view, thematic inspection is the strongest tool the
High Justice Inspector has to play the role Mr. Xhafaj described, to be a
key institution in the system, to detect problems and phenomena that
should concern the judicial system or the justice system, and to issue the
relevant recommendations to institutions that must take measures. And
this can be achieved only through the conduct of thematic inspections.
Therefore, the first amendment that might be needed would be to define
more clearly the procedures and the manner in which these thematic
inspections should be carried out, which the Inspector has, in fact,
established and clarified through his own decisions. I am speaking about
legal amendments. Secondly, there is the question of the authority these
recommendations should have. Over these six or seven years of
experience of the High Justice Inspector, there have been no problems
with institutions regarding the implementation of the HJI’s
recommendations. Nevertheless, this has been part of a discussion with
the Prosecutor General about whether the recommendations issued by
the High Justice Inspector are binding or not. The Prosecutor General’s
position is that, as long as the law does not provide that these
recommendations are binding, the institution is not obliged to implement
them. Therefore, I believe this should also be part of a discussion at a
meeting, when you consider how we should proceed, along with other
elements of this kind. Thank you.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Yes, thank you. Are there
any other questions? All right. I have a couple of questions myself. You
rightly mentioned the recommendations or measures that you have to
fulfill within the framework of the obligations arising from the negotiation
process or from European Union documents. This question is also
relevant in relation to the three things you mentioned: vacancies, the
increase in thematic inspections, which runs counter to what you said,
and the implementation of vetting standards within the system. Among
these three, I would like to hear more about the third issue. To what
extent are these standards, which were established during the vetting
process, being absorbed by the system? To what extent are the two
Councils and the Inspector himself responding to these standards, and
what can the Assembly, and specifically this Commission, take into
consideration, through its function of exercising parliamentary oversight,
in order to support this important process? The second question relates
to the fact that it is very good that we refer to the recommendations and
findings and recommendations of European Union reports, but, on the
other hand, you have a kind of assessment of citizens’ opinions, more so
than any other institution in the system. I absolutely believe that we
agree on this, because citizens’ concerns are more clearly formulated or
more accurately addressed to your institution through the complaints
system. From this perspective, I would like to hear to what extent this has
been reflected in your internal acts, to what extent it has been reflected
in your inspections, and whether you have a measure for assessing how
citizens themselves evaluate the Inspector’s work. In other words, as the
head of this very important institution, do you have an indicator by which
you measure citizens’ satisfaction and trust in relation to your institution?
Naturally, I am not asking you to conduct surveys, because that is not the
solution, but I believe you should have one, and there are many
internationally recognized instruments that institutions use to
understand and assess the level of citizens’ trust and satisfaction with
their activities. Do you have such an instrument? Do you use it? And can
we also understand how this mechanism works and what the result is?
And following on from this, what interests me most is what place the
issue that is perhaps currently the Achilles’ heel of the system occupies
in your attention. I believe you had this very much in mind, perhaps as the
main factor, when you said that the system is experiencing difficulties.
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Specifically, the issue of the backlog. Undoubtedly, vacancies are one
reason for the backlog, but I have personally said before, here and in your
previous reports, as well as in the other Commission, the Law
Commission, in previous years, that I do not believe the backlog is the
main reason for the vacancies we have in the system. It is an important
reason. For a certain period, it was undoubtedly the key reason, just as
the pandemic and a number of other factors can also be cited, but today,
today, from my perspective, it is not the main reason. Today, the main
reason is the way the system approaches matters, the accountability of
judges and prosecutors, and, in particular, that of the institutions and the
governing structures of the system, including the functioning of the two
Councils. And this brings me to the next issue. From your perspective
today, insofar as you also serve as an indicator of the state of the system
and an assessment of the system’s functioning and efficiency, how are
the two Councils performing today, and is there any way in which the
Inspector can influence the improvement of this performance? Today, the
two Councils are the two most criticized institutions in the system by
public opinion, by the Assembly through its findings and other
recommendations and through its resolutions, and by the European
Union’s Progress Reports themselves, since you refer to those more
readily. We are concerned about this kind of performance, and to a
considerable extent we see it as being linked to the effectiveness of the
Inspector’s work. I do not know whether I was clear in… Yes, thank you.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Yes, Chairman, thank you. Let us
take these one by one. Regarding the brief comment you made that
increasing thematic inspections is in contradiction with the low number
of inspectors, I did not actually understand that clearly, but it is not a
contradiction. The obligation or recommendation of the European Union
was to increase the number of inspections, and we have treated this as a
priority, not only because it comes from an organization we want to join,
but also because we see it as a genuine value of modern judicial
inspections or inspection services. For this reason, we have prioritized
increasing the number of thematic inspections. Yes, there are delays in
completing thematic inspections, as the rapporteur also mentioned, and
this brings me to your point that there are things the High Justice
Inspector can improve. But, naturally, these are not issues arising from a
lack of willingness; rather, they arise from the limited resources available
to us, because we must meet not only the increased number of thematic
inspections, but also the number of complaints received, the number of
disciplinary investigations, the number of disciplinary proceedings, and
so on. Regarding the first question, then, the question about vetting
standards. This is a very important question, because we had already
been discussing and considering it long before the mandate of the
transitional re-evaluation bodies came to an end. We held discussions
with these bodies, as well as with representatives of the International
Monitoring Operation (IMO), who raised as a recommendation and
concern that the standards of these bodies should become part of the
work and working procedures of the institutions responsible for the
governance of the justice system, particularly the High Justice Inspector,
insofar as this concerns the two powers you mentioned earlier. The
question we have always asked both the vetting bodies and the
representatives of the IMO has been: what standards do they consider
should form part of the work of the High Justice Inspector? In other
words, what does the IMO or the vetting bodies consider to be the
standards applied in their activities? This was the subject of several
months of discussion. In the end, neither of these two institutions
presented a document setting out the standards of these bodies; instead,
they referred us to and stated that they had established the standards
through the decisions they had issued. We have examined the matter,
insofar as it falls within our remit, regarding the two powers that 

