REPUBLIKA E SHQIPERISE
KOMISIONERET PUBLIKE

Nr. 387/6 prot. Tirané, mé 11.10.2024

Lénda: Ankim i Komisionerit Publik kundér vendimit nr. 762, daté 15.5.2024,
té Komisionit té Pavarur té Kualifikimit, pér subjektin e rivlerésimit, z.
Afrim Shehu

Baza ligjore: Neni 179/b, pika 5 e Kushtetutés, neni C, pika 2, neni F, pika 2 e aneksit

té Kushtetutés, neni 63 i ligjit nr. 84/2016, “Pér rivlerésimin kalimtar t&
gjyqtaréve dhe prokuroréve né Republikén e Shqipérisé”

Pér kompetencé: Kolegjit té Posagém té Apelimit prané Gjykatés Kushtetuese
Pér dijeni: Operacionit Ndérkombétar té Monitorimit (ONM)

Depozituar prané: Komisionit té Pavarur té Kualifikimit

Té nderuar zonja/zotérinj, gjyqtaré té Kolegjit t€ Posacém té Apelimit, prané Gjykatés
Kushtetuese,

Né zbatim t€ nenit 55, pika 7 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, “Pér rivlerésimin kalimtar té
gjyqtaréve dhe prokuroréve né RSH”, prané Institucionit t€ Komisioneréve Publiké, mé daté
30.9.2024, éshté njoftuar vendimi nr. 762, daté 15.5.2024, i Komisionit t& Pavarur té
Kualifikimit, pér konfirmimin né detyré té subjektit té rivlerésimit, z. Afrim Shehu, me detyré
prokuror prané Gjykatés sé Rrethit Gjyqgésor, Durrés, aktualisht prokuror né Prokuroriné prané
Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém, Tirané.

Ndaj kétij vendimi, bazuar né€ nenin B, pika 3, germa “c”, t€ aneksit t€ Kushtetutés,
prané Institucionit t¢ Komisioneréve Publiké, mé daté 30.9.2024, éshté depozituar akti:
“Rekomandim pér paraqitje ankimi”, nénshkruar nga njé komision prej tre vézhguesish
ndérkombétaré té Operacionit Ndérkombétar t& Monitorimit.

Komisioneri Publik, né mbéshtetje té nenit C, pika 2, nenit F, pika 2, té aneksit té
Kushtetutés dhe nenit 63, pika 1 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, ka té drejté té ankimojé vendimin brenda
afatit 15-ditor nga njoftimi.
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Brenda afatit ligjor, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té¢ Rekomandimit t& ONM-sé, daté
30.9.2024, ushtron ankim ndaj vendimit nr. 762, daté 15.5.2024, t¢ Komisionit té Pavarur té
Kualifikimit.

I. Procesi i rivlerésimit dhe pérfundimet e Komisionit té Pavarur té Kualifikimit

1. Subjekti i rivlerésimit, z. Afrim Shehu, ushtron aktualisht detyrén e prokurorit né
Prokuroriné prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém, Tirané dhe, né
zbatim té pikés 3 té nenit 179/b, té Kushtetutés sé Republikés sé Shqipérisé, i éshté nénshtruar
procesit té rivlerésimit ex officio.

2. Bazuar né nenin C, pika 1! e aneksit t¢ Kushtetutés dhe ligjit nr. 84/2016, procesi i
rivlerésimit kalimtar pér subjektin e rivlerésimit, z. Shehu, ka pérfshiré kontrollin dhe
rivlerésimin e té tria kritereve, até té pasurisé, té figurés dhe té aftésive profesionale. Pér kété
géllim, Komisioni i Pavarur i Kualifikimit (né vijim referuar si Komisioni), ka administruar
raportet e vlerésimit té hartuara pér kété subjekt nga institucionet ndihmése, si Inspektorati i
Larté i Deklarimit dhe Kontrollit té Pasurive dhe Konfliktit té Interesave (né vijim referuar si
ILDKPKI), Raportin e vlerésimit té figurés nga Drejtoria e Sigurimit t& Informacionit té
Klasifikuar (né vijim referuar si AKSIK) dhe Raportin e vlerésimit profesional nga Késhilli i
Larté i Prokurorisé (né vijim referuar si KLP), nga té cilat rezulton se:

2.1 ILDKPKI, bazuar né nenin 33, pika 5 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, me ané té “Aktit té
pérfundimit té kontrollit t& ploté té deklaratés sé pasurisé sé subjektit Afrim Shehu’?, ka
referuar se:

i.  Deklarimi éshté i sakté né pérputhje me ligjin;

ii. Ka burime financiare té ligjshme pér té justifikuar pasurité;
iii. Nuk ka kryer fshehje té pasurisg;

iv. Nuk ka kryer deklarim té rremé;

v. Subjekti nuk gjendet né situatén e konfliktit té interesave.

2.2  AKSIK, bazuar né nenin 39, pika 2 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, me ané té Raportit mbi kontrollin
e figurés pér subjektin e rivlerésimit®, ka referuar: “Pérshtatshmériné pér vazhdimin e detyrés
té subjektit té rivlerésimit, z. Afrim *** Shehu ”.

2.3 KLP, bazuar né nenin 43, pika 2 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, né pérfundim té rishikimit té
dokumenteve ligjore té pérpiluara nga subjekti gjaté periudhés objekt rivlerésimi, ka pércjellé
prané Komisionit Raportin® pér vlerésimin e aftésive profesionale t& subjektit té rivlerésimit
Afrim Shehu.

3. Né pérfundim té hetimit administrativ, Komisioni, pér secilin kriter kontrolli, né
ményré té pérmbledhur, ndér té tjera, ka arsyetuar si vijon:

L Rivlerésimi pérfshin kontrollin e pasurisé, té figurés dhe té aftésive profesionale, sipas neneve D, DH dhe E té kétij aneksi
dhe ligjit.

2 Shkresa e ILDKPKI-sé me nr. ***/** prot., daté **.1.2019.

3 Shkresa e DSIK-sg nr. *** prot., daté **.10.2017. Deklasifikuar me vendim té KDZH-sé nr. **, daté **.1.2023.

4 Raport i KLP-sé nr. *** prot., daté **.10.2023.
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3.1  Pérvlerésimin e pasurisé: [...] Né lidhje me problematikat e konstatuara né vlerésimin
e kriterit té pasurisé, trupi gjykues ¢mon se pasaktésité e konstatuara dhe balancat negative té
fondeve té rezultuara nuk jané té mjaftueshme qé té sjellin aplikimin e pikés 3 té nenit 61 té
ligjit nr. 84/2016. Pér mé tepér, Komisioni gjaté hetimit administrativ konstatoi se pasaktésité
e konstatuara dhe balancat negative té fondeve nuk kané ndikuar né ményré thelbésore né
cenimin e burimit té krijimit t€ pasurive té subjektit t¢ rivlerésimit. Duke gjykuar mbi bazén e
parimit té proporcionalitetit, deklarimet e pasakta té konstatuara si mé sipér dhe problematikat
e evidentuara né analizén financiare, nuk ¢mohen té mjaftueshme pér cenimin e kriterit té
pasurisé apo té vlerésohen si té tilla qé té ndikojné né vierésimin térésor né procesin e
rivlerésimit té kryer pér kété subjekt. Komisioni ¢mon se pér shkak té peshés specifike té vogél
té tyre dhe té mungesés sé pasojave, pasaktésité e konstatuara nuk cenojné figurén e prokurorit
dhe as besimin e publikut te drejtésia, pasi vlerésimi duhet té jeté gjithépérfshirés dhe né
pérputhje me parimin e proporcionalitetit dhe objektivitet. Pér sa mé sipér, trupi gjykues
vleréson se subjekti i rivierésimit, z. Afrim Shehu, ka arritur njé nivel té besueshém né
vilerésimin e pasurisé, sipas parashikimit té shkronjés “a” té nenit 59/1 té ligjit nr. 84/2016]...].

3.2  Pér kontrollin e figurés: [...] Nga hetimi i Komisionit nuk u gjetén elemente gé té
vértetojné ekzistencén e kontakteve té papérshtatshme me persona té pérfshiré né krimin e
organizuar, apo pérfshirjen e tij né veprimtari té kundérligjshme, sipas parimeve dhe kushteve
té parashikuara né nenin DH té aneksit té Kushtetutés. Formulari i deklarimit pér figurén éshté
i ploté dhe i plotésuar né ményreé té sakté dhe né pérputhje me pércaktimet ligjore té ligjit nr.
84/2016. Trupi gjykues vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit Afrim Shehu ka arritur njé nivel té
besueshém né kontrollin e figurés, sipas parashikimeve té shkronjés “b” té nenit 59/1 té ligjit
nr. 84/2016 [...]

3.3 Pér vlerésimin e aftésive profesionale: [...] Né analizé té raportit té hartuar nga KLP-
ja, denoncimeve té depozituara nga publiku, si dhe dokumentacionit té administruar né kété
kuadér, Komisioni ¢mon se né vlerésimin e pérgjithshém nuk jané konstatuar shkelje
procedurale, gabime thelbésore dhe serioze apo njé seri e qarté dhe e vazhdueshme e gjykimeve
té gabuara prej subjektit té rivlerésimit, gjé qé mund té ¢conte né konstatimin e mungesés sé
aftésive profesionale. Trupi gjvkues vieréson se né bazé té té gjitha rrethanave dhe kushteve té

mésipérme subjekti i rivlerésimit ka nivelin kualifikues né vierésimin e aftésive profesionale té
kérkuar nga ligji nr. 84/2016. [...]

4. Vendimi i Komisionit. Komisioni, nisur nga pérfundimet e mésipérme pér secilin kriter
kontrolli, bazuar né pikén 5, té nenit 55, té ligjit nr. 84/2016, pasi u mblodh né dhomé
késhillimi, n€ prani edhe t€ vézhguesit ndérkombétar, né bazé té€ nenit 51, shkronjés “a”, té
pikés 1, té nenit 58 dhe pikés 1, té nenit 59, té ligjit nr. 84/2016, ka vendosur:

- Konfirmimin né detyré té subjektit té rivlerésimit, z. Afrim Shehu, aktualisht prokuror né
Prokuroriné prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém, Tirané.
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Il. Rekomandimi i Operacionit Ndérkombétar t& Monitorimit (ONM)

5. Bazuar né nenin B, pika 3, germa “c”® e aneksit t¢ Kushtetutés dhe nenin 65, pika 2 e
ligjit nr. 84/2016, njé komision i pérbéré nga tre pérfagésues t& ONM-sg, mé daté 30.9.2024,
kang paraqitur prané Institucionit t¢ Komisioneréve Publiké: “Rekomandim pér paragqitje
ankimi”’, ndaj vendimit nr. 762, daté 15.5.2024, té¢ Komisionit té Pavarur té Kualifikimit, gé i
pérket subjektit té rivlerésimit, z. Afrim Shehu.

51  Veézhguesuesit ndérkombétaré, népérmjet aktit “Rekomandim pér paragitje ankimi”
¢mojné se rrethanat e rezultuara nga hetimi administrativ né Komision, sé bashku me gjetje té
tjera gé mund té rezultojné gjaté shqyrtimit té ¢éshtjes né Kolegj, né njé vlerésim té drejté té té
gjithé elementeve, do té cojné né vendim té ndryshém nga ai i Komisionit. Pérfagésuesit
ndérkombétaré vlerésojné se disa c¢éshtje, nuk jané vlerésuar si duhet nga Komisioni, duke e
béré vendimin té paqgarté dhe té pabazuar né aktet né dosje, né kundérshtim me praktikén e
Komisionit dhe parimet e jurisprudencés sé vendosur nga Kolegji i Posagém i Apelimit.
Pérfagésuesit ndérkombétaré rekomandojné njé shqyrtim gjyqésor né térési té ¢éshtjes, duke u
pérgéndruar pér sa do té trajtohet né vijim (rekomandim bashkélidhur dhe pjesé e kétij ankimi).

I11. Vlerésimi i Komisionerit Publik

6. Né kuptim té nenit 179/b té Kushtetutés, aneksit té Kushtetutés dhe ligjit nr. 84/2016,
“Peér rivlerésimin kalimtar té gjyqtaréve dhe prokuroréve né Republikén e Shqipérisé”,
Komisioneri Publik éshté njé nga tri institucionet e ngarkuara pér kryerjen e procesit té
rivlerésimit kalimtar (Vetting). Bazuar né kéto parashikime kushtetuese dhe ligjore,
Komisionerit Publik si pérfagésues i interesit publik né kryerjen e kétij procesi, i njihet e drejta
e ankimit kundér vendimeve té Komisionit dhe paraqgitjen e tyre juridiksionit rivlerésues té
Kolegjit té Posagém té Apelimit (né vijim referuar si Kolegji).

7. Né krahasim me kompetencat kushtetuese dhe ligjore gé u njihen Komisionit dhe
Kolegjit, nga neni C i aneksit t& Kushtetutés dhe nenet 48-52 té ligjit nr. 84/2016, Komisioneri
Publik éshté i detyruar gé kompetencén e tij pér té ushtruar ankim ndaj vendimeve té
Komisionit, ta mbéshtesé vetém né aktet dhe provat e administruara gjaté kryerjes sé procesit
té rivlerésimit nga ana e Komisionit.

8. Né té tilla rrethana ligjore, me géllim garantimin e mbrojtjes sé interesit publik gjaté
procesit té rivlerésimit, Komisioneri Publik ka detyrimin gé té ushtrojé kontroll mbi vendimet
e dhéna nga Komisioni, duke vlerésuar nése vendimmarrja e tij &shté né pérputhje me kérkesat
kushtetuese e ligjore, bazohet né njé hetim administrativ té gjithanshém e shterues dhe vlerésim
té drejté té provave.

9. Komisioneri Publik, nga shqgyrtimi i vendimit nr. 762/2024, né zbatim edhe té
Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-s&, ¢cmon se ai éshté i cenueshém né térésiné e tij dhe pérmban shkage

5 Vézhguesi ndérkombétar ushtron kéto detyra: /...] u jep Komisioneréve Publiké rekomandime me shkrim pér té paragqitur
ankim. Né rast se Komisioneri Publik nuk i zbaton rekomandimet, ai pérgatit njé raport me shkrim, duke dhéné arsyet e
refuzimit [...].
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té mjaftueshme ligjore pér t’u paraqitur pér shqyrtim, nép€rmjet ankimit, juridiksionit
kontrollues dhe rivlerésues té Kolegjit.

10.  Pér sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik, bazuar né nenin C, pika 2, nenin F, pikat 3 dhe 7,
té aneksit té Kushtetutés, si dhe né nenin 4 dhe 66, té ligjit nr. 84/2016, ushtron té drejtén e
ankimit ndaj vendimit nr. 762/2024, té Komisionit, né térésiné e tij.

IV. Analiza e shkageve té ankimit
IV. A. Lidhur me vlerésimin e kriterit té pasurisé
11. Pasuri nr. 1, Apartament me sipérfage 72,20 m?, ndodhur né rrugén «*** ***»

11.1  Né D-Vetting, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar: Apartament me sipérfage 72,20 m?,
me adresé né rrugén “*** ***” regjistruar né ZK *** me nr, *[FxELxxEX ol Fx fg, K
Jané depozituar: Kontraté sipérmarrje daté **.5.2003, kontraté shitje nr.*** rep., nr.***/* kol,
daté **.7.2010, si dhe likujduar me késte sipas mandat arkétimeve nr. **, daté **.9.2003, nr.
** daté, **.9.2005 dhe nr. **, daté **.5.2008. Burimi i krijimit: Té ardhurat nga paga si Oficer
i Policisé Gjygésore ndér vite dhe si avokat **.4.2002 - **.12.2003, dhe njé vleré prej 10.041
euro dhuraté nga *** *** (véllai), me banim né Londér, Angli, té depozituara daté **.7.2003
né llogariné né emér t& Afrim Shehu, prané *** Bank, Tirané. Vlera: 4.000.000 leké. Pjesa
takuese: 100%.

11.1.1 NEé rubrikén “T¢€ Dhéna Konfidenciale” t€ késaj deklarate, subjekti ka detajuar: “***
*** (véllai), i biri i ***, i datélindjes **.4.1974, lindur né *** Mat dhe banues né Londér
dhuraté né daté **.9.2003, né vlerén 10.041 euro dhe né daté **.5.2008 né vlerén 2.500 paund.
Burimi: Té ardhura né puna fushén e ndértimit, nga viti 1999 e né vazhdim.

11.2  Né Deklarimin e vitit 2004 (dorézuar né **.3.2005), né funksionin e Oficerit té Policisé
Gjygésore, subjekti nuk ka deklaruar kontratén e sipérmarrjes dhe as pagesén e késtit té paré.

11.3 Né Deklaratén e Interesave Private para Fillimit té Detyrés té vitit 2009 (dorézuar né
** 12.2009), né funksionin e prokurorit, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar: Apartament
banimi né Rr.”*** ***» nr* Kkati *, shkalla *, me sipérfage 83,7 m?. Kontrata e sipérmarrjes
dt.**.5.2003 e lidhur me shogériné ndértuese “***”. Vlera: 22.589 dollaré. Pjesa takuese:
100%. Nuk éshté deklaruar burimi i krijimit té pasuriseé.

11.4 Lidhur me origjinén e pronésisé sé apartamentit, jané administruar kontrata e
sipérmarrjes e datés **.5.2003° pér apartamentin me sip. 83,7 m? né rrugén “*** ***” Tirang,
si dhe kontrata e shitjes nr. *** rep., nr. ***/* kol, daté **.7.2010, pér apartamentin me sip.
72,2 m?, né shumén 4.000.000 leké, me palé shitése shogéria “*** sh.p.k. dhe palé blerése z.
Afrim Shehu, ku pércaktohet se vlera éshté likujduar térésisht jashté zyrés noteriale, si dhe jané
administruar kopje té 3 mandat arkétimeve té subjektit né arkén e shoqgérisé, respektivisht:
mandat nr.**, daté **.9.2003 pér arkétimin e shumés 9.040 usd me p&rshkrimin “pagesé késti

6 Kjo kontraté éshté nénshkruar midis palés sipérmarrése shogéria “*** sh.p.k dhe porositésit z. Afrim Shehu., té cilét bien
dakort se: “Sipérmarrési merr pérsipér té ndértoj apartamentin né godinén shumékatéshe né Rr. *** *** dhe ti dorézoj
porositésit té pérfunduar apartamentin nr.*, kati *, shkalla *, me sipérfage 83,7 m% Cmimi i apartamentit éshté 270
$/m?...Pagesa do béhet ... 40 % e vlerés do té paguhet né momentin e lidhjes sé késaj kontrate, 9.040 $, 50 % e vlerés do t&
paguhet né momentin kur té pérfundoj objekti si karabina, 10 % e vlerés do té paguhet né momentin kur té pérfundojné té
gjitha punimet dhe apartamenti té jeté gati pér banim”.
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pér ap.e prenotuar né Rr.*** *** Tirang”; mandat nr. **, daté **.9.2005 pér arkétimin e
shumés 10.000 usd me pérshkrimin “pagesé késti ap.Rr.*** *** Tjrqné”; mandat nr. **, daté
** 5.2008 pér arkétimin e shumés 3.960 usd me pérshkrimin “pagesé pérfundimtare pér
apartamentin né *** *** Tjrqné”,

11.5 N&é dosje gjithashtu rezulton e administruar edhe njé deklaraté e thjeshté e datés
**.9.2004, nénshkruar nga z. ***.***_ng cilésin€ e administratorit t€ shoqérisé “***” sh.p.k.,
i cili deklaron se [...]Vlera e apartamentit sipas marréveshjes me z. Afrim Shehu éshté né vlerén
270 usd/m? dhe vlera totale 23.000 usd. Né zbatim té kontratés sé sipérmarrjes....kam pranuar
kérkesat e klientéve gé kérkuan punime shtesé ... pérkundrejt njé pagese shtesé... Njé ndér kéta
klienté éshté dhe z. Afrim Shehu, ku vlera e pérllogaritur si rezultat i diferencés né cmimet pér
njési né zérat e punimeve...éshté 1.270.000 leké&, shumé e cila do té pasgyrohet né kontratén
pérfundimtare té shitjes[...].

11.6  Né lidhje me shpenzimet pér mobilimin té pasurisé, né pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr.1 té
Komisionit, subjekti ka deklaruar [...JPér mobilimin e kétij apartamenti dhe disa punimeve
shtesé né lidhje me cilésiné e punimeve té brendshme si pllakat, dyert, dritaret, arredimin,
pajisjet elektroshtépiake dhe kondicioner pér ngrohje jané shpenzuar 1.270.000 leké. Punimet
e brendshme, pllakat, dyert, dritare dhe arredimi jané béré nga shogéria ***[...].

