PROSECUTOR
VETTING
COMMISSION

Decision No. 26 of 11 December 2024 on the candidacy of Vladislav GUTAN to the Superior
Council of Prosecutors’ Discipline and Ethics Board

l. Introduction

1. The Prosecutor Vetting Commission (“the Commission”) deliberated in private on 9
October 2024 and 11 December 2024. The members participating were:

Nadejda HRIPTIEVSCHI
Cornel LEBEDINSCHI
Christopher LEHMANN
Irmantas MIKELIONIS
Virginia MORARU
Saskia de VRIES

2. This decision concerns Vladislav GUTAN, a candidate for the Superior Council of
Prosecutors’ (hereinafter “SCP”) Ethics and Discipline Board.

3. Pursuant to art. 22 para. (13) of Law No. 252/2023 on the external evaluation of judges
and prosecutors and amendments of some regulatory acts (“Law No. 252/2023"), the
Commission assessed the candidate according to the procedure and criteria regulated by
Law No. 26/2022 on measures related to the selection of candidates for the position of
members in the self-administration bodies of judges and prosecutors (“Law No. 26/2022").
To this end, the Commission adopted its “Rules of Procedure for evaluations conducted
according to the procedure and criteria regulated under Law No. 26/2022” (“the Rules”)
and its “Evaluation Rules for evaluations conducted according to the procedure and
criteria regulated under Law No. 26/2022” (“Evaluation Rules”).

4. The Commission unanimously concludes that candidate Vladislav GUTAN does not meet
the ethical integrity criterion identified in Law No. 26/2022 and thus fails the evaluation.

Il. Subject of the Evaluation

5. Vladislav GUTAN (“the candidate”) was appointed as a prosecutor and Deputy Head of the
Prosecution Supervision Division on 30 December 2010 to serve in the Prosecution
Supervision and Methodological Assistance Directorate. In August 2016, the candidate
was appointed Interim head of the International Legal Assistance Section within the
General Prosecutor’s Office (“GPQO”). In July 2022, the candidate was appointed for a five-
years term as Deputy chief prosecutor of the Chisinau Municipal Prosecutor’s Office, head
of the Buiucani Prosecutor’s Office.
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Ill. Evaluation Criteria

. The Commission’s evaluation of candidates’ integrity consists of verifying their ethical
integrity and financial integrity (art. 8 para. (1) of Law No. 26/2022).

Art. 8 para. (2) of Law No. 26/2022 provides that a candidate is deemed to meet the
criterion of ethical integrity if:

a) he/she has not seriously violated the rules of ethics and professional conduct of
judges, prosecutors or, where applicable, other professions, and has not committed,
in his/her activity, any wrongful actions or inactions, which would be inexplicable
from the point of view of a legal professional and an impartial observer;

b) there are noreasonable suspicions that the candidate has committed corruption acts,
acts related to corruption or corruptible acts, within the meaning of the Law on
Integrity No. 82/2017;

¢) has not violated the legal regime of declaring personal assets and interests, conflicts
of interest, incompatibilities, restrictions and/or limitations.

Art. 8 para. (4) of Law No. 26/2022 provides that a candidate shall be deemed to meet the
criterion of financial integrity if:

a) the candidate’s assets have been declared in the manner established by law;

b) the Evaluation Commission finds that his/her wealth acquired in the last 15 years
corresponds to the declared revenues.

Art. 8 para. (5) of Law No. 26/2022 provides that in order to assess the applicant’s financial
integrity, the Commission is required to verify the following:

a) compliance by the candidate with the tax regime in the part related to the payment
of taxes when using the means and income derived from the property held, as well
as taxable income and the payment of import duty and export duty;

b) compliance by the candidate with the regime of declaring assets and personal
interests;

c¢) the method of acquiring the property owned or possessed by the candidate or
persons referred to in art. 2 para. (2), as well as the expenses associated with the

maintenance of such assets;

d) the sources of income of the candidate and, where appropriate, of the persons
referred to in art. 2 para. (2);

e) existence or not of loan, credit, leasing, insurance or other contracts capable of
providing financial benefits, in which the candidate, the person defined in art. 2 para.
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(2) thereof, or the legal entity in which they are beneficial owners, is a contracting
party;

f) whether or not donations exist, in which the candidate or the person established in
art. 2 para. (2) has the status of donor or recipient of donation;

g) other relevant aspects to clarify the origin and justification of the candidate’s wealth.