the High Justice Inspector must exercise: recruitment, or the financial
investigation of magistrates who are part of a disciplinary investigation.
Yes, without a doubt, this is something that is not related to the core
activity of the High Justice Inspector. It is one aspect, one dimension of
the High Justice Inspector’s work, because it requires financial and
economic expertise, which we are trying to develop or obtain through the
training we conduct, as well as through new recruitments, giving priority
to candidates with economic backgrounds. I am referring to assistant
inspectors, for whom recruitment with this profile is more flexible,
because the law provides that Inspectors must, without a doubt and
necessarily, be lawyers. Therefore, we are trying to address this
shortcoming as well by recruiting people with economic backgrounds for
this work process. Nevertheless, I believe that before we discuss, or
before this vetting standard is technically implemented, we must
recognize that the vetting standard generally requires high integrity,
transparency, and institutional performance, which I believe the High
Justice Inspector provides. Before exercising the power, citizens must
have trust in the institution, in the integrity and morality of the
institution, and this is what we try to uphold every day; we try to
implement it every day. And, to come to your second question, we also
try to measure it to the extent that we can…

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Excuse me, I am not
questioning, to be completely straightforward with you, the issue of
integrity. I am questioning, and have consistently questioned, the issue of
effectiveness in relation to what the law requires and what citizens
expect, and what we all expect from your office. This is what I have
questioned, and I continue to question it. I have never personally
questioned, since I was the one who asked the question, the issue of
either your integrity or that of the inspectors, because I have no reason to
do so, as I have no contrary evidence. But since we have remained on this
point following my intervention, that was not what it was about; this is
not the place to…

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: It is a continuation of the point,
Mr. Xhafaj; it does not mean that I was not focusing on this. Now, I am
thinking, I am speaking, it is not that…