11.7 NEé pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar se [...JNdryshimi
midis ¢cmimit té vlerés sé apartamentit né kontratén e porosisé dhe ¢cmimit té tij né kontratén e
shitjes, ka ndodhur pér shkak té disa punimeve shtesé dhe arredimit, té kryera dhe té vértetuara
si té kryera nga shogéria “***” sh.p.k.... Me mandatin e datés **.10.2005 é&shté shlyer vlera e
punimeve shtesé prej 1.270.000 lekél...], duke depozituar edhe aktin “Kthim pérgjigje e
kérkesés sé datés **.5.2023” nga “***” sh.p.k.”, né té cilén, administratori i shoggérisé
deklaron se [...]sipas marréveshjes verbale me ju, éshté réné dakort qé nga ana joné té kryhej
dhe arredimi i kétij apartamenti dhe nga ana joné éshté arreduar, ku éshté shpenzuar njé vleré
239.130 leké...Pra vlera e paguar nga ana juaj éshté 23.000 usd, punimet shtesé né vlerén
1.270.000 leké, arredimi né vleré 239.000 leké. Pra apartamenti juaj éshté shitur né vlerén
4.000.000 lekg, e cila éshté pasgyruar né kontratén e shitjes]...]J.

11.8 Lidhur me burimin e késtit té paré né vlerén 9.040 usd, paguar né **.9.2003. Né
pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2 t& Komisionit, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar [...]Saktésoj se si
burim pér pagesén e kryer sipas mandatit té arkétimit daté **.09.2003, me vleré 9.040 USD,
ka shérbyer njé pjesé e vlerés sé huasé sé marré Cash né vlerén 4.000 dollaré né muajin gusht
té vitit 2003 nga z. *** *** dhe pjesa tjetér jané té ardhura nga paga ime si Oficer i Policisé
Gjyqgésore, si avokat, si dhe nga shpérblimet pér puné jashté orarit né zyrén e avokatisé dhe té
noterisé, si dhe njé pjesé e kursimeve té cilat i kisha nga puna né emigracion. Deklarimi si

7 Shkresa kthim pérgjigjeje té datés **.5.2023, 1éshuar nga administratori i shogérisé “***” sh.p.k.

8 Shoqéria ka depozituar edhe: (i) mandat arkétimi i datés **.10.2005, pér pagesén e shumés 1.270.000 leké me pérshkrimin
“Pér punime shtesé (1€ papérfshira) né kontratén sipérmarrjes pér prenotimin e ap.nr.*, kt.*, shkalla *, né objektin me leje
ndértimi nr. **, dt.**.10.2002”; (ii) situacion punimesh nr. *, né té cilin jané pérshkruar zérat e punimeve shtesé né vlerén
1.270.000 leké,; (iii) situacion punimesh pérfundimtar né té cilin jané pérshkruar z&rat e punimeve té arredimit pér kompletim
kuzhine né vlerén 239.000 leké.
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burim i vlerés 10.041 euro, si dhuraté nga z. *** *** (véllai im) ka gené njé pasaktési e imja,
né ményrén se si uné kam lexuar dhe interpretuar té dhénat e statmentit bankarf...].

11.8.1 NEé lidhje me huané e sipércituar, né pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 1, subjekti i rivlerésimit
ka deklaruar [...Jkam marré borxh (hua) nga shtetasi *** *** me shtetési Angleze dhe banim
né Londér, i cili &shté bashkéjetues me mbesén time ***, ***_Vlera e huasé ka gené 23.000
Dollaré. Kjo hua éshté shlyer sipas datave té pérshkruara né deklarimet periodike vjetore dhe
né deklaratén Vetting. Pér shkak té marrédhénies familjare éshté réné dakort qé borxhi (huaja)
té formalizohej me kontraté huaje nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.09.2005 me shtetasin
*xk &%k kunati im dhe vjehrri i shtetasit ***. ***_ Vlera e huasé éshté marré né Cash, 4.000
dollaré né muajin gusht té vitit 2003 dhe vlera 15.296 euro né muajin tetor 2005 népérmjet
bankés *** Bank (aktualisht *** Bank). Té dy vlerat e mésipérme jané konvertuar dhe éshté
réné dakort qé kontrata té béhej né monedhén dollaré né vlerén 23.000 dollaré. Huaja éshté
kthyer pjesé pjesé, duke ia dhéné nipit tim *** *** djalit t& ***, ***_j cili jetonte né Shqipéri
né até periudhé, si¢ kam deklaruar né deklarimet periodike dhe né deklaratén Vetting. Burimi
i ligjshém i té ardhurave té shtetasit ***. ***_(huadhénés) jané té ardhurat nga puna e tij né
Londér]...].

11.8.2 Gjaté hetimit, subjekti i rivlerésimi ka depozituar disa akte: (a) kontraté huaje té datés
** 09,2005, me palé huadhénése z. *** *** dhe palé huamarrése *** *** (pashkéshortja e
subjektit), pér shumén 23.000 usd, me afat kthimi 10 vjecar®; (b) Pasaporté e z. *** **; (c)
Dokumentacion shogérues pér té ardhurat e z.***, ***, pér vitet 1999-2017.

11.8.3 Bashkéshortja e subjektit té rivlerésimit né cilésiné e personit té lidhur, né Deklaratén
para fillimit t& detyrés té vitit 2009, e ka deklaruar kété hua si njé nga burimet e njé pasurie
tjetér, apartament me sip.103 m? né rr. “*** ***”_(sikundér do té trajtohet né vijim).

11.9  Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar: Té ardhura nga paga si OPGJ ndér vite dhe si avokat
** 4.2002 - **,12.2003, ka rezultuar se né dokumentacionin e dorézuar prané ILDKPKI-sé,
jané administruar: (a) Vértetim i datés **.10.2016, léshuar nga Prokuroria prané Gjykatés sé
Shkallés sé Paré Tirané, ku konfirmohen pagesat si OPGJ té subjektit pér periudhén Tetor 1999
deri né Dhjetor 2000; (b)Vértetim nénshkruar nga Av.******_ (véllai i subjektit), daté
**1.2017, i cili konfirmon punésimin si avokat té subjektit pér periudhén **.4.2002-
**.12.2003, [...]Jpaguar me njé pagé neto 55.000 leké né muaj, pér periudhén Prill 2002-dhjetor
2003 paguar njé pagé neto 1.118.333 leké dhe paguar shpérblime dhe puné jashté orari né
vlerén neto 1.400.000 leké[...]; (c) Kontraté pune e datés **.4.2002, nénshkruar nga Av.
*xx k%% nd cjlgsing e punédhénésit dhe subjektit té rivlerésimit né cilésiné e punémarrésit;
(d) Vértetim i ISSH-sé pér Bazén e Vlerésueshme dhe Pagén Neto Mesatare pér periudhén
Prill 2002 deri **.12.2003, ku paga bruto éshté 55.000 leké.

9 N& kontratén e huasé citohet se: “Neni 1/Qéllimi i kontratés éshté sanksionimi i njé marréveshje ndérmjet z.***.***_j cili i
jep njé sasi mjetesh monetare hua znj. *** *** g cila i merr kétté sasi mjetesh monetare me detyrimin pér ti kthyer; Neni 3/
Huamarrési *** *** merr kété sasi mjetesh monetare né shumén 23.000 usd me detyrimin pér ti kthyer brenda njé afati 10
vjecar, dhe shlyerje me késte 2.300 usd/vit”.

10 Né nenin 4 té kontratés citohet: “Paga mujore neto qé Punédhénési i njeh Punémarrésit, pér kryerjen e detyrave té
pércaktuara... do té jeté 55.000 leké...Punémarrési, do té shpérblehet me 20% té vlerés sé paguar nga klientét e mbrojtur prej
tij, si dhe né rastet e punés jashté orarit dhe ditéve té€ pushimit, do té keté shpérblime té tjera mbi pagén e pérshkruar mé
sipér”.
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11.9.1 Né lidhje me shlyerjen e detyrimeve tatimore pér té ardhurat e tjera, té deklaruar né
vlerén totale 1.400.000 leké (si komisione, puné jashté orarit, shpérblime, etj), subjekti né
pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2 t¢ Komisionit ndér té tjera ka deklaruar [...]Nga shtetasit ***, ***
(véllai) dhe ***, *** (nusja e véllait) mé éshté l1éshuar njé deklaraté noteriale me nr. *** rep
dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.05.2023, té cilét kané konfirmuar se uné kam punuar dhe mé éshté
paguar kjo vleré duke paguar dhe detyrime tatimore. Si dokumentacion pér shlyerjen e
detyrimeve tatimore nga ana e tyre mé éshté véné né dispozicion, vértetim me nr. *** daté
** 08.2006 i léshuar nga Zyra e Tatim Taksave Tirané né té cilin provohet se *** *** me NIPT
*** ka paguar detyrime tatimore pér vitin 2002, pér njé xhiro vjetore né vlerén 2.000.000 leké
dhe né vitin 2003 pér njé xhiro vjetore né vlerén 1.860.000 leké. Dokumenti vértetim me nr.
*** daté **.06.2006 i léshuar nga Zyra e Tatim Taksave Tirané né té cilin provohet se znj.
*Hx xRk me NIPT *** pér vitin 2002 ka paguar detyrime tatimore pér njé xhiro né vlerén
7.860.400 leké dhe pér vitin 2003 ka paguar detyrime tatimore pér njé xhiro né vlerén
7.700.000 leké. Pra, si¢ kané deklaruar avokati dhe noteri, detyrimet tatimore pér té ardhurat
e tiera “komisione, puné jashté orarit, shpérblime, etj, gé jané deklaruar nga ana ime né vlerén
totale 1.400.000 leké” jané paguar detyrimet tatimore nga studio ligjore e avokatisé dhe e
noterisé[...]**.

11.9.2 Bazuar né aktet né dosje, Komisioni né analizén financiare ka pérfshiré vetém té
ardhurat nga paga té konfirmuara nga vértetimi i ISSH-sé me vleré totale 956.340 leké. Né
lidhje me vlerén e deklaruar prej 1.400.000 leké, e cila pérfagéson té ardhurat nga shpérblimet
dhe orét jashté orarit, Komisioni ka arsyetuar se nga dokumentacioni i pércjellé nga subjekti'?
rezulton se garkullimi i deklaruar nga z.***.*** né vitin 2002 ka gené 2.000.000 leké dhe né
vitin 2003 prej 1.800.000 leké, késhtu gé rezulton e pamundur gé me garkullimin e deklaruar
nga Ky subjekt tregtar té gjenerohej vlera 1.400.000 leké si shpérblim dhe oré jashté orarit pér
subjektin e rivlerésimit gjaté viteve 2002-2003. Subjektit gjaté hetimit ka deklaruar se kjo vleré
éshté pérfituar edhe nga puna prané zyrés sé noterisé sé shtetases ***.***_ por pa paragitur
dokumenta provues.

11.9.3 Pér sa mé sipér, Komisioni nuk ka pérfshiré si té ardhur té ligjshme né analizén e kryer
prej tij, as shumén prej 1.400.000 leké dhe as huan e deklaruar marré né gusht 2003 prej
shtetasit ***. ***_me vleré 4.000 usd, pasi subjekti e ka deklaruar si burim vetém gjaté hetimit
administrativ.

11.10 Lidhur me burimet e deklaruara pér pagesén e késtit té dyté né vlerén 10.000 usd né
daté 13.9.2005, késtit té treté né vlerén 1.270.000 leké né daté 2.10.2005 dhe pagesat cash pér
mobilimin, né vlerén 239.000 leké!®, nga hetimi administrativ, ka rezultuar:

11 Subjekti i bashkélidh pérgjigjeve: (i)deklaraté noteriale e shtetasve *** *** dhe *** *** me nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol,
daté **.5.2023, ku deklarojné se subjekti i rivlerésimit pér periudhén **.4.2002-**.12.2003 ka punuar prané zyrave té tyre
(avokatisé dhe notererisg). Pér shérbimet juridike shtesé, si dhe pér rastet e punés jashté orarit dhe né ditét e pushimit pér kété
periudhé éshté shpérblyer né masén 1.400.000 leké; (ii) vértetim nr. ***, daté **.08.2006 i lIéshuar nga Zyra e Tatim Taksave
Tirané né té cilin provohet se z. *** *** me NIPT *** ka paguar detyrime tatimore pér vitin 2002 dhe 2003; (iii) vértetim me
nr. *** daté **,06.2006 i léshuar nga Zyra e Tatim Taksave Tirané né té cilin provohet se znj. ****** me NIPT *** ka
paguar detyrime tatimore pér vitin 2002 dhe 2003.

12 Bashkélidhur pyetésor nr. 2.

13 Subjekti deklaron me pyetésor nr. 2 se ka filluar té jetojé né kété apartament pas lidhjes sé martesés me bashkéshorten tij
né dt. **.07.2005. Pra, né analizén e tij komisioni i ka llogaritur shpenzimet pér mobilim té kryera pérpara se subjekti té fillonte
té jetonte né té.
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11.10.1 Né pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2, t&¢ Komisionit subjekti i rivlerésimit ndér té tjera ka
deklaruar [...]Si burim pér shlyerjen e késtit t& datés **.09.2005 né vlerén 10.000 usd ka
shérbyer dhurata e ardhur né daté **.04.2004 me vleré 7.000 euro nga véllai im *** *** dhe
né daté *.09.2004 me vleré 5.740 euro. Diferenca e késaj vlere, sé bashku me té ardhurat nga
paga ime dhe e bashkéshortes *** dhe kursime té tjera gé kisha nga puna si avokat (pérfshiré
dhe shpérblimet dhe puné jashté orarit), kané shérbyer pér pagimin e detyrimeve té
pérshkruara né mandatin e datés **.10.2005 pér punimet shtesé prej 1.270.000 leké, si dhe pér
arredim dhe kompletim guzhine né vierén 239.000 leké”. Né vazhdim té Kkétij pyetésori,
subjekti ka deklaruar se: “Nga data **.05.1993 deri né daté **.09.1995 kam gené emigrant né
Greqi dhe kam fituar té ardhura né vlerén 2.000.000 leké. Me mua ka gené dhe véllai tjetér
FrxkFxx dcili. né Maj té vitit 1999, ai éshté nisur pér né Angli, me motrén ***, dhe fémijét
e saj ***. dhe ***.. Duke gené se i duheshin té ardhura pér shpenzimet e udhétimit, i kam
dhéné uné vlerén 1.000.000 leké gé e kisha gjendje nga té ardhurat e fituara né Greqi. Pasi ka
shkuar né Angli, mé ka dérguar para né daté **.04.2004 vlerén 7.000 euro, mé daté **.09.2004
vlerén 5.740 euro dhe né daté **.5.2008 vlerén 2.500 GBP[...]*.

11.10.2 Nga verifikimi i lévizjeve té llogarisé sé subjektit prané *** Bank kané rezultuar
transferta ndérkombétare né hyrje me pérshkrimin “Nga Mr.*** ***_Receipt of International
MT” pérkatésisht: (i) shuma 7.000 euro né dt. **.4.2004 (térhequr cash né dt. **.4.2004); (ii)
shuma 5.760 euro né dt. **.9.2004, (térhequr cash né dt. **.9.2004).

11.10.3 Komisioni ka konstatuar se z. *** *** ka pasur té ardhura té ligjshme té mjaftueshme
pér té krijuar shumat e mésipérme, por ato nuk jané pérfshiré né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme
té krijimit t€ pasurisé€ apartament n€ rrugén “*** ***” pasi né D-Vetting subjekti ka deklaruar
si burim krijimi vlerén prej 10.041 euro, e cila rezultoi nga hetimi se nuk éshté transferté e
kryer nga véllai, por depozité kursimi e subjektit.

11.11 Lidhur me burimin e késtit t& fundit né shumén prej 3.960 usd, paguar né daté
** 5.2008, né D-Vetting (fg.8), subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar: Nga véllai né Angli (***
***) né formé dhuraté, daté **.9.2003, kaluar né llogariné né *** Bank dhe mé daté **.5.2008
kaluar né llogariné né GBP *** Bank. *** *** qé prej vitit 1999 jeton dhe banon né Londér
(Angli). 10.041 euro daté **.9.2003, 2500 GBP daté **.5.2008 .

11.11.1 Nga pasqyra e lévizjeve té llogarisé prané *** bank rezulton se né dt. **.5.2008 eshté
transferuar shuma 2.500 GBP me pérshkrim “kalim nga ***”, e cila éshté térhequr nga subjekti
i rivlerésimit né daté **.12.2008.

11.11.2 Komisioni ka konstatuar se personi tjetér i lidhur, shtetasi *** *** kishte mundési té
krijonte me burime té ligjshme vlerén prej 2.500 GBP, por nuk e ka pérfshiré né analizén
financiare si burim pér pagesén e fundit té apartamentit né rrugén «*** ***> nasj subjekti e ka
térhequr kété shumé, pas shlyerjes sé késtit té fundit.

11.12 Né pérfundim pér kété pasuri, Komisioni bazuar né nenin 52 té ligjit nr. 84/2016 i ka
kaluar subjektit té rivlerésimit barrén e proveés, pasi ka konstatuar:

14 Pgr té provuar té ardhurat e shtetasit *** *** né Mbretériné e Bashkuar subjekti ka paragitur dokumentet HM té ardhurat
dhe doganat gé nga viti 2001 me nr. Ref: ***, t& vértetuara me vulé Apostile né Mbretériné e Bashkuar.
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[...]Duket se subjekti ka deklaruar né ményré té pasakté, burimet e shlyerjes sé késtit té paré
duke deklaruar né deklaratén vetting se shuma éshté transferuar nga véllai i tij *** *** ndérsa
nga dokumentacioni nuk rezulton se kéto pagesa kané patur kété burim; Sa mé lart duket se
subjekti ka patur pamundési financiare pér té kryer pagesat pér apartamentin né vlerén —
3.844.008 lek&™[...].

11.13 Subjekti i rivlerésimit ka prapésuar konstatimet e Komisionit si dhe ka véné né
dispozicion akte pér té provuar pretendimet e tij®.

11.14 Komisioni, né pérfundim, né analizé té prapésimeve dhe akteve té véna né dispozicion
nga subjekti, lidhur me kété pasuri, ka vlerésuar se [...] Komisioni, né pérmbledhje té sa trajtuar
pér pasuriné apartament té ndodhur né rrugén “*** ***” me rezultatet e hetimit i kaloi
subjektit té rivlerésimit barrén e provés pér pamundésiné financiare pér blerjen e apartamentit
né shumén totale - 3.844.008 leké, por pas pércjelljes sé parashtimeve dhe gjaté seancés
dégjimore subjekti arriti té shpjegojé né ményré shteruese, bindése dhe té mbéshtetur né
dokumentacion, duke e reduktuar pamundésiné financiare pér kété pasuri vetém né vlerén e
késtit té paré prej - 982.558 lek&!’ [...].

11.15 Komisioneri Publik, pér sa mé sipér trajtuar, lidhur me burimet e ligjshme té pasurisé
apartament banimi ndodhur né Tirané me adresé rruga “*** ***”  pn¢ zbatim té
Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sg, ndan vlerésim té ndryshém nga Komisioni, duke ¢cmuar se
subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk ka arritur té provojé té kundértén e barrés sé provés, sa vijon:

11.15.1 Pérsai pérket burimit: Té ardhura nga puna si avokat pérgjaté periudhés **.4.2002-
**.12.2003, deklaruar né D.-Vetting né shumén 2.518.333 leké dhe né Deklaratén e
interesave private para fillimit té detyrés té vitit 2009 né shumén 2.500.000 leké, ndérsa nga
shkresa e ISSH-sé datés **.12.2017 konfirmohet se té ardhurat nga paga neto, pér té cilat
jané paguar detyrimet tatimore, prané zyrés sé avokatisé jané né shumén 409.860 leke né
2002 dhe 546.480 leké né 2003.

11.15.2 Pérsa i pérket shumés 1.400.000 leké, deklaruar pérfituar si shpérblime dhe puné
jashté orari né vlerén neto, gé i korrespondon 20% té fitimit, sipas vértetimit té datés
** 1.2017 nénshkruar nga av. ******_(véllai i subjektit), Komisioneri Publik vleréson se
bazuar né dokumentacionin e depozituar nga subjekti i rivlerésimit mbi garkullimin/xhiron e
deklaruar nga zyra e avokatisé té véllait té tij, ka rezultuar se né vitin 2002 xhiro ishte
2.000.000 leké dhe né vitin 2003 xhiro ishte 1.800.000 leké, késhtu gé shuma e pretenduar
prej 20% té fitimit (sipas kontratés) do té rezultonte ndjeshém mé e ulét se e ardhura e
pretenduar prej 1.400.000 leké. Nuk provohet transaksioni as i pagesés sé késaj shume, si dhe
gjaté hetimit nuk rezulton té jeté provuar as pagesa e detyrimeve tatimore mbi kété té ardhur
té pretenduar, e cila né cdo rast, referuar ligjit nr. 8438 “Pér tatimin mbi té ardhurat” dhe
udhézimet né funksion té tij, do té duhej té tatohej si e ardhur e pérfituar nga veté subjekti.