Art. 2 para. (2) of Law No. 26/2022 provides that the evaluation of candidates includes a
verification of the assets of persons close to candidates, as defined in Law No. 133/2016
on declaration of assets and personal interests, as well as of the persons referred to in art.
33 para. (4) and (5) of Law No. 132/2016 on the National Integrity Authority.

In assessing and deciding upon the criteria related to financial and ethical integrity, the
Commission is not to depend on the findings of other bodies competent in the field
concerned (art. 8 para. (6) of Law No. 26/2022). The Commission is required to assess the
information gathered about candidates using its own judgment, formed as a result of a
multi-faceted, comprehensive and objective review of the information. None of the
submitted materials has a predetermined probative value without being assessed by the
Commission (art. 10 para. (9) of Law No. 26/2022).

Pursuant to art. 13. para. (5) of Law No. 26/2022, a candidate shall be deemed not to meet
the integrity criteria if serious doubts have been found as to the candidate’s compliance
with the above-listed requirements which have not been mitigated by the evaluated
person.

Regarding the standard of “serious doubts” under Law No. 26/2022, the Constitutional
Court noted that the definition of standard of proof inevitably involves the use of flexible
texts. In this case, the standard of proof established by the legislature is intended to guide
the Commission in assessing the results of the evaluation. The Commission is required to
issue a reasoned decision, which must include the relevant facts, reasons and the
Commission’s conclusion as to whether a candidate shall pass the evaluation or not. In
addition, the law allows the candidate to challenge the existence of serious doubts about
compliance with the criteria of ethical and financial integrity before the special panel of
the Supreme Court of Justice (Decision No. 42 of 6 April 2023, paras. 134 and 135).

In this context, the Venice Commission underlined that in a system of prior integrity
checks, the decision not to recruit a candidate can be justified in case of mere doubt, on
the basis of a risk assessment. However, the decision to negatively assess a current post
holder should be linked to an indication of impropriety, for instance inexplicable wealth,
even if it cannot be proven beyond doubt that this wealth does come from illegal sources
(Opinion No. 1064/2021 of 20 June 2022, CDL-AD (2022)011-e, paras. 9 and 10).

. Shifting the burden of proof to the candidate, once the evaluating body has identified

integrity issues, has been found permissible by the European Court of Human Rights, even
in the vetting of sitting judges who may lose their positions or otherwise be sanctioned as
a consequence of the evaluation. In Xhoxhaj v. Albania, no. 15227/19, para. 352, 31 May
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2021 the Court stated that “it is not per se arbitrary, for the purposes of the “civil” limb of
Article 6§81 of the Convention, that the burden of proof shifted onto the applicant in the
vetting proceedings after the 1QC [Independent Qualification Commission] had made
available the preliminary findings resulting from the conclusion of the investigation and
had given access to the evidence in the case file”.

IV. Evaluation Procedure

The candidate was on the list of candidates submitted by the SCP to the Commission on
15 December 2023 for evaluation for the position of member of the Discipline and Ethics
Board, pursuant to art. 9 para. (1) of Law No. 26/2022.

On 22 December 2023 the Commission notified the candidate of its initiation of evaluation
and requested that he complete and return the declaration of assets and personal
interests for the last five years (“five-years declaration”), which includes the list of close
persons in the judiciary, prosecution and public service, and an ethics questionnaire within
seven days as provided in art. 9 para. (2) of Law No. 26/2022. The candidate returned the
completed five-years declaration and ethics questionnaire within the deadline, on 29
December 2023.

As part of the evaluation of the ethical and financial integrity of the candidates, the
Commission obtained information from numerous sources. The sources generally included
the National Integrity Authority, State Fiscal Service, General Inspectorate of Border Police,
banks, financial institutions, public institutions, open sources such as social media and
investigative journalism reports, and reports from members of civil society. Not all sources
produced information concerning each candidate and not all the information produced by
sources about a candidate was pertinent to the Commission’s evaluation. All information
received was carefully screened for accuracy and relevance.

To the extent that issues were raised from the candidate’s five-years declaration, ethics
guestionnaire and collected information, those issues were raised in written questions
with the candidate.