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: What I want to tell you
concerns the issue you raised, and you rightly raised the need to have a
specialized structure or specialized personnel for the investigation
component, the financial assessment component, or what I would call the
financial investigation. Could there not be, while you work toward
achieving this, some kind of agreement with the HIDAACI, which is a
specialized structure? Could it carry out part of the work for you through
a joint agreement? Perhaps it was a suggestion; that is why I interrupted
you.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Okay, thank you for clarifying
that, perhaps for me as well. Yes, but this is not enough. We have already
done this. We have an agreement with HIDAACI. So, we obtain HIDAACI’s
expertise whenever we need it. The issue is that, according to the
discussions we have also held with representatives of the IMO, the vetting
standards require something more, which presents us with a legal
problem, not a matter of willingness, and I want to explain to you what
that is. According to the vetting standards, the bodies themselves must
engage external experts when carrying out these types of procedures,
such as in the case of recruiting non-magistrate Inspectors, or in the case
of financial investigations conducted as part of disciplinary
investigations. 
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In other words, they do not simply require the opinion of HIDAACI or
HIDAACI’s assessment of the case. This is where a discussion arises, one
that concerns a matter of principle. Can I, as a public institution, call into
question a report issued by another public institution? And this is an
issue that matters to me as an Albanian citizen, with regard to the
institutions of my country. Secondly, if I am to engage external experts,
should I have some initial indication? In other words, should I assess that
the report submitted by the candidate or by the magistrate gives me
grounds for suspicion, suggesting that, look, these things are not true?
That the report received from HIDAACI is inaccurate, so that I can then
turn to an external expert, or should I engage the external expert
automatically, from the outset? These are the discussions we are having,
and we are trying to find the right balance between these considerations
and the duties I have. When I say “I,” meaning the institution, this is a legal
obligation for the institution, but it also relates to the implementation of
the Council of Ministers’ decision that regulates the recruitment of
magistrate Inspectors, which does not make the engagement of an
external expert mandatory.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Then change the
decision. Propose that it be amended if that is in the interest of the work.
That is why we are here. This is what we expected to hear today.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Okay. This is part of a discussion
that we are having within the office, and perhaps we will present it. But,
to clarify the questions you asked regarding the measurement of citizens’
satisfaction or opinions and their trust, I believe that, first and foremost,
the institution’s obligation is to be rigorous in fulfilling its legal duties, and
this is what we have done from day one. We apply the law rigorously,
according to our understanding of it, and we try to explain to citizens, as
far as we can, the role of the High Justice Inspector. I have done this not
only through public information, but also by providing detailed
explanations of the complaints citizens submit against magistrates, while
also explaining the role of the High Justice Inspector in this process. And
that is why one of the criticisms directed at us is that the High Justice
Inspector’s decisions to archive complaints are very lengthy. Yes, they are
lengthy for this reason. The High Justice Inspector has undertaken an
extensive public awareness campaign throughout the districts, engaging
with schools, local government bodies, and local civil society to explain
the role of the High Justice Inspector. Furthermore, the HJI website has
for some time included a survey through which citizens can express their
views on the work processes they experience with the High Justice
Inspector, and the results of this survey are also made public on the same
website. This applies whether the assessments are positive or,
necessarily, whether there are criticisms of the work of the High Justice
Inspector. We believe that this is one way, first, to give citizens the
opportunity to express their opinions about the work of the High Justice
Inspector, including physically at the Office of the High Justice Inspector.
Undoubtedly, citizens are free to express their opinions through other
public information channels as well, but what is important is that we
receive the information or opinion directly from them. We have the
opportunity to obtain it, and we do so to the extent that citizens use the
survey available on the website. Regarding the relationship with the
Councils, I would like the institution to have as much trust as possible,
but I believe that relations between our institutions should arise or be
based, first and foremost, on unquestionable trust, as long as there is no
reason not to trust one another. 

This means that we follow very closely what happens within the Councils
and throughout the system, but we also follow very closely those matters
that fall within our legal remit. This is not because we do not want to take
action to change something, but because we do not want to take action
contrary to the law in order to bring about a change. For example, the law
does not provide for the possibility of the High Justice Inspector
conducting a thematic inspection within the Councils to examine how a
particular phenomenon is occurring. However, through the complaints
citizens have submitted against Council members, we have tried to
improve the Council’s activities. For example, I would like to draw your
attention to a complaint from 2021 concerning a conflict-of-interest issue
involving Council members. Three members of the High Prosecutorial
Council were subject to an investigation by the High Justice Inspector.
During the investigation, it was observed that the High Prosecutorial
Council, since we are discussing acts and regulations, did not have an act
regulating conflicts of interest within that Council…