15 Referohu fq.15 tabelés pérmbledhesé té rezultateve té hetimit, mbi pamjaftueshméring e konstatuar pér ¢do shlyerje té
késteve.

16 Referohu prapésimeve té subjektit té rivlerésimit té datés 7.5.2024.

17 Referohu vlerésimeve té Komisionit fg. 13-19 té vendimit té arsyetuar
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11.15.3 Lidhur me pretendimin e subjektit se ka pérfituar gjithashtu té ardhura nga zyra e
noterisé (té kunatés) me té njéjtat kushte kontraktuale si zyra e avokatisé sé véllait té subjektit,
Komisioneri Publik vleréson se kéto pretendime mbetén né nivel deklarativ dhe nuk provohen
me dokumentacion mbéshtetés.

11.15.4 Né pérfundim, Komisioneri Publik, bazuar dhe né jurisprudencén e Kolegjit,
vleréson se né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme té té ardhurave nga punésimi i subjektit si avokat,
vetém vlera e konfirmuar nga institucionet zyrtare né shumén 956.340 leké, éshté shumé e
cila plotéson standardin e vendosur nga neni D pika 3 e aneksit té Kushtetutés, neni 32 pika
1, neni 49 pika 4 dhe neni 3 pika 19 e ligjit nr. 84/2016 dhe jursiprudencén e konsoliduar té
Kolegjit.

11.15.5 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar: dhuraté nga véllai ******  deklaruar né DV-
Vetting né shumén 10.041 euro, depozituar né datén **.7.2003 prané *** Bank. Nga
verifikimi i llogarive bankare rezulton se kjo shumé e ka origjinén nga njé depozitim né
Ilogariné e subjektit né cash (pa u identifikuar depozituesi), né vlerén 19.000 euro mé daté
** korrik 2003. Nga kjo shumé, né té njéjtén daté, vlera prej 10.000 euro éshté investuar né
depozité 3 mujore deri né daté ***,10.2003, kur éshté riinvestuar né depozité 1 mujore, dhe
kjo depozité pas maturimit éshté rikthyer po né llogari té subjektit. Pjesa e mbetur prej 9.000
euro, ka gené e depozituar né llogariné e tij deri né momentin e térhegjes totale (19.100 euro)
né **.2.2004, pra pasi ishte paguar késti i paré pér apartamentin né rrugén “*** ***" daté
** shtator 2003.

11.15.6 Bazuar né sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik vleréson se kjo shumé e deklaruar nga
subjekti, nuk mund té keté shérbyer si burim pér pagesén e késtit té paré té pasurisé deri né
daté **.9.2003 pasi rezulton térhequr nga llogaria bankare né daté **.2.2004. Nuk rezulton
gé né DV-2004, subjeti i rivlerésimit té keté deklaruar posedimin e kursimeve né cash apo
térhegjen cash nga llogaria bankare, e rrjedhimisht kjo shumé vlerésohet se nuk mund té keté
shérbyer as si burim as pér pagimin e késteve té tjera pér apartamentin. Gjithashtu, edhe veté
subjekti gjaté hetimit administrativ ka pohuar se deklarimi si burim i késaj pasurie i shumés
prej 10.041 euro, dhuruar nga véllai, ishte njé gabim né interpetimin e lévizjeve té llogarisé
bankare.

11.15.7 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar: Hua né shumén 4.000 usd té dhéné cash nga
*xx *Fx* né Gusht 2003, deklaruar nga subjekti né pérgjigje té pytésorit nr.2 t¢ Komisionit si
burim pér pagesén e késtit té paré, si pjesé e njé huaje mé té madhe prej 23.000 usd e marré
nga bashkéshortja e subjektit nga ***.***_ sipas kontratés noteriale té datés **.9.2005,
Komisioneri Publik konstaton se, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka ndryshuar deklarimin mbi burimin
e pagesés sé késtit té paré té apartamentit. Kjo shumé deklarohet pér heré té paré vetém gjaté
hetimit administrativ, ndérkohé gé né deklaratén para fillimit té detyrés, shuma prej 23.000
euro éshté deklaruar nga bashkéshortja e subjektit si burim pér njé apartament tjetér (sikundér
do té trajtohet né vijim, até né rr. "*** ***) Ng& kéto rrethana, kjo shumé nuk duhet té merret
né konsideraté né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme dhe né analizén pér blerjen e apartamentit
ndodhur né rrugén “*** ***>

11.15.8 Duket se deklarimet e subjektit si mé sipér, jané béré né funksion té pérmbysjes sé
barrés sé provés, nisur dhe nga fakti se shumat e deklaruara nuk pérputhen né vleré dhe né

Fage 11 nga 37



monedhé; si dhe né kontratén e huasé té vitit 2005 lidhur midis ***.***_dhe bashkéshortes
sé subjektit nuk pérmendet kjo shumé (4.000 usd) apo ményra e shlyerjes sé saj®.

11.15.9 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar: Té ardhura nga emigrimi né Greqi dhe firmat
piramidale, Komisioneri Publik, bazuar dhe né standardet e vendosura nga jurisprudenca e
Kolegjit, vleréson se té ardhurat nga emigracioni, té padeklaruara dhe né D.-Vetting, né
mungesé té dokumentacionit provues dhe pér té cilat nuk mund té provohet burimi i ligjshém,
nuk mund té pérfshihen né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme té analizés financiare. Edhe sa i
pérket té ardhurave té pretenduara nga firmat piramidale, deklaruar me burim nga té ardhurat
nga emigracioni, pérvecse mbetet i paprovuar burimi i ligjshém i tyre, duket se jané njé burim
i shtuar i deklaruar vetém né njé fazé té avancuar té hetimit administrativ, me qéllim
pérmbysjen e barrés sé provés®.

11.15.10 Lidhur me burimet pér pagesén e késtit té dyté prej 10.000 usd né daté **.9.2005;
késtit té treté prej 1.270.000 leké né daté **.10.2005 dhe pagesat cash pér mobilimin prej
239.000 leké?, né analizé t& burimit: dhurime nga véllai *** *** nga verifikimi i akteve né
dosje rezulton se né llogarité bankare té subjektit jané kryer 2 transferta ndérkombétare né
mbérritje me urdhérues ***. ***_(véllai), pérkatésisht né datén **.4.2004 né shumén 7.000
euro me pérshkrimin “Int transfer-credit from ******” térhequr nga subjekti daté
** 4.2004, si dhe transferta prej 5.760,40 euro né daté **.9.2004, térhequr nga subjekti daté
**.,9.2004.

11.15.11 Komisioneri Publik vleréson se kéto shuma nuk mund té konsiderohen si burime
pér shlyerjen e késtit té dyté dhe mbulimin e shpenzimeve shtesé/mobilim gjaté vitit 2005,
pér sa kohé gé né DV-2004, subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk i ka deklaruar kéto shuma si kursime
né cash né fund té vitit. Kéto shuma nuk rezultojné té jené deklaruar si burim pér
apartamentin né asnjé prej deklaratave né vitet pasuese, si dhe nuk rezultojné té jené deklaruar
dhe provuar me akte justifikuese nga subjekti i rivlerésimit, né kuadér té deklarimit té
burimeve té pasurive sé bashku me deklaratén vetting.

11.15.12 Lidhur me arsyetimin e Komisionit se [...](i) subjekti provoi disponimin real té
késaj gjendjeje pjesérisht nga térhegja e transfertave té kryera nga shtetasi *** *** pg
shumén 12.760 euro gjaté vitit 2004 dhe pjesérisht (shuma 2.818.195 leké) nga térhegja e
gjendjeve bankare dhe depozitave bankare té tij prané *** Bank né vitin 2004; (ii) subjekti
arriti té provojé se kishte pasaktési né deklarimin e tij né deklarimin si OPGJ né vitin 2004,
por ai nuk e dispononte si gjendje cash vlerén e tyre, e cila i ishte dhéné hua shtetases ***. ***
dhe shtetasit *** *** pér investime té tyre, té cilat u provuan me dokumentacion; (iii)
subjekti, edhe pse jo saktésisht, ka deklaruar né deklaratén Vetting vlerén 10,041 euro, e cila
u provua nga hetimi i Komisionit se ishte mbajtur si depozité kursimi dhe ishte térhequr né
vitin 2004, pra e ka deklaruar kété kursim/depozité; (iv) periudha e kryerjes sé kétyre
veprimeve rezulton té jeté pérpara marrjes sé detyrés nga subjekti i rivlerésimit?]...],

18 Pér me tepér, subjekti, burimin nga té ardhurat nga shtetasi ***.***_ i deklaron né deklaratén vetting (né fq. 10) si pjesé

e huasé nga ***.*** pér blerjen e apartamentit me adresé né rrugén “*** ***>,

19 Né variantin mé garantist, té ardhurat nga firmat piramidale té padeklaruara mé paré nga subjekti, edhe nése merren né
konsideraté, do té jené né shumén 143.113 leké né vend té 873.113 leké marré nga Komisioni.

20 N¢ analizén e tij, komisioni i ka llogaritur shpenzimet pér mobilim té kryera pérpara se subjekti té fillonte té jetonte né té.
21 prgrf. 25.35 i vendimit té arsyetuar.
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Komisioneri Publik vleréson se, pér sa kohé kursimet né cash nuk jané deklaruar si té tilla né
DV-2004, nuk mund té mbarten pér t& mbuluar shpenzimet apo investimet e kryera né vitet
2005 deri né 200922, Kéto pretendime té subjektit né mungesé té provave dokumentare, nuk
arrijné té kapércejné natyrén deklarative. Deklarata noteriale e depozituar nga subjekti né
funksion té deklarimeve té tij dhe e hartuar gjaté progesit té rivlerésimit, bazuar dhe né
jurisprudencén e Kolegjit, merret me rezervé né kété proces?3.

11.15.13 Nga verifikimi i akteve né dosje rezulton se Komisioni ka kryer analizén financiare
deri né Korrik 2005%, ndérkohé qé pagesat e késteve jané kryer né datat **.9.2005 dhe
** 10.2005. Nga aktet né dosje rezulton se bashkéshortja e subjektit ka pasur kursime né
shumén 21.000 usd né llogariné e saj né banké, me burim nga depozitimi cash i béré né **
Gusht 2005, té cilat nuk jané pérfshré né analizén fianciare té kryer nga Komisioni, bazuar
né deklarimin se kjo shumé vjen nga shtetasi ***.*** Né& konsideraté té€ sa mé sipér, duke
analizuar t& ardhurat dhe shpenzimet pér periudhén janar 2005% - tetor 2005, nga analiza
financiare e shtriré deri né datén e pagesés sé késtit té treté dhe shpenzimeve
shtesé/mobilimit, do té rezultonte mungesé e burimeve financiare té ligjshme né vlerén rreth
- 4.1 milion leké&?®, pér t¢ mbuluar pagesat dhe shpenzimet/investimet té tjera.

11.15.14 Duke pérfunduar pér sa argumentuar mé sipér, pér pasuriné apartament ndodhur
Né rrugén “*** *** me sip, 72,20 m?, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit té
ONM-sé, vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit ka kryer deklarim té pasakté dhe té
pamjaftueshém duke u gjendur né kushtet e parashikuara nga neni D i aneksit t& Kushtetutés
dhe nenit 61 pika 3 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, pasi subjekti i rivlerésimit rezulton me
pamjafueshméri té burimeve financiare pér pagesén e késtit té paré pér té gjithé shumén né
vlerén 9.040 usd; pamjaftueshméri té burimeve té ligjshme deri né datén e pagesés sé késtit
té dyté dhe mbulimin e shpenzimeve té mobilimit, (pérllogaritur né shumén 4.1 milion leké).
Subjekti i rivlerésimit ka béré deklarime kontradiktore dhe éshté pérpjekur té paragesé
ndryshe burimet e ligjshme té krijimit té késaj pasurie, duke ndryshuar deklarimin nga dhurim
né shumén 10.041 euro nga Véllai i tij *** ***_(deklaruar né D.-Vett.) né hua nga *** ***,
né shumén prej 4.000 usd (deklaruar gjaté hetimit administrativ).

12. Apartament banimi né rrugén «*** ***»

12.1 Né Deklaratén e Interesave Publike para Fillimit té Detyrés té vitit 2009, dorézuar né
** 12.2009, personi i lidhur me subjektin deklaron: “Apartament banimi me sip.103 m?, dy

22 Duket se Komisioni né analizén e kryer ka marré né konsideraté né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme dhe shumat 3.349.749 leké
gjendje né llogarité bankare gjaté vitit 2003 dhe térhequr né 2004, si dhe balancén pozitive prej 4.858.629 leké té vitit 2004.
23 Deklaraté noteriale e datés **.5.2023 ku deklarohet se: Né lidhje me huané e sipérmendur, subjekti ka véné né dispozicion
té hetimit deklaratén noteriale daté **.5.2023, nénshkruar nga ***. dhe *** *** ¢ cilét, ndér té tjera deklarojné se: [...] né
vitin 2005, mbesa joné *** (vajza e motrés) kané béré ceremoni martesore me *** *** g cilét vazhdojné té jené té martuar
dhe gé nga ajo kohé jetojné dhe banojné né Angli. Né daté **.8.2005 ata jané martuar dhe mé daté **.8.2005, megenése do
largoheshin nga Shqipéria, disa té ardhura té krijuara nga puna né Mbretériné e Bashkuar né masén 22.600 dollaré i kané
derdhur né llogariné e *** *** (hashkéshortja e Afrimit). Sasia prej 22.600 euro, duke géné se ne ishim né dijeni té késaj
shumé mé datén **/10/2005, ju kemi marré shumén prej 21.000 dollaré dhe né datén **.9.2005 shumén prej 1.600 dollaré té
cilat i kemi pérdorur pér nevojat tona familjare deri nga vera e vitit 2009. Pas kétij momenti kjo shumé né vlerén 22.600
dollaré i’a kemi dhéné nipit toné ***.***_(kunati i ***), pas kéto ishin té ardhura t& krijuara nga *** *** né Mbretériné e
Bashkuar [...].

24 Tabela nr.4 né fq.17 té vendimit t¢ Komisionit.

% Duke marré né konsideraté se subjekti ka deklaruar interesat privaté né ILDKPKI né vitin 2004 né pozicionin e Oficerit té
Policisé Gjygésore.

2 Referohu tabelés né fg. 9 té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé..
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dhoma e njé kuzhiné né rrugén “*** ***”_ Kontrata e sipérmarrjes nr. ***[*** rep/kol dt

** 6.2008, notere *** *** Vlera 61.800 euro. Pjesa takuese: 100%. Burimi i krijimit: (i)
Dhuraté nga babai 40.000 euro. Deklaraté noteriale nr.***/*** rep/kol, dt. **.10.2009, notere
*xk Fxk (i) Hua sipas kontratés nr.***/*** rep/kol, dt.**.9.2005, vlera 23.000 usd marré
nga ***.*** (kunati).”

12.2 Né DV-2016, subjekti ka deklaruar té ardhura nga “Shitja e apartamentit me sipérfage
89,95 m?, me nr. */***+*** i qdresé rruga “*** ***” hyrja *, ap. **, Tirang, sipas
kontratés *** rep/*** kol, daté **.10.2016. Vlera 85.000 euro” (vleré e cila deklarohet si né
nga burimet e apartamentit né rrugén “*** ***> gé do té analizohet né vijim).

12.3 ASHK, Drejtoria Vendore Tirané Veri, me shkresén nr. ***/** prot. dt. **.3.2021,
bashkélidh kopje té kontratés sé shitblerjes me nr. ***/*** dt. ** 72012, pér apartamentin me
Sip.89,95 M2, né rr. “*** **** me palé shitése *** ***, dhe *** ***  dhe palé blerése Afrim
dhe *** *** nérkundrejt gmimit prej 6.341.775 leké, likuiduar jashté zyrés noteriale népérmjet
bankés dhe cash sipas kontratés sé sipérmarrjes.

12.4 Pérsa i pérket ndryshimit né ¢gmimin e blerjes midis kontratés sé sipérmarrjes me vleré
61.800 euro (rreth 7.612.679 leké&) dhe kontratés sé shitjes prej 6.341.775 leké, subjekti gjaté
hetimit administrativ?’, ka deklaruar se [...]Nga pérfagésuesi i shogérisé jam sgaruar se ...ka
pranuar kérkesén gé punimet e brendshme té kryheshin nga znj. *** *** dhe mé pas kéto
punime jané vlerésuar rreth 10.000 euro, vleré e cila éshté paguar nga znj. *** *** né arkén
e shogérisé. Mé pas kjo vleré éshté zbritur nga vlera totale né kontratén e sipérmarjes. Vlera
e ndryshuar éshté reflektuar mé pas né kontratén e shitjes duke vendosur vlerén e shitjes
6.341.775 leké. Pra, nga vlera totale éshté zbritur shuma 10.000 euro?(...], duke pércjellé dhe
kopje té situacion punimesh me objekt: “Punime shtesé dhe mobilim apartamenti me vleré
totale 2.480.940 leké dhe mandat pagesé dt. **.10.2009 me vleré totale 18.000 euro arkétuar
nga znj. *** ***” me pérshkrim “parapagim pér punime shtesé dhe mobilim apartamenti nr.
** né objektin me leje ndértimi nr.*** dt. **.6.2006 "

12.5 Né lidhje me pagesén e ¢mimit t€ blerjes sé kétij apartamenti, né rubrikén “T€ dhéna
konfidenciale” té D-Vetting, subjekti ka deklaruar [...]JLidhur me apartamentin e shitur né
vlerén 85.000 euro, sqaroj se éshté bleré né vlerén 61.800 euro, ku né daté **.6.2008 jané
paguar 34.000 euro, si burim nga *** *** (babai i bashkéshortes) dhuraté pér *** ***
(bashkéshortja), sipas aktit noterial nr. *** rep/*** kol, daté **.10.2009. Burimi i shumés sé
dhuruar éshté nga puna e tij né Greqi, gé né vitin 1999, vértetuar kjo nga vizat ndér vite, me
leje pune me nr.*** daté **.8.2003, si dhe dokumentet e dorézuara né organet tatimore né
Greqi, qé provojné té ardhurat mujorel[...].

12.6 NEé pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 3 t& Komisionit, subjekti ka pércjellé kopje té kontratés sé
shitjes té pasurisé apartament banimi me rezervé nr. *** rep, nr. *** kol, daté **6.2008, lidhur

27 Pyetésori nr.2 i Komisionit.

28 Nga aktet né dosje ka rezultuar shkresé dt.**.10.2009, nga shoqéria “***” sh.p.k. sipas sé cilés [...]Pér apartamentin e
porositur nga *** *** gshté detyrim i kompanisé “***” shpk qé té dorézojé té pérfunduar apartamentin e porositur prej ***
*** pér llogari té *** *** ng cilésiné e pronarit té truallit, detyrim gé rrjedh né zbatim té kontratés nr. ***/*** dt. ** 42007
té nénshkruar nga administratori dhe ortaku i vetém i shogérisé dhe nga *** *** né cilésiné e ofrimit té truallit pér ndértim

[-].
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mes *** *** dhe shtetasit ***. ***_ pér shitjen me rezervé té apartamentit t& banimit ***, né
total me njé sipérfage 103 m?,2° ku citohet se késti i paré prej 34.000 euro, éshté paguar né
prezenceé té noteres, ndérsa késti i dyté dhe i fundit prej 27.800 euro do té likuidohet népérmjet
kredisé bankare gé pala blerése do té& marré pér kété géllim.

12.7 Bazuar né sa mé sipér, Komisioni ka pérfshiré né analizén financiare té kryer gmimin e
blerjes sé apartamentit prej 61.800 euro sipas kontratés sé porosisé té datés **.6.2008, duke
I shtuar vlerén prej 18.000 euro pér punimet shtesé sipas mandat pagesés dt. **.10.2009, njé
vleré total 79.800 euro®.