On 14 June, 22 July, and 11 September 2024, the Commission asked the candidate to
provide additional information to clarify certain matters. The candidate provided answers
and documents within the set deadlines.

On 1 October 2024, the Commission notified the candidate that it had identified certain
areas of doubt about his compliance with the ethical and financial criteria and invited the
candidate to attend a public hearing pursuant to art. 12 para. (1) of Law No. 26/2022. The
candidate was informed that he could request access to the evaluation materials.
Following the candidate’s request, on 8 October 2024 the candidate was granted access
to the evaluation materials according to art. 12 para. (4) lit. c) of Law No. 26/2022.

On 9 October 2024, the candidate took part in a public hearing of the Commission. At the
hearing, the candidate reaffirmed the accuracy of his answers in the ethics questionnaire

that he had returned on 29 December 2023 and stated that he did not have any
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corrections or additions to the answers he had previously provided to the Commission’s
requests for information.

V. Analysis
This section discusses the relevant facts and reasons for the Commission’s decision.

Based on the information it collected, the Commission sought further clarifications from
the candidate on the following matters.

a) Apartment obtained at a preferential price in 2011 and sold in 2018 for a potentially
under evaluated cost;

b) Apartment in Romania, paid by the candidate’s family in 2024.

The areas of doubt refer to the ethical integrity criteria provided in art. 8 para. (2) of Law
No. 26/2022. Resolving these issues is relevant in assessing ethical integrity of the
candidate in the larger context of possible violation of the rules of ethics and professional
conduct of prosecutors and of compliance with the legal regime of declaring personal
assets and interests, conflicts of interest, incompatibilities, restrictions and/or limitations.

a) Apartment obtained at a preferential price in 2011 and sold in 2018 for a potentially
under evaluated cost

The candidate purchased two successive apartments in Chisindu municipality, on “M”
street in 2011 in the following way: initially, the candidate obtained an apartment with a
surface of 75 sq.m. (apartment “A”), through a preferential price program organized by the
GPO, for which he paid the first two tranches in May and October 2011. Later that year,
on 6 December 2011, the candidate signed an assignment contract transmitting his rights
and obligations over apartment “A” to a third party (“A.S.”). The only condition was that
she would pay him the equivalent of his initial two payments on apartment “A” to the
building company, which she did, according to the candidate. The candidate stated he does
not have documents on confirming this transaction or the payments any more.

Also, on 6 December 2011 (the same day as the transaction noted above in paragraph 26),
a colleague of the candidate (“D.G.”) transmitted his rights and obligations over a (larger)
apartment he obtained in the same complex with a surface of 92.7 sq.m. (apartment “B”)
to the candidate. This contract also included a parking space. There was no money
involved in this transfer of apartment, according to the candidate, since D.G. had not paid
anything yet on the (preferential) price to the construction company. Even though the
assignment contract stipulated a price of 500 MDL paid for this transaction, the candidate
explained it was a symbolic one, a minimum for the formation of the notary fee.

On 2 March 2016, after the building was put into operation by the construction company,
the candidate registered apartment “B” in his name. The total price paid by the candidate
for the two properties (apartment “B” together with a parking space) to the construction
company was 37,324 EUR (est. 682,487 MDL).
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29. When asked at the hearing about the initial purchase of apartment “A”, the candidate
declared that he did not have a right to choose when the apartments were allocated, and
apartment “A” was assigned to him by the GPO. This apartment was not suitable for his
household of five persons because of the size and number of bedrooms. Thus, the
candidate started looking for a larger apartment with an extra bedroom. He came to an
agreement with his colleague D.G., who could not meet the financial obligations for his
apartment (apartment “B”) and was therefore open to a transfer of the apartment to the
candidate.

30. The candidate stated that the source of the funds used to pay for apartment “B”, as well
as the initial payments for apartment “A”, were from a financial contribution from his
parents received at the end of 2011, which he had received in cash in MDL. He also
explained during the written communication rounds with the Commission that the money
came from their own savings in the previous years, amounting to 700,000 MDL. The
Commission looked into the financial situation of the candidate’s parents and established
that the parents had enough funds to donate this money.