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: It still does not have one
to this day.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: This is another issue that we are
paying attention to, for example, because we included it as a
recommendation in this investigation. We sent it to the Council and told it
that it is the obligation of the High Prosecutorial Council to issue the act
regulating conflicts of interest. The question that now arises, for example,
and quite rightly so, is whether the High Justice Inspector can follow up
on the implementation of this recommendation. This is certainly
something we need to discuss. Therefore, it is not that we have failed to
do this because we do not want to. In other words, it is part of a
discussion. Nevertheless, I want to say that this is the way we see things
in terms of overseeing, to the extent permitted by law—perhaps that is
not the right word—but monitoring the activities of the Councils, to the
extent permitted by law. As for the situations within the Council itself, I
personally also hold a different view: the Council itself should be
sufficiently strong to refer the problems it faces to the High Justice
Inspector, including by submitting a complaint. In other words, the
Council itself, or its members, should submit a complaint regarding the
problems within the Council, not because the High Justice Inspector
necessarily requires a complaint in order to take action, but because I
believe that institutions should be sufficiently strong. This new justice
system has provided them with the guarantees to be sufficiently strong
and to assume the responsibilities and the burden that come with the
positions they occupy. Thirdly, regarding the relationship with the
Councils, we do not live on separate islands. I have a very intensive
relationship with the Councils. From the beginning of my mandate, I
initiated two or three meetings with the Councils to find common ground,
and the term I used was that we should speak the same language of
values entrusted to us by the reform. Undoubtedly, opinions differ and
decisions differ, but, in my view, the message we must convey to the body
of magistrates regarding citizens’ concerns should be the same. I have not
always found support, so to speak, and this is not a criticism; that is how
they think. I have other views on how the three of us should act together.
Yes, for example, since we are talking about efficiency and delays, one of
the ways in which the High Justice Inspector exercises his powers to
address delays, both in judicial proceedings and in the drafting of written
judgments, is through thematic inspections. And disciplinary proceedings
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have also resulted from thematic inspections, and these will be part of the
material we submit. That is why I also reacted to the rapporteur’s report,
because we must be very careful about this. Not as a criticism, but I want
to emphasize that we must be careful because we are making every
possible effort to maintain a balance, both with our legal obligations and
with citizens’ concerns, as well as with the concerns of the system itself.
You have now mentioned the Court of Appeal twice, both at the previous
meeting when I appeared before this Commission and again this time. We
have not left the Court of Appeal out because we do not want to address
it. Rather, before conducting a thematic inspection into the delays at the
Court of Appeal, we thought we should conduct an institutional
inspection to see how that court functions, both in terms of
infrastructure, the flow of documentation, and the management of all the
case files received from other courts. This is because we must first
understand the difficulties magistrates are facing and only then hold them
disciplinarily accountable. We may be wrong in our view, but this is our
perspective.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: We do not have a
different view.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Understood.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: When we speak about the
institution as a whole, we agree, but when we speak about judges and
specific situations…

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Let me finish, then. Since you
mention specific situations, there is not a single case—not a single case—in
which a magistrate who has appeared before the Office of the Inspector,
at the desk of the High Justice Inspector, deserved to be dismissed or to
receive another disciplinary measure, but no such measure was imposed.
There is not a single case!

Intervention off microphone… Yes, exactly. But now let me finish. This is a
concern of mine, and yes, I understand that it is a concern of yours, but it
is also a concern of ours. Let us be clear. It is not that we are not troubled
by what is happening. However, we cannot proceed with measures against
judges without understanding the problems they are facing. This is not
about doing judges a favor, but about genuinely fulfilling the role that the
High Justice Inspector must have, maintaining the proper balance
between citizens’ rights to see how justice is administered by judges and
prosecutors, on the one hand, and their independence and the
circumstances in which they operate, on the other. And the institutional
inspection at the Court of Appeal has been initiated precisely to examine
what I just described. The second issue concerns disciplinary proceedings,
and I would like you to have followed them. Yes, the High Justice Inspector
has referred magistrates for disciplinary measures who delayed the
preparation of written judgments by as much as five years, and the
Councils rejected those requests. Yes, but these are precisely the
phenomena that have an impact. This is not simply a specific or individual
matter. Nevertheless, the High Justice Inspector has continued, and will
continue, to refer magistrates for disciplinary measures whenever he
considers that they have been negligent in the performance of their
duties, rather than acting as a result of their workload, bearing in mind
what you also said. I believe I have clarified all the questions. If I have
forgotten anything, please let me know. Yes.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: No, I believe there is
nothing else that needs to be clarified from the questions I asked, at least.