12.8 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar: “Dhuraté nga babai i bashkéshortes 40.000 euro me
deklaraté noteriale nr. ***/*** dt. ** 10.2009” dhe mospérputhjen me deklarimin né D-
Vetting, né pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2 t&¢ Komisionit, subjekti ka deklaruar [...]Si¢ éshté
deklaruar nga ana ime, dhurata nga shtetasi *** *** @&shté né vlerén 40.000 euro, kjo e
konfirmuar me deklaratén noteriale nr. *** rep, nr. *** kol, dt. **.10.2009, notere ***, ***
Nga vlera totale e dhuruar prej 40.000 Euro éshté pérdor si burim vlera 34.000 euro né daté
** 06.2008 pér pagesén e pérshkruar né kontratén e shitjes me rezervé nr. *** rep dhe nr. ***
kol, daté **.06.2008 e lidhur nga znj. *** *** me z, *** *** Ndérsa pjesa tjetér prej 6.000
Euro éshté pérdor mé vong, po pér té njéjtén banesé pér mbylljen e té gjithé detyrimeve té kétij
apartamenti[...].

12.9 Né analizé té burimeve té ligjshme té té ardhurave té personit tjetér té lidhur, z. ***, ***
Komisioni kreu analizén financiare pér periudhén 2003-shkurt 2008, nga ku, ka konstatuar se:
[...]Duket se, z. *** *** _ rezulton se ka pamundési né vlerén 8.499 euro ose rreth 1.046.938
leké, pér té dhéné me té ardhura té ligjshme vlerén 40.000 euro, bashkéshortes sé subjektit[...].

12.10 Lidhur me burimin tjetér: “Hua sipas kontratés nr.***/*** rep/kol dt.**.9.2005, vlera
23.000 usd marré nga *** *** (kunati)”. Nga hetimi ka rezultuar se né DV-2010, bashkéshortja
e subjektit ka deklaruar: “Hua né shumén 23.000 usd, pér blerje banese, sipas kontratés
nr.***[*** datg **,09.2005. Shuma e shlyer nga deklarimi i méparshém 11.500 usd. E shlyer
totalisht.” N& té njéjtén deklaraté ajo ka deklaruar: “Nga té ardhurat e pagés sé mésipérme jané
kursyer njé shumé prej 500.000 leké, ndérsa njé shumé prej 200.000 leké dhe depozita e
bashkéshortit prej 7.000 euro kané shérbyer pér shlyerjen e huasé sé mbetur né shumén 11.500
dollaré”.

12.11 Né pérgjigje té pyetésorit standard, subjekti ka deklaruar se [...]né fakt kjo vleré ka burim
té ardhurat né shtetin anglez té shtetasit ***. ***_ (bashkéjetuesi i mbesés). Ata kané réné
dakort qé huaja té formalizohej me kontraté huaje nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.09.2005
me shtetasin ***, ***_V/era e huasé éshté marré né cash 4.000 usd né gusht té vitit 2003 dhe
vlera 15.296 euro né muajin tetor 2005 népérmjet *** Bank®[...].

12.12 Nga verifikimi i lévizjeve té llogarisé sé subjektit prané *** bank, rezulton se né daté
** 10.2005 ka mbérritur transferta ndérkombétare me vleré 15.296,4 euro, pér té cilén subjektit

2% Me sipérfage 91 m?, me sipérfage shkalle 8,9 m? dhe me sipérfage té ambienteve té shérbimit 3,1 m?,

30 pasi nuk u provua gjaté hetimit se diferenca e gmimit vjen nga kryerja e punimeve shtesé nga bashkéshortja e subjektit dhe
se shogéria ka shlyer shtetasin *** *** pér diferencén e vlerés prej 10.000 euro

31 Trajtimi i shumés 4.000 usd cash éshté béré me pasuriné e paré, apartament né r. “*** ***”_ pagj kjo shumé éshté deklaruar
si burim pér pagesén e késaj pasurie.
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ka pércjellé shkresé pérgjigje nga *** Bank sh.a. dhe ka deklaruar ndér té tjera se [...]Duke j 'u
referuar té dhénave té gjendura né sistemin e bankés, si dhe lévizjes sé llogarisé bankare me
nr. *** rezulton se né datén **.10.2005 né kété llogari éshté kredituar njé transferté
ndérkombétare né emérin tim, me urdhérues Mr. *** *** né vlerén 15.296,4 Eurol...].

12.13 Pér sa mé sipér, Komisioni i kaloi barrén e provés subjektit né lidhje me: [...]
pamundésiné financiare pér blerjen e apartamentit té ndodhur né rr. “*** ***”  Tirané,
rezultuar nga analiza financiare né shumén — 4.065.392 leké dhe mbi diferencén né shumén
totale té burimeve té deklaruara prej bashkéshortes, né vlerén 55.296,58 euro, me vlerén e
¢mimit té blerjes sé apartamentit, né shumén 61.800 euro. Gjithashtu, i kérkoi shpjegime pér
arsyen e marrjes sé huas prej 23.000 usd nga bashkéshortja dhe subjekti né vitin 2005, ku nga
hetimi rezultoi se kontrata e shitjes me rezervé pér apartamentin e ndodhur né rr. “*** ***»
éshté lidhur né vitin 2008 dhe po né té njéjtin vit ka nisur edhe shlyerja e késaj huaje. Subjekti
duhet té japé shpjegime edhe pér vlerén e transferuar nga shtetasi ***.*** né llogariné e tij
mbi géllimin e transfertés dhe ményrén e pérdorimit té saj [...].

12.14 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né pérgjigje té barrés sé provés, ndér té tjera ka pretenduar
pérshirjen e shumés 49.000 euro né analizén financiare si burim pér krijimin e késaj pasurie
dhe mobilimit té saj, si dhurim nga z. ***.***_(40.000 euro + 9.000 euro), pasi sikundér ka
rezultuar nga hetimi administrativ i Komisionit, né llogariné e subjektit prané *** Bank daté
** 3.2009 ka rezultuar se éshté kredituar dhe transferta né shumén 9.000 euro nga shtetasi
*xk Fxk, shumé e cila pretendohet se éshte dhuruar nga i ati i bashkéshortes *** ***,
transferuar nga llogaria bankare e shtetasit *** ***,

12.15 Pas vlerésimit té prapésimeve dhe akteve té véna né dispozicion nga subjekti, Komisioni,
lidhur me kété pasuri ka vlerésuar se:

12.15.1 [...].Lidhur me burimet e huadhénésit, shtetasit ***.***, Komisioni ¢gmoi se analiza
financiare pér blerjen e apartamentit né rr. “*** ***” prej bashkéshortes sé tij, duhet té
rishikohet duke u pérfshiré edhe té ardhurat e pérfituara prej tij nga pensioni dhe té ardhura
té tjera. | ati i bashkéshortes sé subjektit ka pasur mundési té krijojé me burime té ligjshme
shumén e dhuruar prej 40.000 euro. Ndérsa né lidhje me vlerén e transfertés né llogariné e
subjektit prané *** Bank, né datén **.3.2009, nga dérguesi ***.***  Komisioni vlerésoi se
pér kété vleré éshté arritur elementi i provueshmérisé, por Komisioni ¢gmon se nuk do té
pérfshihet si burim pér krijimin e apartamentit, pasi subjekti nuk e ka deklaruar kété vleré as

né deklaratén Vetting dhe as né deklaratat periodike vjetore[...].

12.15.2 Né pérfundim, Komisioni, pasi ka vlerésuar se cmimi i blerjes sé kétij apartamenti
né analizén financiare do té konsiderohet né vlerén e pércaktuar né kontratén e shitjes prej
61.800 euro®, vlerésoi se subjekti éshté né pamundési financiare pér blerjen e apartamentit né
IT. “*** %% me 8 ardhura té ligjshme né shumén - 6.504 euro ose rreth - 892.099 leké&,

32 Komisioni ka arsyetuar se: 26.19 Komisioni vlerésoi se duke u mbéshtetur né praktikén e tij analiza financiare duhet
pérditésuar, duke pérfshiré si cmim blerjeje pér apartamentin vlerén e pércaktuar né kontratén e shitjes, me té cilén éshté béré
edhe regjistrimi i apartamentit prané zyrave té kadastrés. Gjithashtu, subjekti arriti té provojé me dokumentacion ligjor, né té
cilin pérfshihet deklarimi i té gjitha paléve, se vlera totale e kétij transaksioni (blerja e apartamentit) éshté né shumén 61.800
euro dhe jo mé shumé.

33 Referohu prgrf. nr 26.20.12 e né vijim né vendimin e arsyetuar.
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12.16 Komisioneri Publik, pér sa mé sipér trajtuar, lidhur me pasuriné apartament banimi
ndodhur né Tirané me adres€ rruga “*** ***” n¢ zbatim té rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé&, ndan
vlerésim té ndryshém nga Komisioni, duke ¢cmuar se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk ka arritur té
provojé té kundértén e barrés sé provés, pér sa mé poshté trajtuar:

12.16.1 Fillimisht pérsa i pérket vlerés sé paguar pér pasuriné, konsideruar nga Komisioni né
analizé né vlerén 61.800 euro, vlerésohet se ky konkluzion i Komisionit gjendet i pagarté dhe
I pambéshtetur né aktet né dosje, pér sa kohé gé, nga hetimi administrativ dhe nga aktet e véna
né dispozicion nga veté subjekti i rivlerésimit, ka rezultuar se pér kété pasuri éshté paguar té
paktén shuma prej 61.800 euro sipas kontratés sé shitjes me rezervé nr. ***/*** t& datés
** 6.2008, plus shuma prej 18.000 euro sipas preventivit dhe mandat-arkétimit té datés
** 10.2009. Pér mé tepér, mbeti e paprovuar se diferenca né ¢mim ka ardhur si rezultat i
punimeve shtesé té kryera me kérkesé té bashkéshortes sé subjektit. Gjithashtu, cmimi prej
61.800 euro rezulton i deklaruar nga subjekti dhe personi i lidhur me té, né Deklaratén e
Interesave Private para Fillimit té Detyrés té vitit 2009 dhe até Vetting, pa detajuar kostot dhe
pa pérmendur diferencén prej 8.000 euro té pretenduar pér mobilimin.,

12.16.2 Né vlerésimin e Komisionerit Publik, vlera prej 61.800 euro sé bashku me shumén prej
18.000 euro, duhet té konsiderohen si kosto totale e apartamentit né analizén e kryer pér
periudhén deri né datén e dorézimin té deklaratés daté **.12.2009.

12.16.3 Lidhur me mundésiné e dhuruesit, shtetasit *** ***_ pér té krijuar me burime té
ligjshme shumén e deklaruar té dhuruar prej 40.000 euro, Komisioneri Publik né vlerésim té
pretendimeve dhe akteve té depozituara nga subjekti (vetém pas kalimit té barrés sé proveés),
vleréson se pér efekt té kétij progesi, duhet té merren né konsideraté té ardhurat nga pensioni i
*xx xxx yetém pér periudhén 2003-Mars 200834, pasi té ardhurat e tjera pérpara késaj periudhe
jané té mjaftueshme pér té mbuluar shpenzimet e jetésés. Megjithaté, kéto té ardhura nuk
pérmbysin balancén negative té konstatuar nga Komisioni pér personin tjetér té lidhur®

*kk kk*k

12.16.4 Lidhur me mundésiné e huadhénésit, shtetasit ***, ***_pér té krijuar me burime té
ligjshme shumén prej 23.000 usd, Komisioneri Publik né vlerésim té pretendimeve dhe akteve
té depozituara nga subjekti, konstaton deklarime kontradiktore, pasi sikundér ka rezultuar nga
hetimi administrativ né llogariné bankare té subjektit prané *** Bank, provohet vetém
transferta e shumés 15.296 euro né daté **.10.2005, me urdhérues ***.***  Ndérkohé kontrata
e huasé, e datés **.9.2005, nénshkruar ndérmjet bashkéshortes sé subjektit dhe shtetasit ***.
***_ referon se bashkéshortja e subjektit ka marré shumén e dhéné hua prej 23.000 usd, ndérsa
né Deklaratén Noteriale té datés **.8.2019, huadhénési *** ***_deklaron se ka transferuar
shumén e huasé né daté **.5.2005.

34 T& llogaritura né masén rreth 585.512 leké (ose 4.778 euro).

35 Shuma tjetér prej 9.000 euro transferuar (5.3.2009) né llogariné e subjektit prané *** Bank nga *** ***_(bashkéshorti i
motrés sé *** *** ) nga Greqia dhe pretenduar nga subjekti né parashtrimet pérfundimtare si dhuraté nga ***.***_ (babai i
bashkéshortes) dhe e pérdorur pér financimin e punimeve shtesé/mobilimin e apartamentit né vitin 2009%, edhe pse provohet
me transaksionin bankar, né vlerésimin e Komisionerit Publik, ashtu sikurse konstatuar dhe nga Komisioni, nuk mund té jeté
pjesé e burimeve té krijimit té pasurisé, pér sa kohé qé nuk rezulton e deklaruar si e tillé nga subjekti né asnjé nga deklaratat
periodike vjetore, apo né até vetting dhe as né deklaratén noteriale t& huasé nr. ***/*** t& datés **.10.2009 t& shtetasit ***,***,
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12.16.5 Nga verifikimi i Iévizjeve té llogarive bankare, ka rezultuar se bashkéshortja e subjektit
ka depozituar né cash né llogariné e saj né daté **.8.2005 shumén 22.600 usd (térhequr mé pas
né dt **.9.2005 dhe **.10.2005), shumé e cila gjithashtu deklarohet nga subjekti se jané té
ardhura té shtetasit ***.***_ |&né né ruajtje bashkéshortes sé subjektit. Kjo shumé, deklarohet
se i éshté dhéné véllait tjetér, ***.*** pér nevojat familjare dhe né vitin 2010 pretendohet se i
éshté kthyer shtetasit ***. *** nga ***,  *** dhe deklarohet nga subjekti si pjesé e huasé
pérdorur pér apartamentin né rrugén “*** *** nasuri gé do té trajtohet né vijim.

12.16.6 Deklarimet si mé sipér té subjektit, mbeten né nivel deklarativ dhe jo bindése, pasi
duket se subjekti pérpiget té justifikojé krijimin e pasurive té tij me té ardhurat e *** ***
ndérkohé gé nga aktet rezulton se bashkéshortja e subjektit ka pasur né dispozicion né llogariné
e saj bankare shumén prej 22.600 usd po té shtetasit ***.***, né momentin e marrjes sé huasé.
Né kéto rrethana, duket se shuma prej 22.600 usd ka si burim fonde té veté subjektit té
rivlerésimit®.

12.16.7 Lidhur me shlyerjen e huas prej 23.000 usd, né Deklarimin Para Fillimit té Detyrés té
vitit 2009, deklarohet se detyrimi i mbetur ndaj ***. ***, éshté né shumén 11.500 usd, ndérsa
né DV-2010 deklarohet “pakésuar depozita né shumén 7.000 euro, né llogariné rrjedhése
prané *** Bank...duke e pérdorur pér pagesén e huasé sé bashkéshortes”.

12.16.8 Nga verifikimi i llogarisé sé subjektit prané *** konstatohet se kjo depozité vjen nga
kreditimi i shumés 9.962 euro né maj 2009, nga *** *** me pérshkrimin “Dhénie huaje”, €
cila nuk rezulton e deklaruar si detyrim né DV-2009. Kjo shumé rezulton se investohet nga
subjekti né depozité deri né vitin 2010. Komisioneri Publik vleréson se, megenése gjaté hetimit
administrativ né Komision nuk u provuan burimet e ligjshme té ****** _ sikundér do té
analizohet dhe né vijim, pér té dhéné kété hua, rrjedhimisht térheqja e depozités né vitin 2010,
pér efekt té kétij progesi nuk mund té konsiderohet si burim né kété vit pér shlyerjen e huasé té
marré nga ***, ***

12.16.9 Edhe né kéteé rast, gjaté hetimit administrativ, subjekti ka pretenduar se edhe kjo shumé
ka si burim té ardhurat e shtetasit ***, ***_dhe nuk éshté deklaruar né deklaratén e parg, pasi
shlyerja éshté béré pérpara se té dorézohej deklarata para fillimit té detyrés té 2009%7.

12.16.10 Deklarimet e subjektit edhe lidhur me kéto transaksione mbeten né nivel
deklarativ®® dhe nuk duket se kjo shumg, ka si burim té ardhurat e ***, ****_ pgr sa kohé qé
transferta ka ardhur nga *** ***

12.17 Pér gjithé sa trajtuar, né lidhje me pasuring, apartament né rr. “*** ***” Komisioneri
Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé, vleréson se nga analiza financiare, rezulton
pamjaftueshméri e burimeve té ligjshme té subjektit té rivlerésimit dhe personave té lidhur me
té e té tjeré té lidhur me té&, pér té mbuluar shpenzimet, kursimet dhe investimet né pasuri té

36 Kjo shumé e térhequr nga llogaria bankare né vitin 2005 nuk rezulton té jeté deklaruar/gartésuar nga subjekti si burim pér
krijimin e ndonjé pasurie tjetér.

37 Nuk rezulton gé Komisioni kété shumé ta keté pérfshiré né analizén financiare té subjektit té rivlerésimit, as pérfitimi dhe
as shlyerja e késaj huaje, megenése sipas subjektit kjo shumé ishte shlyer brenda vitit.

38 Komisioni gjithashtu ka marré né konsideraté edhe pretendimet e subjektit lidhur me shpenzimet e udhétimit né vitin 2009,
pretendimet mbi mbulimin e kostove té udhétimit té bashkéshortes né datat **-** shkurt 2009, té cilat vlerésojmé se nuk
provohen me dokumenta justifikues. Pérsa i pérket udhétimit té dates **-**.8.2009, bazuar né aktet e paragitura nga subjekti,
vlerésojmé se kéto kosto duhen pérfshiré né analizén financiara bazuar né jurispudencén e Kolegjit vendim (JR) nr. 11/2019.
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luajtshme e té paluajtshme®. Deklarimet e subjektit vlerésohen kontradiktore edhe lidhur me
dhurimin e shumés 9.000 euro nga babai i bashkéshortes, shumé gé rezultoi e transferuar nga
*xx *xk e padeklaruar mé paré nga subjekti dhe pér té cilén subjekti, vetém né pérfundim té
hetimit administrativ, pretendoi se vinte nga té ardhurat e babait té bashkéshortes®, Né
pérfundim pér kété pasuri, Komisioneri Publik vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit ka kryer
deklarim té pasakté dhe té pamjaftueshém, duke u ndodhur né kushtet e nenit 61 pika 3 e ligjit
nr. 84/2016 dhe nenit D té aneksit té Kushtetutés.

13. Pasuria Garazh me adresé né rrugén «*** ***»

13.1  NEé deklaratén para fillimit té detyrés, té vitit 2009, subjekti ka deklaruar: “Garazh, me
dy vende parkimi nr.** dhe nr.**, me sipérfage 35 m? né Rrugén “*** ***” pallat i ndértuar
nga shogéria “***”, kontrata nr.*** Rep, Dhe *** Kol daté **.11.2009, vlera 14 000 euro,
pjesa takuese 100%”. ASHK nuk konfirmon pasuriné né emér té subjektit dhe/ose
bashkéshortes me kéto té dhéna.

13.2  NEé pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 1 t&¢ Komisionit, subjekti ka deklaruar se: “Me kontratén
*** Rep dhe Nr.*** Kol, daté **.9.2019 éshté zgjidhur né ményré vullnetare Kontrata e
Sipérmarrjes me numér ** Rep dhe Nr *** Kol daté **.11.2009, pér dy vende parkimi né
vlerén 14.000 euro duke i rikthyer palét né gjendjen e méparshme. Kjo vleré éshté kthyer
népérmijet bankés né llogariné time né *** Bank, vlera 13.950 Euro dhe vlera 50 euro Cash.”

13.3  NEé lidhje me arsyen e revokimit té kontratés sé sipérmarrjes daté **.11.2009 dhe kthimi
I Sé njéjtés vleré 14.000 euro, sa ka gené edhe vlera e porosisé pér pasuring, edhe pasi e ka
pérdorur pér rreth 10 vijet, subjekti ka dnhéné pérgjigje pyetésorit numér 2 té Komisionit*.

13.4  *** pank* konfirmon se né dt.**.09.2019 subjektit i ka kaluar shuma 13.948,8 euro
me pérshkrim “Kalim sipas akt marrveshjes nr *** rep dhe nr *** kol dt **.09.19 per zgjidhjen
e kontratés nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol dt. **.717.09” nga llogaria e noteres ***, ***_

39 Referuar dhe rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sg, pamjaftueshméria financiare e akumuluar pér periudhén 2006-2009 do té rezultonté
né vlerén prej — 6.632.151 lek&, marré né konsideraté né mesin e burimeve té ligjshme té krijimit té pasurive vetém shumén
15.296 euro, si dhe mundésisé financiare té huadhénésit *** *** pér t& dhuruar shumén deri né 36.280 euro, sipas mundésisé
sé kursimit té analizuar mé sipér.

