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Evaluation Report No. 38 of 20 May 2026
on Ina FRUNZA-BARGAN, Deputy Chief of the Anti-Corruption Prosecutor’s Office,
subject of evaluation under Law No. 252/2023

Evaluation Panel B (“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 3 April 2026 and approved this report on 20 May 2026.

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

Virginia MORARU — Panel’s Chair
Cornel LEBEDINSCHI
Irmantas MIKELIONIS

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

1. Introduction

1. This report concerns the subject of evaluation Ina FRUNZA-BARGAN, Deputy Chief of
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 Ina FRUNZA-BARGAN meets the ethical and
financial integrity criteria identified in Law No. 252/2023.

IL. Subject of the Evaluation

4. InaFRUNZA-BARGAN (“the subject”) was appointed as a trainee prosecutor in the Anenii
Noi District Prosecutor’s Office on 18 April 2005, and as a prosecutor in the same office
on 15 February 2006. On 15 September 2006, she was appointed as a prosecutor in the
APO. As of 10 November 2025, she holds the position of Deputy Chief Prosecutor of the
APO.
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described as the purchaser and beneficiary of the vehicle. The subject stated that the 2017
transactions were performed by her then-husband, that she had not participated in the
registration or sale-purchase procedures, had not held powers of attorney, and had declared
the information communicated to her by him.

64. In his declaration submitted to the Panel, S.M. stated that, in 2017, he identified the Toyota
Avensis abroad through an intermediary from Chisinau and paid approximately 9,500 EUR
to that intermediary for the acquisition of the vehicle. He further stated that he gave the
subject’s then-husband approximately 2,000 EUR to cover transport, customs clearance,
and import-related expenses. According to S.M., the subject’s then-husband organized the
import and initial registration of the vehicle in his own name and additionally paid, from
his personal funds, certain import and registration-related costs in the total amount of
approximately 40,000 MDL. S.M. explained that the amount of 40,000 MDL indicated in
the alienation contract did not represent the economic value of the vehicle, but
compensation for expenses borne by the subject’s then-husband in connection with the
import and registration.

65. The Panel considers that this explanation provides a possible factual rationale for the
otherwise atypical 2017 transaction. It explains why a vehicle imported at a documented
value of 281,295 MDL could have been transferred shortly thereafter for 40,000 MDL,
namely because the formal amount reflected only the reimbursement of certain costs
allegedly borne by the subject’s then-husband, rather than the market value or full
acquisition cost of the vehicle.

66. The same vehicle was later acquired by the subject on 20 June 2022 for 200,000 MDL and
remained in her ownership and use. The Panel therefore asked the subject to confirm the
circumstances of the 2022 acquisition, identify the seller and the legal form of transfer,
explain who had used or possessed the vehicle between 2017 and 2022, confirm the
transaction amount and method of payment, specify the source of funds used for the
acquisition, and explain the difference between the 2017 declared alienation price of 40,000
MDL and the 2022 acquisition price of 200,000 MDL (R1Q60).

67. In response, the subject explained that, in the spring of 2022, she needed a vehicle, in
particular for transporting her children. She stated that family friends S.M. and T.M. were
aware of her situation and that S.M. informed her that he would discuss the matter with her
then-husband,

The subject further stated that S.M. later informed her that the amount
0f 200,000 MDL for the vehicle had been paid to him by her then-husband.

68. In the second round of written questions, the Panel asked the subject to provide any
documentary evidence confirming the payment of 200,000 MDL by her then-husband to
S.M. and to request from S.M. any documents confirming that he had effectively received
that amount (R2Q13).

69. In response, the subject submitted the declaration of S.M. and a bank statement confirming
that money received as a result of the alienation of the vehicle was deposited into S.M.’s
bank account. In his declaration, S.M. stated that the amount of 200,000 MDL was paid
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76.

17.

78.

80.

81.

the fines, and whether the vehicle had generated any income for the household during 2017
-2022 (R1Q61; R2Q16).

In response, the subject stated that S.M. was a family friend and that her former husband
had known him since childhood. As regards P.I., she stated that she had known him for
several years, that their relationship was strictly personal, and that there were no
patrimonial or professional relations between them. She explained that P.I.’s involvement
in June 2022 was limited to the temporary custody and transmission of the vehicle and
documents before the registration of the vehicle in her name. P.I. submitted a declaration
generally consistent with this explanation and confirmed that he personally paid the fine
for the traffic violation of 18 June 2022, without reimbursement from the subject, her
family, or her former husband.

The Panel considers that the explanations provided in R2Q16 and the declaration of P.I.
sufficiently clarify the limited relevance of P.I.’s involvement. At the same time, these
explanations do not affect the central question for the purposes of financial integrity,
namely whether the 2022 acquisition generated unjustified wealth.

Although the subject stated that the 200,000 MDL was paid by her then-husband and
although S.M. confirmed that he received this amount in cash from him, the vehicle was
acquired in the subject’s name and remained in her ownership and use.

Therefore, the formal continuation of the marriage did not, by itself,
remove the relevance of examining the acquisition as an asset economically attributable to
the subject.

Thus, for the purposes of the financial analysis, the Panel attributed the full 200,000 MDL
acquisition cost to the subject in 2022. Even under this approach, the acquisition of the

Toyota Avensis does not generate unjustified wealth within the meaning of art. 11 para. (3)
lit. a) of Law No. 252/2023.