I do not believe the other colleagues have anything else. Both the
questions they asked and the presentations made by the rapporteurs
were clear. I also agree that, for matters on which you need time to
prepare a response, you should take the necessary time to provide a
more comprehensive answer, even if we will have another opportunity to
meet. I have one question before making an observation. It is somewhat
outside the topic, but it is a current issue, and neither you nor we can
stand aside on this matter. Today, we have a deadlock at the Special Court
of First Instance, and there is an open conflict, or, more precisely, an open
public disagreement between the lawyers and the Special Anti-
Corruption and Organized Crime Court (GJKKO). Is there any possibility of
an attempt by the Inspector to intervene to resolve this? Ultimately, the
system is the one that suffers, the administration of justice suffers, the
service that justice provides suffers, and, in this particular case, the court
itself suffers, as do citizens directly. We are concerned about this. I am
convinced that you are also concerned, as part of this system. The
question is whether, within the powers granted to you by law, you see a
possibility for yourself to intervene and find a solution that is lawful and,
of course, fair, so that this deadlock can be overcome.

High Justice Inspector, Mr. Artur Metani: Without a doubt, we are
following the situation very closely, and every day we discuss what is
happening. To be strictly legal, with the powers that the High Justice
Inspector has, we have not, that is, we have not viewed it from this
perspective in the first place. Regarding what is happening, we have
considered whether anything might occur that would create problems for
the proceedings, because that is important for the proceedings, naturally
with consequences for citizens or the participants in the proceedings,
and whether the situation might deteriorate or move toward a
disciplinary violation. Secondly, what you mentioned goes beyond the
law; it is more a matter for a roundtable discussion between the parties,
between the individuals involved in this disagreement. That then goes
beyond the powers of the HJI, but it also has to do with human nature
and individual personalities, more than with the legal discussions that can
take place between the parties. To be honest, I do not have an opinion on
this today, but what I can say is that we are following it very closely,
insofar as it falls within our remit. Naturally, as an institution, we would be
willing to help to the extent that we can, but this is not something that
depends solely on the willingness of the High Justice Inspector.

Chairman of the Commission, Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: To be honest, I think
somewhat differently. Based on my understanding of the law in this
regard, I believe there is an angle, a position from which the Inspector
could intervene, and it has to do with the cases, because a very important
principle is being affected there: the principle of due process of law.
Naturally, there is also, or rather, there is a direct consequence, namely
the prolongation of judicial proceedings. From this perspective, the
Inspector could intervene to examine whether these acts comply with the
standards, whether these acts have been adopted in the proper manner.
But the main point is this: I am not questioning the acts themselves,
because that is not my duty, and I do not have that objective. My
objective—I mean, our objective collectively, all of us together, including
you, as you have just expressed the same view—is that we are concerned
about the deadlock that has arisen and the effect it produces. As for what
the solution should be, that is for the parties to determine through
institutional channels. They are not individuals; they are institutions. The
lawyer is an institution in the position he occupies and in the rights and
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obligations conferred on him by law. The court, the judge, is an institution
in terms of the rights and obligations conferred on it by the Constitution
and the law. In this respect, perhaps an intervention would be reasonable.
Do you know why? Because I adhere to the principle on which the system
itself was built. We speak about the principle of checks and balances and
checks between the branches of power, but I believe we understand this
in the same way. The system itself, in its architecture, was also built on
this internal principle. People often do not understand this. They do not
understand it even when they speak for hours on end or deliver media or
public lectures, but the fact is that the system was built in this way. There
is no internal hierarchy within the system. It was designed as a system of
balances and mutual checks. And in this respect, the Inspector has an
important role in preserving this balance. Here, I would also move on to
another issue. We have become involved in three important matters. The
first concerns criminal policy. This is one of the topics on our calendar.
The second relates to due process of law. The third concerns cases that
are not simply delayed, but backlogged, in the sense that the delay
exceeds what would be considered normal, or what is otherwise defined
as a backlog. We deliberately included these matters in our parliamentary
oversight calendar, given that they genuinely constitute concerns for
public opinion, citizens, state institutions, and the system itself, as you
also acknowledged. In this context, since the High Justice Inspector is an
institution that is both the object and subject of this parliamentary
oversight, and since, on the other hand, we regard you as a kind of
partner in our role as an oversight commission, because both sides have
oversight functions, your findings are of great interest to us in relation to
all three issues. We would therefore like you, if possible, to serve
personally in this capacity, or perhaps your deputy or someone else in
your office, as a kind of point of contact to coordinate these matters with
the team, the rapporteurs, and the advisers. This would allow your
findings, given their importance for the conclusions that may be reached
through this entire process, to be incorporated naturally as part of the
assessments that this Commission will make. The aim is for the
assessment to be based on facts and arguments derived from oversight
processes—in this case, processes conducted by your office—and not
merely on opinions, considerations, or statistical findings, although those
are also useful. In this context, I would invite the Inspector to consider
himself, and this is how we see the situation in this case, from this
perspective, as a kind of partner to the Commission in pursuit of our
common objective. We would like to see more active involvement so that
these three issues, which, to varying degrees, are, in our view, very
important matters, can contribute to greater public trust in the system
and greater effectiveness and efficiency in its functioning.