40 Edhe né njé vlerésim tejet garantist té situatés sé subjektit, megjithése deklarimet e tij duken té pagarta dhe kontradiktore
lidhur me kété pasuri, ashtu sikundér konstatuar dhe nga Komisioni, dhe né variantin e pérllogaritjes sé shpenzimeve pér kété
pasuri sipas pretendimeve té subjektit, pérséri do té rezultonte pamjaftueshméri e burimeve té ligjshme té tij pér krijimin e
késaj pasurie.

41 “Né lidhje me kété pyetje uné i jam drejtuar me njé kérkesé pér informacion shogérisé “***” sh.p.k. Pérfagésuesi i késaj
shoqérie mé éshté pérgjigjur, duke arsyetuar se: Revokimi i kontratés sé sipérmarrjes nr. ***/***[rep/kol, daté **.11.2009, pér
njé Garazh, né Rrugén “*** ***> Pallati *** me dy vendparkime (nr. **, **), me sipérfage 35m?, né katin (-2), shkalla **,
ka ndodhur sipas kérkesés tuaj. Zona ku ndodhen kéto vendparkime, pavarésisht rritjes sé vlerés sé tregut té pasurive té
paluajtshme nuk kishte kérkesa pér garazhe. Zona éshté e varfér dhe qytetarét blejné vetém banesé, jo parkime. Aktualisht
shumica e parkimeve jané né pronési té shoqgérisé. Duke gené se garazhi im, ndodhej né katin -2 dhe shoqérisé i shérbente pér
ta shfrytézuar té gjithé sé bashku, né marréshje u dakortésuam qé té té mé kthente té njéjtén vleré. Theksoj, se uné garazhin e
kam pérdorur nga muaji Korrik i vitit 2010 deri né muajin Janar 2017, kohé kur uné kam I&vizur nga ajo zoné dhe kam ardhur
té€ banoj né rrugén ‘“*** ***”_ Pag largimit nga ajo zoné, kisha véné né shitje apartamentin dhe garazhin. Pér apartamentin
kishte kérkesa dhe éshté shitur, ndérsa pér garazhin nuk kishte kérkesa. Duke gené se nga Janari i vitit 2017, nuk munda ta
shes, kam biseduar me administratorin e shoqérisé “***” sh.p.k, i cili mé ofroi mundésiné e revokimit t€ kontratés sé
sipérmarrjes, duke mé kthyer vierén qé i kisha dhéné dhe ai té merrte garazhin. Kjo zgjidhje na shérbente té dy paléve, pasi
uné shisja garazhin ndérsa, ai né katin — 2, kishte shumé garazhe té pashitura dhe i pérdorte té gjithé me gira ditore dhe mujore.
42 Shkresa *** bank sha nr. ***/** prot dt. **.03.2021, nr. **/* prot. dt. **.11.2022 dhe shkrese ***/* prot dt. **.09.2023.
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13.5 Lidhur me burimin e ligjshém pér blerjen e kétyre pasurive né vitin 2009, nga verifikimi
i akteve ka rezultuar se subjekti ka deklaruar si burim, té ardhura nga puna ndér vite sé bashku
me bashkéshorten.

13.6  Nga analiza financiare e Komisionit ka rezultuar se [...]Jduket se subjekti i rivlerésimit
ka pamundési né krijimin e pasurisé me té ardhura té ligjshme né vlerén totale té saj prej -
14.000 euro ose rreth — 1.920.380 leké[...], rezultat pér té cilin bazuar né nenin 52 té ligjit nr.
84/2016 dhe nenin D té Aneksit té Kushtetutés, subjektit i ka kaluar barra e provés, me géllim
gé té paragesé shpjegime apo prova té tjera pér té provuar té kundértén e hetimit.

13.7 Pas vlerésimit té shpjegimeve dhe akteve té véna né dispozicion nga subjekti né
pérgjigje té barrés sé provés*, Komisioni ka vlerésuar se né analizén financiare pérfundimtare,
rezulton se subjekti i rivlerésimit éshté né pamundési té kryerjes sé pagesés sé blerjes sé
garazheve me té ardhura té ligjshme né shumén (-1.677.880 leké ose rreth -12.232 euro) 4.

13.8  Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sg, si dhe veté konkluzionet e
Komisionit, vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit ka béré deklarim té pasakté dhe té
pamjaftueshém, lidhur me kéto pasuri, referuar neni 61 pika 3 e ligjit nr. 84/2016, si dhe
rezulton me njé mungesé té burimeve financiare té ligjshme né njé diferencé té
konsiderueshme, paré kjo né raport dhe me gjetjet e tjera té kontrollit té pasurisé*. Pér sa
trajtuar dhe mé sipér, mbi pamjaftueshmériné e burimeve té ligjshme pér krijimin e pasurive té
deklaruara né deklaratén e vitit 2009, vlerésohet se pamjaftueshméria financiare pér pasuriné
“garazh” ndodhur né rrugén “*** *** shkon pértej asaj té vlerésuar nga Komisioni, né vlerén
e ploté té blerjes sé tyre.

14. Pasuria Apartament me sip. 96,5 m? me adresé nNé rrugeén «**=* xx*»

14.1 Né D.- Vetting subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar: Apartament me sip. 96,5 m? me
adres€ né rr. “xFF* *FFX? H * gp ** rregjistruar né z.k. *** me nr. */***+*-** yol ** fage *,
kontraté porosie nr. ***/*** daté *.9.2015 dhe kontraté shitje nr. ***/*** daté ** 10.2016.
Paguar me késte: daté *.9.2015 — 40.000 euro, daté *.3.2019 — 39.952 euro, daté **.10.2016
dhe **,10.2016 — 22.840 euro. Burim krijimi: (i) llogari kursimi né emér té bashkéshortes prané
*** Bank krijuar me té ardhura ndér vite; (ii) hua nga ***. *** akti noterial ***/*** daté
**9.2016 (e shlyer totalisht me té ardhurat nga shitja e shtépisé); (iii) kursime ndér vite té
deklaruara para datés **.12.2014; (iv) shitja e apartamentit me sip. 89,95 m? me nr. */***+*-
** né adres€ Rruga “*** ***” H. * ap.** Tirang, sipas kontratés nr. ***/*** daté **.10.2016
me vleré 85.000 euro. Vlera: 12.720.000 leké. Pjesa takuese: 50%.

14.1.1 NEé té njéjtén deklaraté, subjekti ka deklaruar: Shpenzime pér mobilimin e apartamentit
me sip. 96,5 m?, me adresé né Rrugén “*** ***” 'me burim: Hua nga *** *** akti noterial nr.
*xx[xE* daté **.9.2016 (shlyer totalisht me té ardhurat nga shitja e shtépisé), kursime ndér
vite deklaruar para datés **.12.2014 dhe nga shitja e apartamentit né vlerén 85.000 euro. Vlera:
11.000 euro. Pjesa takuese: 50%.

43 Referohu gjerésisht prapésimeve té subjektit té riviérésimit dhe akteve té depozituara.
4 Prgr. 27.8 i vendimit té arsyetuar.
4 Referohu fq. 18 té rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé.
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14.2  Né DV-2015, subjekti ka deklaruar: Apartament banimi, tipi * objekti **, kati i *** me
sip. 105,5 m?...me adresé Rruga “*** ***»_Kontraté porosie nr. ***/*** daté *.9.2015 me
shogéring “***” sh.p.k. Vlera: 92.480 euro. N¢ castin e lidhjes s€ kontratés paguar 40.000 euro.
Burimi: (i) 2.682.923 leké llogari kursimi né emér té *** ***: (jj) 5.000 dollaré hua nga ***
***: (ii1) 1.010.000 leké + 5.000 euro pakésuar cash, né banesé para datés **.12.2014; (iv)
994,25 dollaré térhequr mé daté **.2.2015 nga llogaria prané *** A.Shehu; (v) 1.600 usd cash
té ardhura Kroaci; (vi) teprica kursime té vitit 2015 té konvertuara 1.622 euro.

14.3 N& DV - 2016 subjekti i rivlerésimit ka deklaruar: Apartament, me sipérfage 96,50 m?,
me adresé né Rrugén “*** ***” hyrja *, Apartamenti **, rregjistruar né ZK *** me numér
*[FHRkpx kx| ** fage *, Kontraté Shitje nr.*** Rep dhe Nr. *** Kol daté **.10.2016. Vlera:
12.720.000 leké. Burimi: (i) llogari kursimi né emér té *** ***: (jj) Hua nga *** *** 1.010.000
leké akti noterial nr.*** rep. dhe nr *** kol. daté **.9.2016 (e shlyer totalisht me té ardhurat
nga shitja e shtépisé); (iii) kursime ndér vite té deklaruara para datés **.12.2014; (iv) Shitja e
apartamentit me sipérfage 89,95 m? me nUMEr **/***+*-** ng adresé rruga “*** ***” hyrja
*, ap. **, sipas kontratés nr. *** rep. dhe nr. *** kol. daté **.10.2016 né vlerén 85.000 euro.

14.3.1 Né té njéjtén deklaraté subjekti ka deklaruar shpenzime mobilimi né vlerén 11.000
euro me burim: (i) Hua nga **. ***_ akti noterial nr.*** rep. dhe nr. *** kol., daté **.9.2016
(e shlyer totalisht me té ardhurat nga shitja e shtépisé); (ii) kursime ndér vite té deklaruara para
datés **.12.2014 nga uné dhe bashkéshortja; si dhe (iii) nga shitja e apartamentit né vlerén
85.000 euro.

14.4  ASHK, Drejtoria Vendore Tirané Jug, me shkresén nr. ***/** prot. dt. **.04.2021 dhe
shkresén nr. ***/** prot. dt. **.11.2023, konfirmon se subjekti i rivlerésimit dhe bashkéshortja
e tij, kané né bashképronési pasuriné apartament me sip. 96,5m? regjistruar né zonén kadastrale
xR me nr, *[*FFx+ER*yolumi **, fage *, t€ ndodhur né Rrugén “*** ***_regjistruar né dt.
** 10.2016, fituar nga kontraté shitje nr. ***/*** dt, ** 10.2016 me shumé té paguar prej
12.270.000 leke?’.

145 NE&é pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr. 2 té Komisionit, lidhur me pagesat e kryera pér kété
apartament, subjekti ka deklaruar [...]Si¢ kam deklaruar, pagesa e késtit té paré pér
apartamentin me sipérfage 96,5 m? né Rrugén “*** ***” hyrja *, Ap. ** Tirané éshté kryer
mé daté **.09.2015 né arkén e shogérisé “***” sh.p.k., kundrejt mandatit pérkatés té datés
**09.2015. Ndérsa késtet e tjera jané paguar népérmjet bankés. Né total vlera e paguar éshté
92.840 eurol...].

14.6  Lidhur me mospérputhjen e ¢cmimit té pasurisé, pasi vlera e pagesave té pérshkruara
prej subjektit rezulton né shumén 102.792 euro, ndérsa né deklaratén vetting vlera e pasurisé

46 paguar mé késte, daté *.9.2015, vlera 40.000 euro; daté *.3.2016 — vlera 39.952 Euro, daté **.10.2016 dhe **.10.2016,
vlera 22.840 euro.

47 Bashkélidhur pérgjigjes, pércillet kontraté shitje e pasurisé sé paluajtshme nr. *** rep/*** kol, dt. **.10.2016 lidhur midis
palés shitése shogéria “***” shpk dhe palé blerése Afrim dhe *** *** me ¢mim shitje, likuiduar me késte jashté zyrés noteriale,
sipas kontratés sé porosisé nr.*** rep/*** kol, dt. **.09.2015 né vlerén 92.840 euro ose ekuivalenti prej 12.720.000 leké; si
dhe kontraté porosie nr. *** rep/*** kol., daté **.9.2015, e cila konfirmon se bashkéshortja znj. *** *** ka porositur nga
shoqéria “***” sh.p.k apartamentin me sip. t& pérgjithshme 105,5 m?, nga e cila 96,5 m? sip. e brendshme éshté e
hipotekueshme dhe sipérfage funksionale/pérbashkét 9 m2. Cmimi total i apartamentit éshté 92.840 m2,
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éshté deklaruar né shumén 12.720.000 leké ose rreth 92,840 euro, subjekti e ka konsideruar até
si njé gabim material né deklarim?,

14.7  Komisioni ka analizuar secilin nga burimet e deklaruara nga subjekti pér blerjen e késaj
pasurie, analizé nga e cila ka rezultuar si mé poshté vijon:

14.8  Lidhur me burimin: Hua nga ***. ***  né DV-2015 subjekti ka deklaruar né rubrikén
e detyrimeve financiare: “5.000 usd, marré hua nga shtetasi ***, ***_né muajin shtator 2015
pér blerjen e banesés sé porositur, nr. *** rep dhe *** kol, dt. **.09.2015, me shogériné “***”
shpk.”

14.9 Né DV-2016 subjekti deklaron: “Hua nga z. ***, *** né vlerén 40.000 euro dhe 5.000
usd, me aktin noterial nr.***/***/rep/kol, daté **.9.2016, (shlyer totalisht me té ardhurat nga
shitja e apartamentit né *** ***),

14.10 Subjekti ka bashkélidhur kontraté huaje nr. ***/*** daté **9.2016, sipas sé cilés
shtetasi ***, ***_i ka dhéné né formé huaje subjektit té rivlerésimit, z. Afrim Shehu njé shumé
prej 40.000 euro dhe 5.000 usd respektivisht: né muajin gusht 2015 shumén prej 5.000 usd, e
cila éshté dhéné cash, dhe 40.000 euro né muajin mars té vitit 2016, kaluar népérmjet bankés.
Né kontrataté parashikohet se shumat jané pérdorur pér blerjen e banesés sipas kontratés sé
Sipérmarrjes nr. ***/*** (dt ** 9 2015, sipas késteve té pérshkruara né kontraté. Huaja éshté
dhéné pa interes dhe afati i saj lidhet me shitjen e apartamentit ekzistues sipas certifikatés sé
Pronésisé, zk *** me nr.pasurie */***+*-** yol. ** fg.** me sip. 89,95 m? né adresén rruga
xkx xAx ap.10, né pronési t€ Afrim dhe *** ***,

14.11 Nga hetimi i Komisionit ka rezultuar se, referuar pasqyrés sé lévizjeve té llogarisé
bankare prané ***, shuma e cila éshté pérdorur si burim pér dhénien e huasé subjektit, éshté
depozituar né daté **.01.2010 nga shtetasi ***. ***, né cash né llogariné e tij, né vlerén 70.000
euro dhe éshté mbajtur si depozité kursimi deri né datén e realizimit té transfertés/huasé 40.000
euro, **.3.2016, drejt llogarisé sé subjektit, me pérshkrim "huadhénie pér blerje shtépie”.

14.12 Subjekti, gjaté hetimit administrativ, lidhur me burimin e ligjshém té huadhénésit, ka
deklaruar se [...]Nga biseda me shtetasin ***, *** mé¢ éshté konfirmuar se burimi i ligjshém i
vlerés 70.000 euro sé depozituar cash né daté **.01.2010 prané ***, jané té ardhurat ndér vite
nga puna e shtetasit ***, *** né Mbretériné e Bashkuar. Né plotésimin e késaj vlere jané dhe
késtet e shlyerjes se huasé sé marré nga bashkéshortja ime vlerén 23.000 usd, vlera 22.600 usd
e depozituar mé daté **.08.2005 nga *** *** e cila éshté térhequr né daté **.10.2005, si dhe
té ardhura té tjera té dérguara dhe sjellé nga shtetasi ***. ***_ Vlera prej 22.600 usd pasi
éshté térhequr mé daté **.10.2005 i éshté dhéné pér nevoja familjare shtetasit *** *** Kjo

8 Subjekti deklaron se[...]Né lidhje mospérputhjen me deklarimet né deklaratén vetting dhe vlerés sé pagesave té paguara né
total, shpjegoj se ka njé gabim material né formén se si jam shprehur né deklarim né lidhje me pagesén e késtit té dyté. Vlera
e sakté e paguar nga uné népérmjet bankés éshté 30.000 Euro, ndérkohé qé éshté deklaruar si e paguar né kété daté vlera
39.952 euro. Ky gabim né deklarim ka ndodhur pér shkak se gjaté hedhjes sé té dhénave né deklaraté, gabimisht nga ana ime
éshté vendosur vlera e kredituar nga shtetasi *** *** g4¢é jshte 39.952 Euro dhe jo viera e debituar shogérisé "***” sh.p.k, qé
éshté 30.000 Euro. Pra vlera e pagesave éshté: Késti i paré mé daté **.9.2015 shuma 40.000 euro me mandat arkétimi, késti
i dyté éshté mé daté **.3.2016 shuma 30.000 euro me banké me pérshkrimin “pagesé pér blerje shtépie bazuar né kontratén
e porosisé nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.09.2015 ", késti i treté éshté mé daté **.10.2016 vlera 20.000 Euro me banké
me pérshkrimin “pagesé pér blerje shtépie bazuar né kontratén e porosisé nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.09.2015” dhe
késti i fundit éshté mé daté **.10.2016 viera 2.840 Euro me pérshkrimin “Diferenca pér pérmbushjen e detyrimit blerje shtépie
bazuar né kontratén e porosisé nr. *** rep dhe nr. *** kol, daté **.09.2015". Té gjithé késtet sipas kontratés jané 40.000 +
30.000 + 20.000 +2.840 = 92.840 Euro[...].
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vleré mé pas i éshté dhéné shtetasit ***. ***_j cili e ka depozituar né bankén *** né daté
**,01.2010][...].

14.13 Nisur nga fakti se, referuar shpjegimeve té subjektit, sikundér trajtuar dhe mé sipér,
duket e pagarté arsyeja e transferimit té shumés 15.297 euro nga z. ***. *** né llogariné e
subjektit né *** bank né dt. **.10.2005, e cila éshté pérdorur si burim pér pagesat e
apartamentit n€ rrugén “*** ***” Lkur bashkéshortja e subjektit né dt. **.08.2005 (vetém 1.5
muaj pérpara) ka patur likuiditete té disponueshme né vilerén 22.600 usd, por té cilat pretendon
se ia ka dhéné shtetasit *** *** pér nevojat e tyre, Komisioni fillimisht nuk ka pérfshiré né
analizén financiare, vlerén e huasé prej 40.000 euro marré né vitin 2016, pasi ka vlerésuar se
gjaté hetimit nuk u arrit t€ provohej se vlera e mésipérme i éshté dhéné/transferuar shtetasit
*xk kxk nga shtetasi ***, ***

14.14 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar kursime ndér vite té deklaruara para datés **.12.2014,
subjekti, referuar procesverbalit té datés ** Janar 2016 ka deklaruar prané ILDKPKI-sé, se
gjendja e kursimeve cash deri né dt. **.12.2014 ka gené 1.010.000 leké. Gjendja cash prej
10.000 euro €shté shpenzuar pér mobilimin e shtépisé né rrugén “*** ***”_ diferenca prej
5.000 euro ka gené gjendje né 31.12.2014.

Né DV-2015, subjekti, si burim pér pagesén ¢ késtit té paré t€ apartamentit né rrugén “*** ***>
deklaron se ka shérbyer “Shuma 1.010.000 leké + 5.000 euro pakésuar CASH, n€ banes¢ para
datés **.12.2014”, ndérsa né deklaratén para fillimit t€ detyrés té vitit 2009 bashkéshortja ¢
subjektit deklaron “Gjendje cash né banesé 15.000 euro”.

14.15 Né lidhje me burimin e krijimit té gjendjes cash deri né vitin 2014, nga deklarimet
periodike vjetore, ka rezultuar se subjekti ka deklaruar kursime cash né vitet 2010; 2011 dhe
2014*. Nga analiza e Komisionit kané rezultuar me vleré pozitive vetém vitet 2011 dhe 2014,
pér kété arsye vlera e pérfshiré né analizg, si burim i ligjshém, éshté 890.000 leké. Ndérsa né
lidhje me shumén cash prej 5.000 euro e krijuar para fillimit té detyrés, Komisionit, duke i
rezultuar se analiza para fillimit té detyrés éshté me vleré negative, ka vlerésuar se subjekti nuk
ka patur mundési ta krijojé gjendjen cash prej 5.000 euro me té ardhura té ligjshme.

14.16 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar shuma 994,25 USD, térheqgje nga llogaria Afrim Shehu
*** pank dhe shuma 1.600 USD, cash té ardhura Kroaci. Né DV-2013 dhe né deklaratén e
pasurisé vetting, subjekti ka deklaruar: “Té¢ ardhura si lektor né Shkollén e Magjistraturés,
organizuar nga OPDAT, prané Ambasadés Amerikane. Vlera 994,13 USD depozituar né dt.
**05.2013”. Né DV-2015 dhe deklaratén Vetting subjekti ka deklaruar: “7¢ ardhura nga
trajnime né 4 faza, organizuar nga OPDAT, prané Ambasadés Amerikane, né Kroaci, né dt.
**,03.2015, **.06.2015, **.11.2015 dhe **.12.2015. Vlera 1.600 usd cash.”

