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COMMISSION

Evaluation Report No. 16 of 18 December 2025
on Elena CAZACOV, prosecutor in the Anti-Corruption Prosecutor's Office,
subject of evaluation under Law No. 252/2023

Evaluation Panel A (“the Panel™) of the Prosecutor Vetting Commission (“the Commission™)
established by Law No. 252/2023 on the external evaluation of judges and prosecutors and
amending some normative acts (“Law No. 252/2023"), discharging the powers under the same
Law, deliberated in private on 7 November 2025 and approved this report on 18 December
2025.

The members participating in the approval of the evaluation report were:

Christopher LEHMANN — Panel s Chair
Nadejda HRIPTIEVSCHI
Saskia de VRIES

Based on its work in collecting and reviewing the information, and subsequent deliberations,
Panel A prepared the following evaluation report.

I. Introduction

I. This report concerns the subject of evaluation Elena CAZACOV, prosecutor in the Anti-
Corruption Prosecutor's Office (“APO").

2. The Panel evaluated the subject of evaluation (“the subject”) according to the procedure
and criteria regulated by Law No. 252/2023, and according to the Rules of Procedure of
the Prosecutor Vetting Commission (“the Commission Rules”) approved by the
Commission pursuant to art. 5 para. (4) of Law No. 252/2023.

3. The Panel unanimously concluded that Elena CAZACOV meets the ethical and financial
integrity criteria identified in Law No. 252/2023.

I1. Subject of the Evaluation

4. On 18 April 2005, Elena CAZACOV (“the subject”) began her career as a trainee
prosecutor in the Prosecutor’s Office. On 20 June 2005, she was appointed interim
prosecutor in the Straseni District Prosecutor’s Office, and on 27 March 2006 she became
a prosecutor in the Anenii Noi District Prosecutor’s Office. On 21 September 2007, the
subject was transferred to the Buiucani Prosecutor’s Office, Chisinau Municipality. On 9
July 2008, she joined the Division for Preventing and Combating Human Trafficking of the
General Prosecutor’s Office. On 9 January 2018, she was transferred to the APO. On 15
October 2021, the subject was appointed Interim Chief of the APO, serving until 31 July
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benefits totaling 164,163 MDL. His cumulative income for this period was therefore
262,090 MDL (approximately 12,578 EUR, calculated at the average exchange rate for
2017).

47. The father received a special pension due to his service at the MIA and
— Exact figures for carlier years (2007-2011) could not be established
ecause mstituttonal records were incomplete or contradictory. However, it is undisputed
that he consistently received pension income throughout the relevant years.

48. The mother, who lived in the same household with the father and the brother, earned
164,669 MDL in salaries and 76,636 MDL in pensions for the period 2012-2017
(approximately 13,300 EUR).

49, The combined household income for 2012-2017 thus amounted to 503,395 MDL
(approximately 25,878 EUR).

50. The Panel calculated the household Consumption Expenditure for Population (CEP) for the
subject’s parents in the period 2012-2017 at 236,290 MDL. When compared with the
official income for the same period (of 503,395 MDL), this suggests a surplus. However,
the surplus alone does not seem to suffice to explain the accumulation of 15,000 EUR.

51. The Panel, therefore, notes that sole reliance on the father’s official income does not
provide a realistic basis for accumulating 15,000 EUR (312,459 MDL, calculated at the
average exchange rate for 2017). His documented earnings would have required
approximately six and a half years of saving without any expenses, a scenario that is
unrealistic. In this context, the subject’s explanation that her father supplemented his salary
with undeclared cash income from long-standing work in the security sector merits
consideration. Although such income cannot be verified, the practice of informal
remuneration was widespread in the relevant period and consistent with the nature of his
employment. The subject’s account has been coherent and aligned with broader socio-
economic realities,

52. However, the Panel notes that, although the existence of certain undeclared income appears
plausible, such income remains unsubstantiated and cannot be quantified with any degree
of certainty. As a matter of principle, the Panel cannot rely on informal or unverifiable
earnings to fully justify the origin of the donated amount. Therefore, while the father’s
undeclared income may reasonably be viewed as a contributing factor, it cannot be
considered a reliable or sufficient source to cover the fuil value of the donation.

53. At the same time, the Panel cannot entirely discount the plausibility of the donation of
15.000 EUR. The circumstances of the donation, including that the father made a similar
donation (in Kind, consisting of the apartment with the market value of est. 19,000 EUR
and weapons collection) to the subject’s brother around the same time, suggest that the
father may have saved some money over time. Taken together, these elements support the
conclusion that the donation is at least partially plausible.
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88. In light of the above, the Panel concludes that the initial concerns about the subject’s
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conduct are largely resotved. While parts of her reasoning could have been presented more
thoroughly and a more active role could have been expected when the legality of the
evidence became an issue, she acted within the limits of her role, relied on the evidence
heard in court, and adopted a position that was legally defensible. Accordingly, the Panel
concludes that the subject’s conduct does not amount to a grave ethical violation under art.
Il para. (2) lit. a) of Law No. 252/2023.

VI. Conclusion

Based on the information it obtained and that was presented by the subject, the Panel
proposes that Elena CAZACOV passes the external evaluation made according to the
criteria set in art. 11 of Law No. 252/2023.

VII. Further Action and Publication

According to art. 17 para. (5) of Law No. 252/2023, this evaluation report shall be sent by
e-mail to the subject and the SCP within three days of'its approval, and on the same day the
Commission will publish on its official website the information on the result of the
evaluation,

Under art. 17 para. {6) of Law No. 252/2023, the Commission will submit to the SCP, within
three days of approval of the evaluation report, a hard copy of that evaluation report, along
with an electronic copy of the evaluation file of the subject.

Under art. 17 para. (8) of Law No. 252/2023 the evaluation report, in full, will be published
on the Commission’s official website, with appropriate precautions to protect the privacy
of the subject and other people, within three days from the expiry of the deadline for
appealing the SCP’s decision (pursuant to art. 18 para. (3) lit. a) and c) of Law No.
252/2023) or from the date of issuance of the Supreme Court of Justice’s decision (pursuant
to art. 19 para. (5) point 1) and point 2) lit. ¢) of Law No. 252/2023).

- Pursuant to art. 17 para (2) of Law No. 252/2023, this evaluation report was approved

unanimously by the evaluation panel on 18 December 2025 and signed by a Panel member,

Done in English and Romanian.

Signature:

A

Nadejda HRIPTIEVSCHI

Panel member designated on 18 December 2025 by the Chairperson of the Prosecutor Vetting
Commission, by email, to sign the evaluation report in accordance with art. 29 para. (6) of the
Commission Rules
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