High Inspector of Justice Mr. Artur Metani: Yes, certainly, Mr. Chairman.
In fact, this is also the personal perspective regarding the relationship
that this Commission should have, particularly with the justice
institutions or with the High Inspector of Justice. First, to share here the
concerns that we have, and then the Commission may also exercise its
role in overseeing the activity of the justice institutions. Second, just as
you said, I would view the relationship between the Commission and the
High Inspector of Justice more as a partnership. Indeed, the Commission
may also request the High Inspector of Justice to carry out a specific
thematic inspection due to its own activity, regarding what you said, and
the HJI will try to respond to it as much as it can, with its own assistance,
and also through its own inspection, precisely in order to serve that
common purpose, so that the Commission may come out with a well-
considered opinion on the concerns that the justice system has, the
problems, and the way in which we should address these concerns. So, in
conclusion, yes, we are undoubtedly ready to assist the Commission and
to be a partner in this process, to the extent that we can help you.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Yes, thank you.
Meanwhile, I will also renew an old invitation of yours for the Commission
to come to the HJI. It was an invitation from you to come to your
premises, to become acquainted with the work, with the system and how
it functions, and I would invite my colleagues to respond positively to an
old invitation, if I believe that it is still valid.

High Inspector of Justice Mr. Artur Metani: I have repeated it every year.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: Yes, precisely for this
reason, I have also renewed it from this position today, so that on a
suitable day we can discuss these three topics as well, but also so that
the colleagues can become acquainted. I believe that Mr. Kaso also shares
the same opinion as me. Yes, because on this point, fortunately, we are
not divided into majority and opposition, because these are concerns
that concern us; they do not concern the majority or the opposition, but
concern the system, which is equally distant from both the majority and
the opposition, and we have the same approach regarding what the
system should offer to citizens. So, regardless of the various differences,
perhaps even very different ones, in many other aspects. Okay, do you
have a comment? Okay. Thank you, Mr. Inspector, thank you, colleagues. I
believe we agree with the rapporteur’s proposals. The High Inspector of
Justice also took them into consideration and likewise requested the
necessary time, so that some of them may be addressed during the
process, as well as the other issues that we also discussed. 

High Inspector of Justice Mr. Artur Metani: Excuse me, on a procedural
matter. I mean, I did not agree with the rapporteur’s comments; that is
why I said that we would bring material with the findings. With the
findings, or, excuse me for the term?

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: In our conclusions.

High Inspector of Justice Mr. Artur Metani: So, I think it is more ethical
for it to be approved after the comments of the High Inspector of Justice
also arrive.