14.17 Sa mé sipér, Komisioni nuk ka pérfshiré si té ardhura té ligjshme vlerén 994 usd,
térhequr nga subjekti né dt. **.02.2015, pasi ka vlerésuar se né seksion B té kontratés, éshté
specifikuar se pérgjegjésia pér pagesén e taksave dhe tatimeve pér shumén e pérfituar éshté e
subjektit té rivlerésimit dhe gjaté procesit nuk u arrit té provohej se jané shlyer detyrimet
tatimore pér kété vleré. Me té njéjtin arsyetim, Komisioni nuk ka pérfshiré dhe vlerat e
pérfituara gjaté vitit 2015 nga trajnimi i organizuar nga Departamenti i Shtetit i SHBA, né

49 120.000 leké deklaruar né DV-2010, 240.000 leké deklaruar né DV-2011 dhe 650.000 leké né DV-2014.
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vlerén 1.197 USD dhe 556 USD né vitin 2016. Lidhur me burimin kursime gjaté vitit 2015 té
konvertuara gjithsej 1.622 euro. Komisionit®, nga analiza e kryer pér vitin 2015, i ka rezultuar
se subjekti dhe personi i lidhur me té nuk kané patur mundési té krijojné kursime cash gjaté
vitit 2015 me té ardhura té ligjshme.

14.18 Lidhur me burimin té ardhura nga shitja e apartamentit ndodhur né rrugén *** ***
Tirané, né vlerén 85.000 euro, sikundér éshté trajtuar gjerésisht né shkaget e ankimit mé sipér,
Komisionit i ka rezultuar fillimisht pamjaftueshméri e burimeve té ligjshme né blerjen e késaj
pasurie .

14.19 Né pérfundim, pér sa arsyetuar mé sipér, pér pasuriné apartament té ndodhur né rrugén
‘okkx xxA - purimeve té krijimit té tij dhe mbulimin e kostove té deklaruara té mobilimit,
Komisioni i ka kaluar subjektit té rivlerésimit barrén e provés, bazuar né nenin 52 té ligjit nr.
84/2016, pasi né pérfundim té hetimit ka rezultuar se subjekti ka pamjaftueshméri financiare
pér pagesat pér késtet e apartamentit, né vlerén - 5.276.206 lekg>?.

14.20 Komisioni, pasi ka vlerésuar prapésimet dhe aktet e véna né dispozicion nga subjekti®?,
lidhur me kété pasuri, ka vlerésuar se [...]Né pérfundim té sa mé sipér trajtuar, pér pasuriné
apartament té ndodhur né rrugén “*** ***> nas pércjelljes sé shpjegimeve dhe gjaté seancés
dégjimore, subjekti arriti té pércjellé prova nga té cilat Komisioni vlerésoi se pamundésia
financiare éshté -10.139 euro ose -1.420.557 lek&>?[...].

14.21 Komisioneri Publik, pér sa mé sipér trajtuar, lidhur me burimet e ligjshme té pasurisé
apartament banimi ndodhur né€ Tirané me adresé€ rruga “*** ***” dhe t€ shumés sé deklaruar
pérdorur pér mobilimin e késaj pasurie né vlerén 11.000 euro, né zbatim té Rekomandimit té
ONM-sé, ndan vlerésim té ndryshém nga Komisioni, duke ¢muar se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk
ka arritur té provojé té kundértén e barrés sé provés, pasi:

14.21.1 Lidhur me mundésiné e huadhénésit, shtetasit ***. **, pér té krijuar me burime té
ligjshme shumén prej 40.000 euro + 5.000 dollaré, Komisionieri Publik, referuar akteve né
dosje dhe né zbatim té rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sg, vleréson se edhe pas kalimit té barrés sé
proveés, subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk arriti t€ provojé té kundértén, lidhur me huadhénésin dhe
burimet e ligjshme té tij. Nga verifikimi i akteve né dosje ka rezultuar se kontrata e huasé éshté
nénshkruar me shtetasin ***. ***, nga llogaria e t& cilit rezulton dhe transaksioni i huadhénies,
dhe pér rrjedhojé, bazuar né nenin 32, pika 4 té ligjit nr.84/2016, subjekti i rivlerésimit dhe
personat e tjeré té lidhur me té, té deklaruar né cilésiné e huadhénésit, kané detyrimin pér té
justifikuar ligjshmériné e burimit té krijimit té pasurive.

14.21.2 Gjaté hetimit administrativ, nga subjekti i rivlerésimit, sikundér dhe né rastet e tjera,
éshté pretenduar se burimi i shumave té marra hua (t€ shtetasit *** ***_apg *** ***)  jané
kryesisht té ardhurat nga punésimi i ***, *** dhe jo té ardhurat e huadhénésve. Referuar
pretendimeve té subjektit, po ashtu pjesé e depozités prej 70.000 euro né emer té *** *** ' nga
e cila éshté krijuar huaja prej 40.000 euro, éshté edhe kthimi i huasé sé vitit 2005, lidhur
ndérmjet bashkéshortes sé subjektit dhe shtetasit ***. *** | si dhe shuma 22.600 usd, e cila

%0 Referohu tabelés nr.13 tek Rezultatet e hetimit administrativ.

51 Detajuar né tabelén nr. 14 t& aktit: “Rezultate té hetimit administrativ”.

52 Referohu gjerésisht prapésimeve dhe provave té depozituara nga subjekti | rivlerésimit né pérgjigje té barrés sé provés.
53 Referohu prgrf. 26.27 i vendimit té arsyetuar.
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ndodhej né depozité té bashkéshortes dhe deklarohet nga subjekti se né vitin 2005 i &shté dhéné
véllait *** *** dhe bashkéshortes sé tij. Sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik vleréson se kéto
rrethana eventualisht mund té vlerésohen né raport me té dhéna té autoriteteve té inteligjencés
financiare té administruara né dosje té Komisionit.

14.21.3 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, edhe pas kalimit té barrés sé provés, nuk provoi burimet e
ligjshme té huadhénésit ***, ***_ pér té krijuar shumén e deklaruar té dhéné hua 40.000 euro
né rrugé bankare dhe 5.000 euro né cash. Bazuar né aktet e paragitura nga subjekti mbi té
ardhurat e shtetasit *** ***  té cilat jané né vlerat rreth 80.000-85.000 leké/muaj, vlerésohet
se ato jané té pamjaftueshme pér té mbuluar huané e dhéné dhe shpenzimet e tij té jetesés.

14.21.4 Pretendimet e subjektit mbi burimin e késaj huaje nga té ardhurat e shtetasit *** ***
nuk provohen as nga aktet né dosje, pasi nga verifikimi i lévizjeve né llogariné bankare té
shtetasit ***.***_ rezulton se vetém shuma prej rreth 28.905 paund éshté transferuar nga ***.
***_ te shtetasi ***.***, né njé llogari té ndryshme nga ajo prej ku éshté dhéné vlera e huasg,
gé gjithsesi pérkon me vitet 2011-2013, pas krijimit té depozités prej 70.000 euro. Po ashtu,
nga verifikimi i akteve né dosje nuk provohet as kthimi i késaj shume shtetasit ***. *** nga
shtetasi *** ***

14.21.5 Sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik , né zbatim té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé dhe né
mungese té akteve provuese vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk arriti té provojé té kundértén
e barrés sé provés, mbi ligjshmériné e té ardhurave té huadhénésit, shtetasit ***.***_ dhe
pretendimet e tij, se shuma e dhéné hua nga ky shtetas ka si burim té ardhurat e shtetasit ***.
***_Subjekti i rivlerésimit, nuk provoi té kundértén e barrés sé provés mbi burimet e ligjshme
té (i) pagesave té kryera né vitin 2015; (ii) burimet e ligjshme té& huadhénésit *** *** pér
pagesén e késtit té dyté né vitin 2016 né vleré 40.000 euro, referuar kérkesave té nenit 32 pika
4 e ligjit nr. 84/2016; si dhe (iii) burimeve té ligjshme pér shpenzimet e mobilimit deklaruar né
vlerén 10.000 euro, nisur nga pamjaftueshméria financiare e konstatuar pér Krijimin e
kursimeve né cash né vijim.

14.21.6 Lidhur me burimin e deklaruar té ardhura nga shitja e pasurisé, apartament ndodhur
né rrugén ‘“*** *** Komisioneri Publik, ka trajtuar né ményré té detajuar mé lart né kété
ankim problematikat e konstatuara dhe pamjaftueshmériné e burimeve té ligjshme qé ka
rezultuar pér blerjen e késaj pasurie pér té cilén subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk provoi burimet e
ligjshme té blerjes saj, e si rrjedhim dhe té ardhurat e realizuara nga shitja e késaj pasurie,
deklaruar si burimi kryesor pér blerjen e pasurisé apartament ndodhur né rrugén “*** ***
vlerésohet se nuk plotéson kushtet e parashikuara né nenin 61 pika 3 dhe 5 té aneksit té
Kushtetutés.

14.22  NE& konkluzion pér sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim t¢ Rekomandimit té
ONM-sg, vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit dhe personi i lidhur rezultojné me mungesé té
burimeve financiare té ligjshme pér krijimin e késaj pasurie, sipas pércaktimeve té nenit 33,
pika 5, germa “b” e ligjit nr. 84/2016 , duke u ndodhur pér rrjedhojé, né kushtet e nenit 61 pika
3 ligjit nr. 84/2016 dhe nenit D té aneksit té Kushtetutés.
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15 Lidhur me zéra té tjeré té analizés financiare

15.1 Kursimet né cash
15.1.1 Né DV-2009 bashkéshortja e subjektit ka deklaruar: Gjendje cash né banesé, 15.000
euro, pa deklaruar burimin e krijimit.

15.1.2 Né DV - 2010, bashkéshortja e subjektit deklaron: Nga té ardhurat e pagés vjetore jané
kursyer njé shumé prej 500.000 leké. Ndérsa njé shumé prej 200.000 leké dhe depozita e
bashkéshortit prej 7.000 Euro kané shérbyer pér shlyerjen e huasé sé mbetur né shumén 11.500
USD. Kursim né llogariné rrjedhése né banké né shumén 320.000 leké dhe cash né shumén
120.000 leké.

15.1.3 Né DV — 2011, bashkéshortja e subjektit deklaron: Nga té ardhurat e pagés si dhe
shuma e shitjes sé automjetit TR*** jané kursyer né shumén prej 1.200.000 leké. Eshté hapur
dhe njé llogari kursimi prané *** Bank, ku deri né dt. **.12.2011 jané kursyer 100.145 leké.
Kursim né llogariné rrjedhése né *** bank né shumén 960.000 leké dhe cash né shumén
240.000 leké dhe llogari kursimi 100.145 leké.

15.1.4 Né DV - 2014, subjekti deklaron: Kursim nga té ardhurat nga paga 650.000 leké (me
shkrim dore shtuar: cash).

15.1.5 Né DV - 2015, subjekti deklaron: Kursime nga paga gjate vitit 2015 né vleren 500.000
leké. Gjendje cash né banesé 400.000 leké.

15.1.6 Né DV - 2016 dhe né deklaratén Vetting nuk ka deklarim né lidhje me kursime cash.

15.1.7 Né progesverbalin e mbajtur né ILDKPKI né daté **.01.2016, pyetur lidhur me
kursimet né cash, subjekti ka deklaruar se: “Gjendja Cash né banesé né dt. **.12.2014 ka gené
né shumén 1.010.000 leké. Ndérsa gjendja cash prej 10.000 euro éshté shpenzuar pér
mobilimin e shtépisé né rugén “*** ***”_Diferenca prej 5.000 euro ka gené gjendje né dt.
**12.2014.”

- Né pérfundim, Komisioni, bazuar né nenin 52 té ligjit nr. 84/2016, i ka kaluar subjektit
té rivlerésimit barrén e proves, pasi nga analiza financiare ka rezultuar se®[...]Duket se subjekti
ka pamundési financiare né krijimin e gjendjes cash me burime té ligjshme té deklaruara para
fillimit té detyrés né vlerén 15,000 euro dhe né vitet 2010, 2014, 2015 né vleré totale prej -
3.067.550 leké (15.000 euro + 1.010.000 lek&)>. Duket se subjekti ka mospérputhje té

54 Nisur nga fakti se nga analiza financiare e kryer deri né vitin 2009, lidhur me deklarimin e paré té subjektit para fillimit té
detyrés, ka rezultuar se subjekti nuk mbulonte me burime té ligjshme investimet dhe kursimet e deklaruara, Komisioni né
analizén financiare té kryer, nuk ka mbartur gjendjen e kursimeve cash té deklaruar prej 15.000 euro nga bashkéshortja e
subjektit, pér vitet né vijim.

55 Komisioni, né rezultatet e hetimit administrativ ka vlerésuar se: Né lidhje me burimin e gjendjeve té kursimeve referuar
analizés financiare gjithépérfshirése rezulton se subjekti nuk ka patur mundési financiare pér té krijuar me burime té ligjshme
gjendjen e kursimeve cash té deklaruar né deklaratén para fillimit té detyrés né vitin 2009, pasi rezultati financiar pér kété
periudhé éshté — 7.967.469 leké, né vitin 2010 né vlerén — 120.000 leké, né vitin 2014 né vlerén -650.000 leké dhe né vitin
2015 né vlerén -400.000 leké. Pra né total pamundésia pér krijimin e gjendjeve cash té kursimeve rezulton né vlerén -3.067.550
leké.
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deklarimit né vetting me gjendjen e kursimeve cash té rezultuara nga deklarimet vjetore né
deklaratat periodike DV 2009-2016, né vlerén 400.000 lekél...].

15.1.8 Komisioni, né pérfundim, pas analizimit té shpjegimeve té subjektit, lidhur me ményrén
e deklarimit té kursimeve né cash ndér vite, ka vlerésuar se: Pérsa i pérket kursimeve té
deklaruara né deklaratén e paré para fillimit té detyrés, subjekti i rivlerésimit ka pasur mundési
té kursente vetém shumén prej 379.670 leké. Bazuar né praktikén e Kolegjit, éshté vlerésuar se
analiza financiare duhet té rishikohet dhe duhet té pérfshihen si kursime cash né vitin vijues
vetém shtesat e kursimeve cash, pér té cilat éshté provuar burimi i ligjshém né periudhén para
marrjes sé detyrés. Pér shtesat e deklaruara né vitet 2010 — 2015, pavarésisht se subjekti i
rivlerésimit rezulton me pamundési financiare pér krijimin e tyre né vitet 2010, 2014 dhe 2015
me burim té ligjshém, Komisioni ka vlerésuar se metodologjia e ngritur tashmé pér deklarimet
e kursimeve cash, duke i konsideruar deklaratat periodike si provén e vetme té tyre, duhet té
zbatohet edhe né analizén financiare té subjektit.

15.1.9 Pasi vlerésoi shpjegimet e subjektit dhe provat e depozituara prej tij, Komisioni arriti
né konkluzionin se ato kané nivel besueshmérie dhe provueshmérie té mjaftueshém. Kéto
vlerésime té Komisionit, u reflektuan né analizén financiare, nga ku rezultoi se subjekti i
rivlerésimit ka pamundési financiare né vlerén totale - 3.144.31 lek&®®.

15.1.10 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé, ndan vlerésim té
ndryshém nga Komisioni lidhur me trajtimin e kursimeve né cash né analizén financiare pér
subjektin e rivlerésimit, pasi:

15.1.11 Sikundér ka rezultuar né trajtimin e pasurive mé sipér (apartament né rrugén “***
*** dhe garazh me té njéjtén vendndodhje), subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk arriti té provojé té
kundértén e barrés sé provés mbi mbulimin me burime té ligjshme té shpenzimeve dhe
investimeve té deklaruara né DPFD 2009, pérfshiré kétu dhe krijimin e gjendjes cash té
deklaruar né shumén 15.000 euro. Rrjedhimisht kéto kursime nuk mund té pérfshihen né mesin
e burimeve té ligjshme pér mbulimin e shpenzimeve dhe kursimeve né vitet né vijim.

15.1.12 Pérsa i pérket deklarimeve té kursimeve né cash né DV 2009-2016, vlerésohet se ato
jané kontradiktore dhe nuk pérputhen me deklarimet e subjektit né prapésime ndaj rezultateve
té hetimit administrativ dhe deklarimet e dhéna né progesverbalin e mbajtur né ILDKPKI né
janar 2016°7, cka reflektohet dhe né mospérputhje pretendimeve mbi gjendjen e kursimeve né
cash né fund té vitit 2014, midis deklarimit né progesvbalin né ILDKPKI (ku deklarohet se
gjendja né cash né kété daté éshté 1.010.000 leké + 5.000 euro) dhe deklarimit né pérgjigje té
rezultateve té hetimit administrativ (deklaruar 2.398.597 leké).

15.1.13 Pér sa mé sipér, Komisioneri Publik vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk provoi té
kundértén e barrés sé provés dhe ka kryer deklarim té pasakté dhe té pamjaftueshém lidhur me

% Referohu prgrf. 36.9 deri né 37.2 té vendimit t& arsyetuar, specifikisht pérpara marrjes sé detyrés né vlerén -1.677.880 leké
dhe pas detyrés né vlerén totale -1.466.451 leké, rezultuar né vitin 2010 vlera -170.764 leké, né vitin 2014 vlera - 426.691 leké
dhe né vitin 2015 vlera - 868.996 leké.

57 Neé té cilin subjekti ka deklaruar se ka pakésuar kursimet né cash pér mobilimin e apartamentit né vitet 2010-2011 ndérkohé
gé né prapésime té rezultateve té hetimit administrativ subjekti ka pretenduar mbartjen e kursimeve né cash té paktén deri né
fund té vitit 2014, paragitur né formé tabelare né fq. 37 té prapésimeve.
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kursimet né cash ndér vite dhe shpenzimet e deklaruara me burim nga kéto kursime, duke u
gjendur né kushtet e parashikuara né nenin 61 pika 3 e ligjit nr. 84/2016.

15.2  Shpenzimet e evidentuara nga karta e kreditit

15.2.1 Lidhur me rezultatet e analizés financiare té kryer nga Komisioni, véné né dispozicion
té subjektit me rezultatet e hetimit administrativ, Ky i fundit me prapésimet e depozituara ka
kundérshtuar, ndér té tjera, edhe zérin: “shpenzime me karté krediti”, pasi ka pretenduar se
njé pjesé e tyre jané kryer pér persona té treté apo dhe dublimi i tyre si rezultat i pérllogaritjes
té zérave pérkatés edhe né shpenzimet e jetesés dhe té udhétimeve.

15.2.2 Komisioni, né pérfundim, ka vlerésuar bindése pretendimet e subjektit, ka rishikuar
analizén financiare dhe ka vlerésuar gé né analizén pérfundimtare té mos pérfshijé shpenzimet
e evidentuara nga karta e kreditit té bashkéshortes sé subjektit.

15.2.3 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim t¢ Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé, pér sa mé sipér ndan
vlerésim té ndryshém nga Komisioni, pasi vleréson se, né mbéshtetje té pretendimeve té
subjektit, nuk duhet té pérfshihen né shpenzime té subjektit, vetém ato transaksione bankare gé
mund té konfirmohen/identifikohen qé& jané kryer pér té tretét, apo ato transaksione qé
identifikohen si té kryera pér mbulimin e kostove té udhétimit té deklaruara nga subjekti®®.
Ndérsa, pérsa i pérket shpenzimeve té evidentuara nga lévizjet e llogarisé bankare, gé lidhen
me pagesa té ndryshme si blerje online, etj., té cilat rezultojné se nuk jané pjesé zérave pérbérés
té pércaktuara nga INSTAT pér pérllogaritjet e kostove té jetesés, vlerésohet se ato duhet té
pasgyrohen né analizé si shpenzime shtesé té familjes.

15.3 Analiza financiare pér periudhén 2003-2016

15.3.1 Komisioni, né pérfundim me rezultatet e hetimit administrativ, i ka kaluar subjektit té
rivlerésimit barrén e provés bazuar né nenin 52 té ligjit nr. 84/2016, pasi nga analiza financiare
e periudhés dhjetor 2009-2016, rezulton me vleré negative prej — 3.102.240 leké, ndérsa analiza
pérpara fillimit té deklarimit té vitit 2009 rezulton me pamundési financiare né vlerén —
12.826.098 leké. (Né total pér té dyja periudhat diferenca negative ka rezultuar né vlerén -
15.928.338 leké.)

15.3.2 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né pérgjigje té barrés sé proveés, sé bashku me papésimet pér ¢cdo
z8, ka depozituar dhe njé analizé financiare té rishikuar.