31. Apartment “B” was, according to the candidate, informally “exchanged” in 2016, based on
a mutual verbal agreement, for an apartment on “MS” street in Chisinau municipality,
which was the property of his mother-in-law since 2014. According to the candidate’s
explanations, it was decided that he should remain the owner to avoid additional expenses
related to the registration of ownership rights over apartment “B”. There is no written
exchange contract between the candidate and his mother-in-law, and he is not able to give
additional details. There is however a written donation contract in November 2016, in
which the mother-in-law donates the apartment in “MS” street to the wife of the
candidate.

32. The candidate sold apartment “B” in 2018 to V.T. for the amount of 561,849.20 MDL (est.
27,516 EUR). The cadastral value of the apartment (without the parking lot) was 587,612
MDL, which means that the sale price of the apartment was even lower than the cadastral
value. The sale did not include the parking space, because the buyer of apartment “B” was
not interested in it.

33. The candidate stated in the written communication rounds with the Commission that it
was his mother-in-law who decided in 2018 that apartment “B” should be sold and that
the funds resulting from the sale of the property in the amount of approximately 28,000
EUR were to be transferred by bank transfer to her.

34. The candidate’s wife transferred another 10,000 EUR at a later date to her mother as
compensation for the parking space next to apartment “B” until such time as it could be
sold. At a later stage, in 2020, the parking space was indeed sold to a third person.

35. The Commission notes again that the 2018 sale price of apartment “B” was 561,849.20
MDL (est. 27,516 EUR). Accordingly, the Commission asked for estimates of the value of
apartment “B” in 2018 from the LARA real estate company (“LARA company”) for the
period from 1 January 2018 to 31 December 2018.
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e In the first estimate, the LARA company provided the Commission prices per
square meter for apartments in the centre of Chisinau municipality. This led to
an estimate of 1,340,000 MDL (est. 67,540 EUR) for the apartment.

e In a second estimate (the Commission requested prices on the specific street
where the apartment was built) the prices varied between 965,000 - 1,000,000
MDL (est. 48,639 EUR — 50,403 EUR) for a 90 sq.m. apartment, given that value
may deviate depending on technical condition, floor, floor plan, transaction
conditions, payment method etc.

e In third estimate (the Commission requested another estimate on the technical
state and location of the apartment, based on the remarks of the candidate) the
value was even higher: 1,130,000 - 1,260,000 MDL (est. 56,956 - 63,508 EUR),
but the Commission will leave this estimate aside, since it is not clear why it is
higher compared to the second estimate.

The candidate gave the Commission two different explanations on the 2018 selling price
of apartment “B”. In the first place, he argued that the selling price in the contract was in
line with market prices for such an apartment and that he did not agree with the LARA
estimates. The second explanation was that the selling price was low, because he just
wanted the recoup the money he had paid for the apartment and that his mother-in-law
had agreed to this, because she needed the money.

The selling price and the LARA company estimates

In the written communication with the Commission and at the hearing, the candidate has
indicated that the information provided by LARA company on the prices of apartments in
that area during 2018 is wrong. He argued that, given that all buyers knew it was an
apartment complex where prosecutors had purchased at a preferential price, the selling
price could not significantly vary from the purchasing price.

What is more, the candidate claims that his apartment was still in the white stage when
he registered it in his name (in 2016), that many technical problems were detected,
ranging from chronic water leaks, flooding of apartments and parking spaces, power
outages, elevator stoppages etc., ending with the very mediocre, at times even poor,
quality of interior works and materials used. According to the candidate this resulted in
significant expenses for an owner to adjust and fix the deficiencies. The final factor the
candidate invokes in determining the sale-purchase price of apartment “B” was the
construction of another residential block opposite the apartment building, which
restricted the view of his apartment.

The Commission does however not accept that the value of apartment “B” — at the time
of the sale in 2018 — was below the cadastral value (i.e. 587,612 MDL). Even if the lowest
estimate of LARA company is taken into account (i.e. 965,000 MDL), the profit after the
sale would have been almost 400,000 MDL. The factors which lowered the value according
to the candidate, have not been supported by any documentation and his assumption that
the price of the apartments would be influenced negatively because they were obtained
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at a preferential price, does not make sense from the perspective of how free markets
work.

The price was so low because the candidate had to sell the apartment fast because of
personal circumstances

The Commission notes that the candidate switched apartments in 2011 to get a bigger
apartment, still at a preferential price. After the candidate had acquired apartment “B”,
neither he nor his mother-in-law had ever used the apartment or rented it out. Also, the
candidate admitted that he never upgraded the apartment from the white stage and that
he had never addressed the technical failings of the apartment to the building company
after it came into operation in 2016.