In light of the above, the Panel considers that the Toyota Avensis transaction in 2022 does

not establish serious doubts regarding the subject’s financial integrity under art. 11 para.
(3) lit. a) of Law No. 252/2023.
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Issue 3. Non-payment of capital gains taxes

The Panel examined several vehicle transactions involving the subject’s former husband,
during the period in which the spouses still formed a common household, i.e. until the end
of 2019.

The Panel identified a recurring pattern as regards the vehicles acquired, imported and / or
alienated by the subject’s then husband in the period 2012 - 2019. The values reflected in
the subject’s annual declarations were, in several cases, lower than the customs value,
customs duties, total import cost, or market value of the vehicles. Some vehicles were also
alienated shortly after import or after a relatively short period of ownership, without
transaction-specific documents or explanations supporting the declared price. No capital
gains tax has been paid by the subject’s husband in relation to the alienation of these
vehicles.

The Panel therefore asked the subject, in several rounds of written questions, to clarify the
acquisition and alienation circumstances, the source of funds used, the actual sale prices,
the identity and possible affiliation of buyers or intermediaries, the condition of the
vehicles, the existence of any repairs or defects, and the fiscal treatment of the transactions.

In response, the subject consistently stated that she had not personally imported movable
goods during the relevant period, had not been a party to her then-husband’s vehicle
transactions, had not participated in registration or sale-purchase procedures, had not held
powers of attorney, and had relied in her annual declarations on verbal information

provided by him. She further explained that, —
B s could not obtain additional details or documents. According to the

subject, her former husband purchased second-hand vehicles from abroad, sometimes
damaged because of their lower price, repaired them, and later sold them, including in some
cases with remaining defects.

The Panel first examined the Skoda Roomster, model year 2008. According to Access-Web
and Customs Service data, the vehicle was imported by the subject’s then-husband on 17
December 2016, registered in his name on 20 December 2016, and alienated on 4 March
2017. In the subject’s annual declaration for 2016, the acquisition value was reflected as
44,500 MDL, while in the annual declaration for 2017 the alienation value was reflected as
45,000 MDL. However, the customs value was 60,000 MDL and customs duties amounted
to 18,565 MDL, resulting in a total import cost of 78,565 MDL. The available market
benchmark indicated an approximate value of 62,500 MDL.

In the first round of written questions, the Panel asked the subject to provide details
concerning the acquisition and alienation of the Skoda Roomster, including the source of
funds used, the actual price paid and received, and any supporting documents (R1Q56 —
R1Q57). The subject did not provide transaction-specific documents or a concrete
explanation regarding this vehicle. Instead, she reiterated that she had not been involved in
her then-husband’s vehicle transactions and had relied on the information verbally
communicated by him for purposes of her annual declarations.
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99.

subject’s annual declaration for 2018, the vehicle was reflected as acquired for 100,000
MDL, while in the annual declaration for 2019 it was reflected as alienated for 50,000
MDL. However, the customs value was 100,000 MDL and customs duties amounted to
9,037 MDL, resulting in a total import cost of 109,036 MDL.

In the first round of written questions, the Panel asked the subject to provide details
concerning the acquisition and alienation of the Honda Insight and to explain the
discrepancy between the import cost, the declared acquisition value, and the declared
alienation value (R1Q66 — R1Q67). The subject did not provide transaction-specific
documents or a concrete explanation regarding this vehicle. She reiterated that she had not
personally imported movable goods during 2012 — 2023, had not been a party to her then-
husband’s vehicle transactions, had not participated in registration or sale-purchase
procedures, had not held powers of attorney, and did not know the details of those
operations. She also repeated the general explanation that her former husband purchased
second-hand vehicles from abroad, sometimes damaged because of their lower price,
repaired them, and later sold them, including in some cases with remaining defects.

100. Since the first-round response did not address the substance of the discrepancy, the

10

Panel reiterated the request in the second round of written questions (R2Q19). In response,
the subject stated that she did not possess the relevant information. She further explained
that the requested information could be provided by the competent registration authority
only to the owner or with the owner’s express consent, which she could not obtain_

1.  The Panel considers that the declared alienation value of 50,000 MDL cannot be
accepted uncritically for purposes of the household financial analysis. Although the
declared acquisition value of 100,000 MDL was close to the customs value, it remained
lower than the total import cost of 109,036 MDL, while the declared alienation value
represented less than half of that import cost. No documents were provided to establish the
actual sale price, the condition of the vehicle, possible repair costs, the identity of the buyer,
the method of payment, or the fiscal treatment of the transaction. Therefore, for purposes
of the household financial analysis, the Panel used 109,036 MDL as the reasonable
acquisition cost, corresponding to the customs value and customs duties.

102.  The Panel next examined the Lexus RX400h, model year 2008. According to Access-

Web and Customs Service data, the vehicle was imported on 27 October 2018 and
registered in the name of the subject’s then-husband on 7 November 2018. The vehicle was
alienated on 23 December 2019. In the subject’s annual declaration for 2018, the vehicle
was reflected as acquired for 160,000 MDL, while in the annual declaration for 2019 it was
reflected as alienated for 150,000 MDL. However, the customs value was 160,000 MDL
and customs duties amounted to 98,530 MDL, resulting in a total import cost of 258,530
MDL.

103. In the first round of written questions, the Panel asked the subject to provide details

concerning the acquisition and alienation of the Lexus RX400h, including the source of
funds used for the acquisition, the purpose of the acquisition, and the circumstances of
alienation after a relatively limited period of ownership (R1Q68 — R1Q69). The subject did
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