15.3.3 Komisioni, pasi ka vlerésuar shpjegimet e subjektit dhe provat e depozituara prej tij, ka
arritur né konkluzionin, se ato kané nivel besueshmérie dhe provueshmérie té mjaftueshém
(trajtuar mé sipér pér secilin z&), dhe i ka reflektuar ato né analizén financiare, nga ku né
pérfundim i ka rezultuar se subjekti i rivlerésimit ka pamundési financiare né vlerén totale -
3.144.331 leke®,

58 Psh. pér vitin 2014 duhet té zbriten nga shpenzimet e evidentuara me karté kredit shumat e evidentuara kredituar nga shtetasi
**x k%% né vlerén 48.260 leké. Gjithashtu kostot e pérllogaritura pér shpenzimet e udhétimit duhet té zbriten pér pagesén e
kryer me karté krediti n€ favor t& “*** ***”_ P¢r vitin 2015 shumat e shpenzuara pér udhétime t€ evidentuara si pagesa me
karté duhet té zbriten nga zéri shpenzime udhétimi me géllim mosdublimin e tyre.

59 Specifikisht pérpara marrjes sé detyrés né vlerén -1.677.880 leké dhe pas detyrés né vlerén totale -1.466.451 leké, rezultuar
né vitin 2010 vlera -170.764 leké, né vitin 2014 vlera - 426.691 leké dhe né vitin 2015 vlera - 868.996 leké.
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15.3.4 NEé pérfundim pér kriterin e pasurisé, Komisioni ka vlerésuar se [...] Trupi gjykues ¢gmon
se pasaktésité e konstatuara dhe balancat negative té fondeve té rezultuara nuk jané té
mjaftueshme gé té sjellin aplikimin e pikés 3 té nenit 61 té ligjit nr. 84/2016. Pér mé tepér,
Komisioni gjaté hetimit administrativ konstatoi se pasaktésité e konstatuara dhe balancat
negative té fondeve nuk kané ndikuar né ményré thelbésore né cenimin e burimit té krijimit té
pasurive té subjektit té rivlerésimit. Duke gjykuar mbi bazén e parimit té proporcionalitetit,
deklarimet e pasakta té konstatuara si mé sipér dhe problematikat e evidentuara né analizén
financiare, nuk ¢gmohen té mjaftueshme pér cenimin e kriterit té pasurisé apo té vlerésohen si
té tilla gé té ndikojné né vlerésimin térésor né procesin e rivlerésimit té kryer pér kété subjekt.
Komisioni gmon se pér shkak té peshés specifike té vogél té tyre dhe té mungesés sé pasojave,
pasaktésité e konstatuara nuk cenojné figurén e prokurorit dhe as besimin e publikut te
drejtésia, pasi vlerésimi duhet té jeté gjithépérfshirés dhe né pérputhje me parimin e
proporcionalitetit dhe objektivitet [...].

15.3.5 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té rekomandimit t¢ ONM-s&, ndan géndrim té ndryshém
nga Komisioni, duke ¢muar se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk ka arritur té provojé té kundértén e
barrés sé proveés.

15.3.6 Komisioneri Publik, pérvec¢ sa mé sipér trajtuar, né ményré té detajuar né secilin shkak
ankimi, vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit, edhe pas kalimit té barrés sé provés, nuk arriti té
justifikojé burimet e ligjshme té tij dhe personave té lidhur e té tjeré té lidhur me té, pér krijimin
e pasurive, mbulimin e shpenzimeve dhe kursimeve edhe pér vitet 2014-2016, pér njé
pamjaftueshméri financiare pértej asaj té konstatuar nga Komisioni®.

15.3.7 Pér mé tepér, nga vendimi nr. 762/2024 i Komisionit, rezulton se edhe né skenarin mé
té mundshém garantist, né té cilin Komisioni ka konsideruar té gjitha prapésimet e subjektit té
rivlerésimit, sérish diferenca negative e rezultuar kalon kufijté e proporcionalitetit dhe
standartit Kushtetues té vendosur né jurisprudencén e Kolegjit. Subjekti i rivlerésimit ndodhet
né kushtet e parashikuara nga neni 61 pika 3 e ligjit nr. 84/2016 dhe nenit D té aneksit té
Kushtetutés.

IV.B Pér vilerésimin e aftésive profesionale

16 Hetimi i Komisionit, lidhur me kriterin e aftésive profesionale, éshté bazuar né
administrimin e té gjithé burimeve té vlerésimit, ndér té tjera dhe né vlerésimin e denoncimeve
té paragitura dhe shqyrtimit t¢ dokumentacionit t¢ administruar gé lidhet me ¢éshtjet objekt
ankimi nga subjektet denoncuese.

16.1 Né vijim té pérfundimeve té arritura nga Komisioni, né shqyrtim té shkageve té
denoncimeve, nisur dhe nga fakti gé jurisprudenca e Kolegjit ka theksuar réndésiné qé ka né
procesin e rivlerésimit, vlerésimi i denoncimeve nga publiku dhe rritja e besimit té publikut né
sistemin e drejtésisé, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim dhe té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé ¢mon se

60 Bazuar né Rekomandimin pér paragitje ankimi nga vézhguesit ndérkombétar, aktit me nr. 327/1 prot., daté 30.9.2024, né
rast t& moskonsiderimit té huas prej 40.000 euro né vitin 2016 si rezultat i mungesés sé provimit té burimeve té ligjshme té
huadhénésit *** ***  diferenca negative do té thellohej ndjeshém né masén rreth — 7.3 milioné pér periudhén 2014-20186,
referuar tabelés fq. 24-25 té rekomandimit.
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pérveg sa konstatuar nga Komisioni®?, subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk ka dhéné shpjegime bindése
mbi gjetjet e rezultuara nga burimet e administruara, té cilat duhet t¢ merren né shqyrtim nga
ana e Kolegjit té Posacém té Apelimit, pér sa trajtuar né vijim:

17 Denoncim i shteteasit ***.*** Nga aktet rezulton se prané Operacionit Ndérkombétar
té Monitorimit, éshté administruar denoncimi i shtetasit ***.*** protokolluar me nr.***, daté
** 8.2023. Ky shtetas, ndér té tjera referon se prokuroria e Durrésit ka patur né hetim njé céshtje
penale ndaj shtetasit ***.***, i dyshuar pér kryerjen e veprés penale té “Trafikimit té 1éndéve
narkotike”. Hetimet pér kété céshtje jané kryer nga prokurori i prokurorisé sé Durrésit *** ***
i cili ka vendosur né pérgjim disa numra telefonash gé u pérkisnin disa personave té ndryshém.

17.1 Denoncuesi pretendon se i arrestuari ****** ka komunikuar me njé té aférm té tij,
shtetasin *** ***_dhe Ky i fundit ka komunikuar me babain e *** ***_(shtetasin *** *** ),
qé té lidhej me prokurorin Afrim Shehu, i cili do ndérhynte pér lirimin e djalit shtetasit ***,***,
nga burgu né kémbim té rryshfetit té paligjshém ndaj gjyqgtares sé Gjykatés sé Apelit Durrés

**kk kkk

17.1  Gjaté punés né terren, shpjegon denoncuesi, u konstatua se personi gé shtetasi ***, ***
do té kontaktonte pér dorézimin e parave té destinuara pér gjyqtaren ***, ***_"jshte prokurori
I Prokurorisé sé Durrésit, Afrim Shehu. Sipas denoncuesit, shtetasi ***.*** dhe prokurori
Afrim Shehu jané takuar né njé piké té karburantit né autostradén Tirané-Durrés dhe grupi
hetimor i policisé e ka dokumentuar kété takim me foto.

17.2 Nga aktet e administruara rezulton se Prokuroria prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té
Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém Durrés, me shkresén nr.***/* prot., daté **.9.2023, né pérgjigje
té kérkesés sé Vézhguesit Ndérkombétar t¢ ONM-sg, ka informuar se [...] me daté **.4.2020,
Prokuroria e Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, ka regjistruar procedimin penal me nr.*** né ngarkim
té shtetasit ***.*** | dyshuar pér veprén penale té “Trafikimit té léndéve narkotike”,
parashikuar nga neni 283/a i K.Penal. Me daté **.3.2021, ky procedim éshté dérguar pér
gjykim ndaj té pandehurit ****** dhe rezulton gé me vendimin gjygésor me nr.*** daté
** 11.2022, Gjykata Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, ka deklaruar fajtor té pandehurin duke e dénuar
me 12 vjet burgim.[...]. Bashkélidhur, késaj shkrese jané dérguar kopje té fashikujve té kétij

procedimi penal.?

17.3 Nga aktet e kétij procedimi, ka rezultuar se né Raportin e vézhgimit té datés **.5.2020,
mbajtur nga punonjésit e policisé gjyqésore®®, né funksion té procedimit penal nr. ***/2020,
ndér té tjera rezulton se [...] shtetasi ***.***_ babai i shtetasit té proceduar *** ***_aktualisht
né burg subjekt i kétij procedimi, komunikon né telefon me njé person té panjohur pér
momentin , i cili ka kérkuar té takojé shtetasin *** ***[_].

61 Duke i vlerésuar té mjaftueshme shkaget e ankimit, Komisioneri Publik, né konsideraté té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-s&, vendos
né vémendje té Kolegjit dhe gjetjet e Komisionit né denoncimt e tjera pér té cilat i ka kaluar barré prove. Né rastin e dy
denoncimeve té shtetasit ***.***_ protokolluar me nr. denoncimet nr.*** prot, daté **.1.2018 dhe nr.*** prot, daté **.5.2018,
Komisioni ka arritur né pérfundimin se [...JKomisioni ¢gmon se né rastin konkret gjetjet e gjykatés lidhur me mangésité e
subjektit né kryerjen e veprimeve hetimore pérbéjné shkelje né zbatim té nenit 72 té ligjit nr. 96/2016. Kjo ¢éshtje do té
vlerésohet né kuadér té vlerésimit profesional té subjektit té rivlerésimit, sé bashku me gjetjet e tjera té konstatuaral...].

62 Nga aktet rezulton se hetimi pér kété céshtje i éshté ngarkuar prokurorit t& Durrésit, ******_ i cili, ashtu sikurse ka
pretenduar dhe denoncuesi, rezulton se pér nevoja hetimi ka véné né pérgjim disa individé dhe numra telefoni.

63 Punonjésit e Policisé ***.***.; ***.***.; ***.***.; dhe *** ***,
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17.4  Oficerét e Policisé Gjyqgésore, kané siguruar me detaje dhe me foto itenerarin gé bén
shtetasi *** ***  pér t’u takuar me shtetasin e identifikuar mé pas si shtetasi ***.*** & cilét
pasi jané takuar, kané udhétuar sé bashku né té njéjtén makiné dhe jané ulur tek bordura pérbri
autostradés né pjesén e karburantit “***”. Oficerét e policisé gjyqgésore, referojné se [...]Jrreth
orés 15.08 né karburant futet njé automjet i markés Wolkswagen tip Golf.., me targa AA***, |
cili éshté afruar né drejtim té shtetasve *** *** dhe *** *** Ky automjet rezulton se éshté
né pronési té shtetasit A.Sh.(subjektit té rivlerésimit).Pasi ka ndaluar né vendin ku ishin ulur
kéta té dy, shtetasi ***.*** ka hipur né vendin e paré té pasagjerit dhe pak caste mé mbas ka
hipur né sediljen e pasme nga krahu i pasagjerit edhe shtetasi ***.*** [...].

17.5 Oficeri i policisé gjygésore, *** *** = ng vijim, me daté **5.2020, ka informuar
prokurorin e ¢éshtjes, se nga interceptimet telefonike ka rezultuar se shtetasi ***.***, dhe
shtetasi *** *** = kané pasur komunikime thuajse c¢do dité, [...Jku shtetasi ****** pyet
shtetasin *** ***_'mbi ecuriné e procesit gjygésor ndaj djalit té tij, ndérsa shtetasi ***.***
e pyet sa persona jané dhe kur éshté gjyqgi dhe kush éshté relatori. Gjithashtu oficeri i policisg,
ka informuar se rezulton se shtetasi ***.***  me té gjithé personat gé komunikon né telefon
duket optimist dhe ju thoté atyre nuk ka prova, do ta nxjerrin *** (*** ***)[ ].

17.6  Vézhguesi ndérkombétar i ONM-s€, me shkresén nr. *** prot., daté **.9.2023, drejtuar
relatores sé ¢éshtjes, me objekt “Informacion pér dyshime pér korrupsion/ndikim té prokurorit
A.Sh.”, i ka sugjeruar Komisionit t’i dérgojé subjektit té rivlerésimit njé pyetésor shtesé, duke
i kérkuar té gartésojé disa rrethana faktike®.

17.7 Komisioni, népérmjet postés elektronike “e-mail” daté**.10.2023, me pyetésorin nr.**,
I ka kérkuar subjektit té sgarojé nése [....](1) subjekti ka njohje me shtetasin *** *** dhe
**x x** dhe (2) cili 8shté raporti qé ai ka me kéta persona. Gjithashtu, subjektit iu kérkua té
shpjegojé nése éshté takuar me kéta persona dhe nése po cili ka gené géllimi i takimit[...].

17.8  Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né pérgjigje té pyetésorit nr.4, daté **.10.2023, ndér té tjera®® ka
dhéné shpjegimet pérkatése gé ka cmuar té nevojshme.

17.9  Vézhguesi Ndérkombétar i ONM-s€, me shkresén nr. ***/* prot., daté **.10.2023, né
vijim té shkresés me objekt “Informacionit pér dyshime pér korrupsion/ndikim té prokurorit
A.Sh.”, i ka pércjellé relatores sé céshtjes, té dhéna mé té detajuara®, mbi transkriptimet e
bisedave telefonike té shtetasit ***.*** me shtetasin ***.***_Nga bisedat telefonike, rezulton
se shtetasi ***.***  né datén **.5.2020, ditén e takimit me subjektin e rivlerésimit, i kérkon

64 vézhguesi Ndérkomébtar, ka sugjeruar kéto pyetje. (1) Cili ishte géllimi i takimit; (2) Pse pranoi té takohej me babané e njé
personi né arrest né burg dhe me *** *** - (3) Cfaré raporti kishte né até koh& me *** *** dhe *** ***_ (4) Si u organizua
takimi (népérmjet kontakteve té drejtpérdrejta me kéta dy persona apo indirekt, népérmjet personave té tjeré) duke specifikuar
né detaje modalitetet; (5) Cila ishte pérmbajtja e kétij takimi; (6) Cili ka qené rezultati i takimit dhe nése i &shté kérkuar té béjé
dicka né lidhje me procedimin penal té shtetasit ***.***.; (7) Nése subjekti i rivlerésimit, pas takimit, ka gené né kontakt,
drejpérdrejt ose térthorazi, me ***.***_dhe pse; (8) Nése ka folur me kolegun ***.*** pér takimin dhe kontaktet qé ka pasur
me ***.***.

8 Shih pér detaje pyetésorin nr.4.

86 Referohuni fashikullit IMO, né dosje t& Komisionit.
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shtetasit ***,***_ té takohem me “até”. Shtetasi ***.***  né njé telefonaté t& mévonshme, po
gjaté késaj dite, i thoté se do e takojné “azé” , mé voné rreth orés 14-14.30.57

17.10 Komisioni, pasi ka administruar shpjegimet e subjektit té rivlerésimit, ka arritur né
pérfundimin se [...]deri né kété fazé té hetimit nuk rezultuan problematika qé lidhen me
procesin e rivlerésimit]...].

17.11 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim t& Rekomandimit t&¢ ONM-sé&, né analizé té rastit té
sipértrajtuar, vleréson se, nga aktet né dosje, rezultojné té provuara disa rrethana gé duhet té
vlerésohen nga Kolegji, pér efekt té procesit té rivlerésimit té subjektit, z.Afrim Shehu, pér sa
né vijim:

17.12 Nga aktet e procedimit penal nr. ***/2020, rezulton se informacionet e dhéna nga
denoncuesi, referojné situata dhe rrethana faktike, té cilat duket se pérputhen dhe me rrethanat
e prapésuara né pérgjigjet e subjektit té rivlerésimit, pasi rezulton e dokumentuar gé subjekti i
rivlerésimit éshté takuar me shtetasit *** ***_ (kushériri i subjektit) dhe shtetasin *** ***,
(babai i shtetasit ***.*** né& até moment né burg, i akuzuar pér veprén penale té “Trafikimit
té léndéve narkotike ", kryer né bashképunim) dhe takimi lidhej pikérisht me procedimin penal
ndaj shtetasit *** ***

17.13 Nga transkriptimet e bisedave telefonike, rezulton se né bisedat mes shtetasve *** ***
dhe ******_[idhur me ecuriné e procedimit penal té shtetasit ***.***  ato i referohen
takimeve me njé shtetas, gé e cilésojné “Até/Ai”. Ky shtetas, nuk duket té jeté véllai i subjektit
té rivlerésimit, shtetasi ***.*** pasi ashtu sikurse rezulton né procesverbalin mbi
transkriptimin e bisedave telefonike té shtetasit *** ***  daté **.10.2020, emri i véllait té
subjektit pérmendet i ploté. Nga aktet rezulton se emri i véllait té subjektit té rivlerésimit, qé
pretendohet se do realizonte mbrojtjen si avokat i shtetasit ******  né bisedat e
dokumentuara, pérmendet shumé mé voné né kohé nga takimi me subjektin e rivlerésimit qé
daton mé **.,5.2020, dhe pretendimi se ky shtetas do realizonte mbrojtjen, nuk mbéshtetet nga
asnjé akt formal i procedimit penal nr.***/2020.

17.14 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né rrethanat e mésipérme, mé sé paku, duket se ka shfaqur njé
gasje té papérshtatshme né takimin me babain e njé personi té dyshuar pér veprén penale té
“Trafikimit té léndéve narkotike”, parashikuar nga neni 283/a i K.Penal, né njé procedim penal
té trajtuar nga kolegu i tij né Prokuroriné e Rrethit Gjyqgésor Durrés, né juridiksionin e sé cilés
subjekti ushtronte detyrén, né njé kohé kur bisedat e transkriptuara tregojné gé shtetasit
*Hx xx*x dhe ****** 1 po bénin pérpjekje pér mbylljen e késaj céshtje si dhe lirimin nga
paraburgimi té té pandehurit *** *** ¢ nga aktet rezulton se ka ndodhur mé pas né kohé
nga takimi.®®

67 Vézhguesi Ndérkomébétar shénon se né kété rast, se né kété rast, me siguri, referimi “di/até”, ka té béjé me subjektin e
rivlerésimit, pér sa kohé, shtetasi **** *** dhe ****** takojné subjektin po té njéjtén dité. Né bisedat e tjera té
transkriptuara, po ashtu, kéto shtetas referojné gjithmoné, njé shtetais té treté “Ai/A¢é”.

 Nga aktet e administruara, rezulton se Gjykata e Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, me vendimin nr.***/* dt,**,10.2021, ka vendosur
té pranojé kérkesén e té pandehurit *** *** pér zévendésimin e masés sé sigurimit nga “Arrest me burg”, né “Arrest né
shtépi”. Prokurori i céshtjes, ka vlerésuar se kérkesa éshté e ligjshme dhe duhet pranuar.

Fage 32 nga 37



17.15 Gjykata e Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, né vendimin nr.*** daté **.11.2022%, ka vendosur
té dénojé me 12 vjet burgim shtetasin ***.*** 70 pgr veprén penale “Trafikim té léndéve
narkotike, né bashképunim”, ndér té tjera duke arsyetuar se [...] Gjaté hetimeve paraprake jané
pérgjuar me vendim Gjykate disa numra telefoni té té aférmve té té pandehurit dhe lidhjeve té
tyre shogérore. Nga analizimi i tyre konstatohen pérpjekje pér mbylljen e késaj céshtje si dhe
lirimin nga paraburgimi té té pandehurit ****** [, ];

17.16 Kaéto rrethana né konsideraté dhe té deklarimeve té subjektit té rivlierésimit, mbi arsyet
e takimit me kéta shtetas [...]pasi kishin nevojé pér té marré véllain si avokat pér njé céshtje
né Gjykatén e Apelit Durrés[...], pérbéjné njé sjellje gé né kéndvéshtrimin e njé vézhguesi té
jashtém ndikojné negativisht né perceptimin pér favorizim t€ mundshém nga njerézit e
drejtésisé ndaj autoréve té veprave penale, cka bén gé besimi i publikut té cénohet referuar
indikatoréve té pércaktuar nga neni 75 i ligjit nr.84/2016.