The Commission further notes that the candidate already — before apartment “B” had
come into operation - de facto had “exchanged” apartment “B” with the apartment of his
mother-in-law early in 2016 (with a total declared value including parking space and
additional storage space over 900,000 MD), and that he and his family started living in that
apartment by the end of 2015.

These circumstances considered, the candidate’s actions could be indicative of his intent
to use apartment “B” just an investment. The candidate even spoke about this apartment
as his investment during the hearing. This would explain why the apartment was left
unused for two years, before it was put on the market.

To the questions of the Commission during the hearing on how the selling price for
apartment “B” was established by the candidate in 2018, he answered:

"I put the message across my colleagues if someone wanted it because my mother-
in-law needed some money rather urgently. And from what | remember, | did not
publish any ads. | just informed colleagues that were already living there doing
repair works. Maybe there was a handwritten note at the entrance to the building.
So, from what | remember, | did not publish any advertising on specialized websites.
And given to a personal need and she [mother-in-law] needed money more urgently.
I just said, this is how much | paid. | just wanted to recover the money that | paid.
This is what | did. And you may have seen that money was transferred to her abroad.
I did not keep it. My family did not use that money. | explained to the Commission
that it wasn't a transaction meant to earn profit. It was a transaction meant to
recover the investment because it was caused by personal needs of the beneficial
owner”.

In general, to sell an apartment at a loss is devoid of a logical structure. According to the
economic analysis of the real estate market in Chisinau municipality, the dynamic and
evolution of prices for new apartments in 2018 registered an increase, compared to 20111,
Since the candidate bought apartment “B” at a preferential price (below the market price),

1 https://ionita.md/2018/12/14/cresterea-veniturilor-populatiei-creditele-ipotecare-si-preturile-stabile-au-

inviorat-piata-imobiliara/.
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the increase is even higher. This is confirmed in the estimates the Commission received
from LARA company.

Also, the Commission does take into account that the candidate, when selling apartment
“B”, would not be exempt from taxation on the capital increase resulting from the sale of
a primary residence (art. 40 para. (6) of the Tax Code (in force in March 2018)), since
apartment “B” was not his primary residence as defined in art. 5 point 46) of the Tax Code
(in force in March 2018) and would have had to pay income tax for the capital increase
after selling the apartment “B”. Therefore, there was an interest for the candidate to hide
a potential capital increase, by registering a sale price which was below the cadastral
value.

Based on the facts and circumstances mentioned in the previous paragraphs, the
Commission has serious doubts about the selling price of apartment “B” as mentioned in
the sale-purchase contract of 2018.

According to the Code of Ethics for Prosecutors (2016) they shall not hide and distort the
information regarding the assets held or the conflicts of interest, these are to be made
public by virtue of the position (art. 6.61.7). The candidate failed this obligation. In
addition, since this was not his primary residence for more than three years, the candidate
would have had to pay taxes for the income from the sale of this apartment. Including a
lower price in the contract provided the candidate with the opportunity not to have to pay
taxes on capital gains. This would have violated art. 6.1.1 of the Code of Ethics, which
requires prosecutors to respect the national legislation of the Republic of Moldova.

The Commission has serious doubts (art. 13 para. (5) of Law No. 26/2022) about the
compliance of the candidate with the criterion of ethical integrity as per art. 8 para. (2) lit.
a) of Law No. 26/2022 with respect to the selling price of the apartment “B”, which have
not been mitigated by the candidate.

b) Apartment in Romania, paid by the candidate’s family in 2024

During the evaluation it was noted by the Commission that the wife of the candidate had
made substantial payments to a building company in Romania in 2024. For this reason, the
Commission asked the candidate twice if he or his close relatives had any property or a
right to a property in Romania. Both times this was denied by the candidate.

Only after the candidate was confronted with the payments of his wife to the building
company in Romania in 2024 in the last round of written questions, did the candidate
provide information on the purchase of the apartment in Romania and sent the
Commission additional documentation, including a copy of the promissory contract
regarding the sale-purchase of an apartment plus parking space in Romania. The
promissory contract was in his name and signed on 4 March 2024. The candidate also sent
two invoices, dated 5 March and 23 July 2024, attesting the amounts transferred by his
wife to the building company.
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On 12 March 2024, the candidate signed and sent in his declaration on assets and personal
interests (“annual declaration”) where no mention was made of the promissory sale-
purchase contract, signed on 4 March 2024. Also, no mention was made of an outstanding
debt to the building company in Romania. At the time of the declaration submission, the
candidate owed 92,965 EUR, plus 9% VAT, for the apartment and a parking space to the
building company.