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: There is nothing; we do
not have anything to approve. We have it here from our perspective; it is
the process as we follow it. So, we do not interfere in the Inspector’s
decision-making, and the Inspector is also kindly requested not to
interfere in our decision-making. But anyway—

High Inspector of Justice Mr. Artur Metani: For the Commission to
complain about interference by the Inspector…

Chairman of the Commission Mr. Fatmir Xhafaj: No, I did not say that; I
said that he is kindly requested. Okay, I believe we have understood each
other. This is important. Thank you, and have a good day. We will continue
with the next topic on the agenda.
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Sara Rapi is a student originally from Korça, but who has been living
in Tirana for many years. However, for the past four years, she has
been living in the Netherlands, where she is currently a Master's
student in the "Transnational and European Private Law"
programme at the University of Amsterdam. Previously, she has
completed her Bachelor's studies in the "Global Law" programme at
Tilburg University, graduating Cum Laude, and has also completed
an Erasmus semester at IE University in Madrid.

From the very beginning of her studies, she wanted to have as
international an experience as possible. She always liked the idea of
studying in an environment with students from different countries
and cultures, because she believes this helps you see the law from
different perspectives. It is precisely for this reason that she chose
the Global Law programme, as it is not limited only to the study of
one legal system, but gives you the opportunity to understand and
compare different systems of justice from all over the world.

In addition to her studies, Sara has participated in international
moot court competitions, legal conferences, and professional
internships, all of which have further strengthened her interest in
the functioning of judicial institutions and the way legal principles
are applied in practice. She believes that it is precisely the
combination of an international education with knowledge of the
Albanian legal system that helps her develop a broader perspective
as a lawyer.

1. What motivated you to choose the Office of the High Inspector
of Justice for your internship?

During my studies, I have analysed different legal systems and the
way judicial institutions function in different countries. For this
reason, I considered it very valuable to become closely acquainted
with an institution that plays an important role in ensuring integrity,
professionalism, and accountability within the Albanian judicial
system. I was particularly drawn by the opportunity to see how
legal analysis, institutional procedures, and public accountability
are intertwined in the daily work of the Office of the High Inspector
of Justice.

2. What was your first impression when you started the internship?

From the very first days, I noticed a serious, highly organised, and
professional working environment, where everyone clearly
understood their role and responsibilities. What impressed me the
most was the way in which, despite the clear division of
responsibilities, all the different departments worked together very
effectively to achieve a common objective.

Another aspect that I greatly appreciated was the way we, as
interns, were welcomed. From the very beginning, we felt like part
of the institution. The staff consistently showed a willingness to
guide us, answer our questions, and share with us not only their
legal knowledge but also their professional experience. Throughout
the internship, we were introduced not only to the role and
functioning of the Office of the High Inspector of Justice, but also
to the history of its establishment, the challenges it has faced, and
the objectives it aims to achieve in the future.
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Above all, what I took away from the very first days was the
dedication of the people working at this institution. It was evident
that each person carried out their duties with a strong sense of
responsibility and with the conviction that they were contributing
to a greater mission: strengthening integrity and public trust in the
justice system. For me, it was particularly meaningful to see that the
values promoted by the institution, such as integrity,
professionalism, and accountability, were also reflected in its
everyday working culture.

3. Was there any particular moment or task that impressed you the
most?

The most interesting part of my internship was the task entrusted
to me of preparing a comparative analysis between the disciplinary
systems of Albania and the Netherlands concerning the
investigation and disciplinary proceedings against judges and
prosecutors. Since my studies have been carried out in the
Netherlands, this was a very special opportunity to connect my
academic knowledge with a concrete analysis that was also of value
to the institution.
During this process, I had the opportunity to study the legislation,
the academic literature, and the way in which two legal systems,
with different legal traditions, address the same issue. It was a task
that challenged me professionally and helped me further develop
my skills in legal research and comparative legal analysis

4. What will you take away from this experience?

From this experience, above all, I will take with me a much deeper
understanding of the Albanian justice system and the role that
institutions play in ensuring integrity and accountability. The work I
carried out during the internship, particularly the comparative
analysis between the Albanian and Dutch disciplinary systems
concerning disciplinary proceedings against judges and
prosecutors, gave me the opportunity to connect the knowledge I
have gained during my studies abroad with the Albanian legal
reality.

This made me realise that studying different legal systems is
valuable not only for becoming familiar with other models, but also
for reflecting on what we can learn from them and how we can
apply that experience within our own context. It is precisely this
internship that has further strengthened my desire that, after
completing my studies, I return to Albania with the knowledge and
education I have gained abroad and put them at the service of its
institutions and justice system.

5. What has been the most interesting aspect of this experience for
you?

For me, the most interesting aspect was understanding the practical
dimension of how an institution functions. During our studies, we
learn about competencies and procedures in theory, whereas here I
had the opportunity to see how they are applied in practice and
how important careful work and collaboration are in ensuring an
effective justice system.

6. What did you learn during your time at the Office of the High
Inspector of Justice that you had not known before?

The internship helped me gain a deeper understanding of the role
and the distinctive nature of the Office of the High Inspector of
Justice within the institutional framework of the Albanian justice
system. During the comparative analysis I conducted between the
Albanian and Dutch systems, I came to understand that the
Albanian model, with a specialised institution such as the Office of
the High Inspector of Justice responsible for investigating
disciplinary violations committed by judges and prosecutors, is a
relatively distinctive solution compared to many other European
countries. This is precisely what made the analysis even more
interesting for me.

It was very interesting to observe first-hand the efforts that have
been made in Albania as part of the justice reform to establish
mechanisms aimed at strengthening integrity, transparency, and
accountability within the judicial system. Having studied different
legal systems over the past several years, I had the opportunity to
assess the Albanian justice reform from a comparative perspective
and to better understand the reasons why this particular
institutional model was chosen.

For me, this was one of the most valuable lessons of the internship:
understanding that there is no single model for guaranteeing
judicial independence and integrity. Every country develops its own
mechanisms according to its history, legal culture, and institutional
needs, and comparative analysis helps you gain a better
understanding not only of other legal systems, but also to
appreciate more deeply the developments taking place in Albania.

7. How would you describe the working atmosphere at the
institution in a few words?

I would describe the working atmosphere as professional and
collaborative. Even though the work requires seriousness and
concentration, the staff were always willing to answer our questions
and share their knowledge, creating a very positive environment for
the interns

8. What message would you give to other students or young people
who wish to pursue a professional internship in justice institutions,
or at the Office of the High Inspector of Justice?

Benjamin Franklin once said, "Tell me and I forget. Teach me and I
remember. Involve me and I learn." I believe this best describes my
experience at the Office of the High Inspector of Justice as well. We
were not merely observers; we were involved in concrete tasks,
which made this internship far more valuable. Therefore, I would
encourage all students to apply for opportunities like this, because
it is through practical experience that you truly begin to understand
the profession you have chosen.
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The complaints office team receives citizens and complainants
every working day from 09:00 to 14:00. Alongside the official
website and address, additional channels are available to facilitate
communication with interested citizens.

The Office of the High Inspector of Justice can be reached on 
+355 4 2217217.
The Right to Information Coordinator is also part of the team.

Assisting complainants
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During October 2026, the Office of the High Inspector of Justice received 18 requests for information. All were
processed within 5 days, compared with the statutory response deadline of 10 days.
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In accordance with the principles and rules of Law No. 119/2014 “On
the Right to Information”, the HIJ’s Right to Information Coordinator
enables each applicant to access public information and
communicates with them as necessary to process their request.

Information requests may be submitted by citizens, legal entities
and interested

groups through Albanian Post, by email to info@ild.al, or directly to
the Right to Information Coordinator at zilije.feci@ild.al.

Information covered by the transparency programme is published
and regularly updated in the register of requests and responses
within the statutory deadline.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF DECISIONS

During October 2026, the Office of the High Inspector of Justice also publicly notified dismissal decisions concerning 12
complainants who could not be reached at the addresses they had provided. In accordance with the law, these notices
appear on the HIJ’s noticeboards and official website, and on noticeboards in the complainants’ municipalities.

RIGHT TO INFORMATION COORDINATOR
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HIJ ON TWITTER
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CONTACT

Web: ild.al 
Tel: +35542217217 
Email: info@ild.al
Address: Boulevard “Dëshmorët e Kombit”, --
----------- Building no. 13, Tirana, Albania
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bopVo_jTfvE
https://ild.al/sq/kreu/
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