At the hearing the candidate explained that he would have declared this transaction in his
next annual declaration and that he was not obliged to do so in his annual declaration for
2023, since it was only a promissory and not a definite contract.

The Commission studied the promissory sale-purchase contract and concludes that
language is ambiguous about the moment when the right to property is created.
Therefore, it cannot be said with certainty whether the candidate had to report to the
National Integrity Authority the property in Romania in his annual declaration for 2023.

There can however be no doubt that the candidate, by signing the contract on 4 March
2024, became indebted to the building company for a considerable amount of money.
Under the Romanian Civil Code (art. 1669), the promise to sell and buy generates personal
obligations to conclude the promised sale contract. The candidate therefore owed the
building company at that moment the equivalent in Romanian currency of 92,965 EUR,
plus 9% VAT, of which he had to pay 80% within two weeks after signing the contract (18
March 2024 at the latest).

Not declaring the debt with the building company in Romania is a violation of the legal
regime on assets and personal interests’ declaration, as provided in art. 4 para. (1) lit. e)
of Law No. 133/2016 on the declaration of assets and personal interests: “the personal
debts of the subject of the declaration, of the family members or of his/her partner in the
form of debt, pledge, mortgage, guarantee, issued for the benefit of third parties, loan
and/or credit, if their value exceeds the value of 10 average salaries per economy”.
According to the Government Decision No. 1033/2023, the amount of the average
monthly salary in the economy, forecasted and approved by the Government for 2024, is
13,700 MDL. Thus, 10 average salaries per economy is calculated in the amount of 137,000
MDL. The apartment price of 92,965 EUR, plus 9% VAT, was much higher than the sum of
10 average salaries in the economy.

Considering the above, the Commission has serious doubts (art. 13 para. (5) of Law No.
26/2022) about the compliance of the candidate with the criterion of ethical integrity as
per art. 8 para. (2) lit. c) of Law No. 26/2022 with respect to the non-declaration of the
incurred debt resulting from the promissory purchase contract of an apartment, in his
annual declaration, submitted on 12 March 2024. These doubts have not been mitigated
by the candidate.
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VI. Decision

57. Based on art. 8 para. (1) and (2) lit. a) and c), the Commission decided that the candidate
does not meet the ethical integrity criterion as serious doubts have been found as to the
candidate’s compliance with the ethical integrity criterion and thus fails the evaluation.

VII. Appeal and Publication

58. Pursuant to art. 14 para. (1) of Law No. 26/2022, the candidate is entitled to appeal this
decision within 5 days from receiving the decision. The appeal shall be lodged at the
Supreme Court of Justice with the address on 18 Petru Rares Street, Chisindu municipality.

59. Pursuant to art. 13 para. (7) of Law No. 26/2022, this decision is sent by email to the
candidate and to the institution responsible for organizing the election or competition,
which in the present case is the SCP. If within 48 hours of sending the decision, the
candidate does not notify the Commission of his refusal to publish the decision, the
decision shall be published on the website of the SCP in a depersonalized form, except for
the surname and first name of the candidate that remain public. The Commission will also
publish the decision on its website if the candidate does not object to publication.

60. This decision was adopted unanimously by all participating members of the Commission
with the exception that Commission members Irmantas MIKELIONIS and Cornel
LEBEDINSCHI do not consider that the candidate failed the evaluation on Issue b)
“Apartment in Romania, paid by the candidate’s family”, and do consider that the
candidate failed the evaluation on Issue a) “Apartment obtained at a preferential price in
2011 and sold in 2018 for a potentially under evaluated price”.

Done in English and Romanian.

Signature:

Digitally signed by Lehmann Christopher Geoffr 5
Date: 2024.12.24 17:23:22 EET (i
Reason: MoldSign Signature
Location: Moldova

MOLDOVA EUROPEANA \“

Christopher LEHMANN
Chairperson
Prosecutor Vetting Commission
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