17.17 Né pérfundim, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé, bazuar né
aktet né dosje, vleréson gé edhe pse nuk mund té provohet nga hetimi administrativ pérfshirja
e subjektit dhe roli i tij i drejtépérdrerté né procedimin penal nr. ***/20207%, pér sa mé sipér
trajtuar, mbetén té dokumentuara disa rrethana faktike si koha, vendi dhe ményra e takimit me
shtetasit e pérfshiré né procedim, té cilat mé sé paku, bien ndesh me sjelljen gé duhet té keté
njé prokuror, bazuar né Standardet etikés dhe rregullat e sjelljes sé prokurorit, miratuar nga
Késhilli i Larté i Prokurorisg.”

18 Denoncim i shtetasit ***, *** 73 Ky shtetas pretendon se ka paragitur njé kallézim né
Prokuroriné Durrés né vitin 2014, e cila mé pas ka regjistruar procedimin penal me nr. ***
daté **.11.2014, procedim i cili vazhdon té jeté akoma né prokurori pér té hetuar 2-3
dokumenta qé jané apo jo té fallsikuara. Shtetasi ***.***_ pretendon se hetimi éshté shtyré me
dashje nga subjekti i rivlerésimit. Tashmé dosja e tij shté marré né shqyrtim nga njé prokuror
tjetér, i cili ka kérkuar té béjé ekspertime ligjore té dy dokumentave té dyshuara.

18.1 Nga aktet e administruara nga subjekti i rivlerésimit, rezulton se Prokuroria e Rrethit
Gjygésor Durrés, mbi bazén e materialeve té ardhura nga Drejtoria e Policisé sé Qarkut Durrés,
ka regjistruar procedimin penal nr.*** daté **.11.2014, pér veprén penale “Falsifikimi i
dokumentave”, parashikuar nga neni 186 i K.Penal.

69 Ky konstatim éshté béré dhe nga Gjykata Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, né vendim nr.***, daté **.11.2022, fq.17 té tij, me té
cilin ka dénuar shtetasin ***.*** 'me 12 vjet burgim , pér kryerjen e veprés penale parashikuar nga neni 283/a/2 i K.Penal.
70 prokurororia ka kérkuar deklarimin fajtor té té pandehurit *** ***_ pér veprén penale “Trafikimi i narkotikéve”, kryer né
bashképunim, parashikuar nga neni 283/a/2 té K.Penal dhe dénimin e tij me 10 vjet burgim.

"1 Nga aktet e pércjella nga subjekti i rivlerésimit, né pérgjigje té shpjegimeve shtesé té pyetésorit nr.4, duket se Prokuroria e
Posacme Kundér Korrupsionit dhe Krimit t&¢ Organizuar, mbi bazén e informacionit té referimit t& veprés penale nga Policia
Gjyqgésore né Prokuroring e Pérgjithshme ka regjistruar procedimin penal nr.*** pér veprén penale “Korrupsion pasiv i
gjyqtaréve, prokuroréve dhe funksionaréve t€ tjeré t€ organeve t€ drejtésisé”, parashikuar nga neni 319/c i K.Penal, si rezultat
i informacioneve té marra né kuadér té hetimeve té procedimit penal nr.***/2020. Prokuroria e Posacme Kundér Krimit té
organzuar dhe Korrupsionit, ka shpallur moskompetencén, pasi ka vlerésuar se vepra penale penale e kallézuar krijon dyshim
pér ekzistencé té elementéve t€ veprés penale “Mashtrimi, parashikuar nga neni 143/1 i K.Penal.

2 Neni 6/Pastértia e figurés.” Prokurori sillet gjithmoné né ményré té tillé qé té ruajé dinjitetin, pérgjegjésité né funksion dhe
paanshmériné e pavarésiné e prokurorisé. Sjellja dhe géndrimi i prokurorit duhet té rikonfirmojé besimin e gytetaréve tek
sistemi i prokurorisé.”

3 Protokolluar né Komision si Denoncim nr.*** prot, daté **.11.2023.
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18.2  Subjekti i rivlerésimit me urdhérin e datés **.7.2015, ka vendosur Pushimin e hetimeve
té procedimit penal nr.***, daté **.11.2014, pér veprén penale “Falsifikimi i dokumentave”
parashikuar nga neni 186 i K.Penal. Ky vendim éshté ankimuar nga shtetasi *** ***

18.3 Gjykata e Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés, me vendimin nr.**, daté **.3.2021, ka vendosur:
[...] Pranimin e kérkesés sé ankuesit ****** Revokimin e vendimit daté **.7.2015 té
Prokurorisé prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré Durrés, me té cilin éshté vendosur: Pushimin
e hetimeve té procedimit penal nr.*** daté **.11.2014, pér veprén penale “Falsifikimi i
dokumentave”, parashikuar nga neni 186 i K.Penall...].

18.4  Subjekti i rivlerésimit, me daté **.4.2021, me urdhérin “Pér delegimin e veprimeve
hetimore”, ka urdhéruar Oficerin e Policisé Gjygésore, pér kryerjen e veprimeve hetimore, né
lidhje me procedimin penal nr. *** daté **.11.2014, rifilluar mé daté **.4.2021. Prokuroria
prané Gjykaté sé Shkallés sé Paré té Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém, Tirané, me shkresén nr.***/*
prot., daté **.4.2024, ka informuar subjektin e rivlerésimit se procedimi penal nr.***/2014, i
rifilluar me **.3.2021, me kallézues shtetasin *** ***_ rezulton té jeté ende nén hetim.

18.5  Sa mé sipér, Komisioni i ka kérkuar subjektit té rivlerésimit té japé shpjegime dhe té
depozitojé prova né pérputhje me nenin 52 té ligjit 84/2016, pér té vértetuar té kundértén e
pretendimeve té ngritura nga denoncuesi né ankimin e tij.

18.6  Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né prapésimet e tij, ndér té tjera ka shpjeguar se [...] Pas hetimeve
té kryera éshté konkluduar se pér dokumentin “akt adoptimi me nr. ***, daté **.9.1939 i
noterit publik ***, *** " yuk provohej se éshté i falsifikuar dhe éshté proceduar me pushimin
e hetimeve. Ky vendim i éshté njoftuar kallézuesit ****** i cili nuk rezulton ta keté
kundérshtuar né rrugé gjygésore. Shtetasi ***.** né datén **.2.2020, i éshté drejtuar Gjykatés
sé Rrethit Durrés me kérkesé pér revokimin e vendimit té datés **.7.2015 pér pushimin e
hetimeve, me arsyetimin se kishte zbuluar té dhéna té reja. Gjykata me vendimin nr. ***, daté
** 3.2021, ka vendosur revokimin e vendimit daté **.7.2015 té Prokurorisé prané Gjykatés sé
Shkallés sé Paré Durrés dhe rifillimin e hetimeve té kétij procedimi penal. Né datén **.4.2021
éshté administruar vendimi i Gjykatés pér fillimin e hetimeve. Eshté urdhéruar policia
gjygésore pér té kryer hetimet e nevojshme sipas urdhrit té delegimit té datés **.4.2021. Me
shkresén nr. ***/* prot., daté **.4.2024, té Prokurorisé prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té
Juridiksionit t& Pérgjithshém Durrés, éshté konfirmuar se procedimi penal nr. *** daté
** 11.2014, gé bén fjalé pér veprén penale “Falsifikimi i dokumenteve”, parashikuar nga neni
186, paragrafi 1 i Kodit Penal, rezulton té jeté ende né hetim|...].

18.7  Komisioni, né pérfundim, ka vlerésuar se subjekti nuk argumentoi bindshém arsyet e
mosveprimit té tij lidhur me moskryerjen e veprimeve hetimore, por duke e vlerésuar kété
céshtje né zbatim té nenit 72 té ligjit nr. 96/2016, né kushtet kur kjo ¢éshtje éshté ende nén
hetim, nuk mund té vlerésohet né kuadér té vlerésimit profesional.

18.8  Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim t&¢ Rekomandimit t&¢ ONM-sg, vleréson se ashtu sikurse
ka vlerésuar Komisioni, subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk provoi té kundértén e barrés sé provés dhe
nuk dha shpjegime bindése, lidhur me moskryerjen e veprimeve hetimore dhe zvarritjen e
procesit.
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18.9 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé&, ndryshe nga sa ka
arsyetuar Komisioni, vleréson se procedimi penal nr. ***/2014, pérmban rrethana gé mund té
vlerésohen pér efekt té procesit té rivlerésimit té z. Afrim Shehu, pasi né kuptim té dispozitave
procedurale, asnjé vlerésim gé organet e rivlerésimit béjné né kété rast, nuk afekton
vendimmarrjen pér kété céshtje, pér mé tepér gé vlerésimi né ¢do rast u referohet treguesve té
kriterit té aftésive profesionale, pa marré pérsipér té gjykohet mbi korrektésiné e
vendimmarrjes.

18.10 Nga aktet rezulton se nga urdhéri i datés **.4.2021, i subjektit té rivlerésimit qé
urdhéron oficerin e policisé gjyqésore, pér té kryer veprime hetimore, deri né Korrik té vitit
2023 (kur subjekti éshté transferuar né Prokuroriné prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té
Juridiksionit t& Pérgjithshém Tirané), kané kaluar mé shumé se dy vite pa arritur né njé
pérfundim, né kundérshtim me parashikimet e nenit 324 té K.Pr.Penale, rrethané e cila mbetet
e pandikuar nga ecuria procedurale apo rezultati pérfundimtar i ¢céshtjes.

18.11 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, si personi pérgjegjés pér té kryer né ményré té efektshme
procedurat hetimore, nuk dha shpjegime bindése mbi moskryerjen e veprimeve té nevojshme
hetimore dhe procedurale, brenda afatit kohor té pércaktuar, duke afektuar indikatorét e
parashikuar nga neni 74, pika 4 e ligjit nr.96/2016 “Pér statusin e gjyqtaréve dhe prokuroréve
né€ Republikén e Shqipérisé .

19 Denoncim i shtetases ***, *** 74 Kjo shtetase, ngre pretendime ndaj gjyqtarit Gjykatés
sé Rrethit Gjygésor Durrésit *** *** dhe subjektit té rivlerésimit Afrim Shehu, pér té cilin
pretendon se nga ky i fundit jané béré shkelje flagrante duke vendosur mosfillimin e
procedimin penal nr.**/2018, ndérkohé gé gjyqtari ***.*** ka rrézuar ankimin e kallézueses
*xk kxk té ushtruar kundér vendimit té mosfillimit té procedimit penal nr.**/2018 tg,
Prokurorisé sé Rrethit Gjygésor Durrés.

19.1 Nga aktet e administruara nga Prokuroria Prané Gjykatés sé Shkallés sé Paré té
Juridiksionit té Pérgjithshém Durrés”, lidhur me fashikullin e procedimit penal nr.***/2018 ka
rezultuar se shtetésja ***. *** ka depozituar kallézim penal pér veprén penale té “Falsifikimit
té dokumentave”, parashikuar nga neni 186 i K.Penal, né ngarkim té njé grupi studentésh té
Universitetit *** *** Durrés, kallézim gé i éshté caktuar pér trajtim subjektit té rivlerésimit.

19.2 Nga hetimi administrativ, Komisioni ka konstatuar qé kérkesat e vazhdueshme té
subjektit té rivlerésimit, Afrim Shehu, pér pushimin e ¢éshtjes nr.***/2018, jané refuzuar 3
heré nga Gjykatat e dy shkalléve, pér moskryerje hetimesh té plota dhe pér mospérmbushje
detyrash té Iéna nga gjykata né kundérshtim me nenin 329/b i K.Pr.Penale. Sa mé sipér,
Komisioni, i ka kaluar subjektit, barrén e provés.

19.3 Subjekti i rivlerésimit, né prapésimet e tij, duke iu referuar rrethanave té ¢éshtjes, ndér té
tjera ka shpjeguar se [...] Sé pari, ankesa nr. *** daté **.7.2018, né emér té 38 studentéve, nuk
ka ekstremitetet e njé dokumenti pér t'u marré né mbrojtje nga neni 186 i Kodit Penal. Ky ka
gené shkaku gé né datén **.1.2018 subjekti ka vendosur mosfillimin e hetimeve, pasi konflikti
zgjidhej né Gjykatén Administrative népérmjet kundérshtimit té aktit administrativ. Sé dyti,

74 Denoncim nr.*** prot, daté **.5.2018 e shtetases ***, ***_pgré nga avokati i saj *** ***,
S Pérgjigja e Prokurorisé Durrés me nr.***/* prot, daté **.10.2023 dhe nr.***/* prot daté **.10.2023
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vendimi nr. * i Késhillit té Etikés éshté bazuar vetém né théniet e 5 studentéve, té cilét kishin
déshmuar prané kétij Késhilli gjaté procesit administrativ pér dhénie mase disiplinore ndaj
shtetases ***.*** Ky vendim éshté akt administrativ dhe, si i tillé, mund té kundérshtohej né
rrugé gjyqésore. Sé treti, policia gjygésore ka kryer té gjitha veprimet e duhura hetimore dhe,
né pamundési objektive pér té identifikuar té gjithé studentét té cilét kishin mbaruar studimet
dhe ishin larguar jashté shtetit, ka relatuar dhe nga subjekti éshté kérkuar pushimi i hetimeve.
Sé katérti, kérkesat e prokurorit pér pushimin e hetimeve jané shqyrtuar nga i njéjti gjyqtar, i
cili, né pérfundim, me vendimin nr, **-2021-***/***[* daté **.7,2021, ka pranuar arsyetimin
e subjektit se fakti nuk pérbén vepér penale, duke vendosur pushimin e hetimeve té procedimit
penal nr. **/2018, pér veprén penale “Falsifikimi i dokumenteve”, parashikuar nga neni 186
i Kodit Penal. Ky vendim éshté I&né né fugi edhe nga Gjykata e Apelit Durrég]...].

19.4 Komisioni, né pérfundim, ka ¢gmuar se subjekti i rivlerésimit ka mbéshtetur vendimet e
tij né argumente ligjore dhe né bindjen e tij té brendshme. Gjithashtu, nga ana procedurale,
subjekti ka pérmbushur detyrat e 1éna nga gjykatat, duke kryer hetime té métejshme ashtu si¢
specifikohej n€ vendimet gjyqésore né pérputhje me shkronjén “b” té pikés 3 té nenit 329 té K.
té Pr. Penale dhe né ményré vijuese ka marré pérséri vendim pushimi té ¢éshtjes. Sa mé sipér,
shpjegimet e subjektit jané bindése dhe, pér pasojé, nuk pérmbajné elemente gé lidhen me
procesin e rivlerésimit té subjektit.

19.5 Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim t& Rekomandimit t¢ ONM-sé, lidhur me denoncimin e
shtetases *** ***_ vleréson se ka elementé qé duhen vlerésuar nga Kolegji, pér efekt té
procesit té rivlerésimit, gé lidhen me sjelljen e prokurorit kundrejt detyrimeve gé burojné nga
vendimet e gjykatés né rolin e organit kontrollues té veprimtarisé hetimore. Subjekti i
rivlerésimit, né cilésiné e prokurorit té ¢céshtjes, nuk ka kryer veprime hetimore té logjikshme
dhe té hollésishme, né shmangje té zbatimit té detyrimeve gé vijné nga vendimet gjygésore,
pér té pérmbyllur hetimin né ményré té ploté, duke afektuar indikatorin e parashikuar nga neni
73, pika 2 e ligjit nr. 96/2016.

20 Né pérfundim, Komisioneri Publik, né zbatim té Rekomandimit t&¢ ONM-sé&, pér sa mé
sipér trajtuar né vlerésimin e Kkriterit té aftésive profesionale, bazuar né treguesit e pércaktuar
pér vlerésimin e sjelljes sé magjistratéve, ¢cmon se gjetjet e rezultuara gjaté hetimit
administrativ, jané té tilla gé bien ndesh me vlerat themelore té pritura nga njé magjistrat, si¢
parashikohet né nenin 3, pika 5 té ligjit nr. 96/2016'%, dhe udhézimet ndérkombétare gé
rregullojné sjelljen e magjistratéve, si brenda ashtu edhe jashté sistemit gjygésor’’. Kjo pérfshin
parime si paanésia, integriteti dhe shmangia e konfliktit té interesit, té cilat jané thelbésore pér
ruajtjen e besimit dhe besueshmériné e sistemit gjyqgésor, té cilat béjné gé subjekti té gjendet
né kushtet e parashikuara nga neni 61 pika 5 e ligjit nr.84/2016.

6 [...] 5. Sjellja e magjistratit gjaté ushtrimit té funksionit dhe jashté tij garanton ruajtjen dhe forcimin e besimit té publikut
te sistemi i drejtésisé, profesioni ligjor dhe paléve né proces. Magjistrati ushtron funksionet me drejtési, né ményré korrekte,
né kohé té arsyeshme, té ndérgjegjshme, té kujdesshme, té zellshme dhe sistematike, me objektivitet, vetépérmbajtje dhe
maturi.[...]

7 https://rm.coe.int/168074738b [...] 6. Prokurorét duhet té respektojné standardet mé té larta etike dhe profesionale, duke u
sjelluar gjithmoné né ményré té paanshme dhe objektive. 97. Prokurorét duhet té fitojné besimin e publikut duke treguar njé
sjellje shembullore né té gjitha rastet. Ata duhet té trajtojné njerézit né ményré té drejté, té€ barabarté, me respekt dhe
mirésjellje. Gjithashtu, ata duhet té respektojné gjithmoné standardet mé té larta profesionale dhe té ruajné nderin dhe
dinjitetin e profesionit té tyre, duke vepruar gjithmoné me integritet dhe kujdes. .[...]
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V. Kérkimi i ankimit
21 Nisur nga parashikimi i nenit 179/b/5 té Kushtetutés, aneksit té Kushtetutés, konsiderojmé
se vendimi i Komisionit nuk éshté né pajtueshméri té ploté me gjendjen e fakteve dhe provave

té administruar né fashikull, pér krijimin e bindjes se subjekti i rivlerésimit arrin nivel té
besueshém pér konfirmimin e tij né detyré, né kuptim té nenit 59 té ligjit nr. 84/2016;

21.1 Duke ritheksuar se Komisioneri Publik ka detyrimin gé té ushtrojé kontroll mbi vendimet
e dhéna nga Komisioni, me géllim gé té garantojé mbrojtjen e interesit publik né procesin e
rivlerésimit, duke vlerésuar né gofté se vendimmarrja e Komisionit pér konfirmimin ose
shkarkimin e subjektit, ose ndérprerjen e procesit té rivlerésimit éshté marré né pérputhje me
ligjin, né pérfundim té njé hetimi té ploté, mbéshtetur né faktet dhe provat e administruara pér
kété géllim;

21.2 Nisur nga parashikimi i nenit 179/b/5 té Kushtetutés, aneksit té Kushtetutés,
konsiderojmé se, ndryshe nga sa ka disponuar Komisioni i Pavarur i Kualifikimit, referuar
gjendjes sé fakteve dhe provave né rastin konkret, Komisioneri Publik ndan gjykim té kundért,
pasi vleréson se subjekti i rivlerésimit nuk arrin nivel té besueshém pér konfirmimin e tij né
detyré;

21.3 Bazuar né kérkesat e neneve C, D, E dhe F, té aneksit té Kushtetutés, nenin 4, pika 2, dhe
nenin 61, pikat 3 dhe 5, té ligjit nr. 84/2016;

21.4 Komisioneri Publik kérkon gé shkaget e kétij ankimi té merren né shgyrtim nga ana e
Kolegjit t&€ Posagém t€ Apelimit dhe, n€ zbatim t€ nenit 66, pika 1, germa “b”, t&€ ligjit nr.
84/2016, né pérfundim té shqyrtimit té ¢céshtjes né seancé publike, té vendosé:
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I. Introduction

The assessee Afrim Shehu, serving as a prosecutor at the Tirana District Court, has undergone the
re-evaluation process by the Independent Qualification Commission (hereinafter referred to as
“IQC™) in accordance with Article 179/b, par. 3 of the Constitution and the provisions of the
Vetting Law.

The IQC conducted its investigation based on three criteria: assets, background, and proficiency.
After reviewing reports from auxiliary bodies and considering evidence obtained through the
investigation process and submitted by the assessee, the IQC’s Adjudication Panel concluded the
investigation. They then notified the assessee of their findings, shifted the burden of proof on

certain issues, and requested explanations.

The hearing was held on 13.05.2024, and following deliberation as per Article 55, paragraph 5 of
the Vetting Law, the Adjudication Panel decided to confirm the assessee in duty pursuant to Article
59 Vetting Law. The decision was announced publicly on 15" of May 2024,

The undersigned International Observers (hereinafter the “10s™), having reviewed the case file and
the results of the public hearing, believe that the evidence presented during the investigation

justifies a review of the case by the Appeal Chamber.
II. Grounds for recommendation

Several issues were not properly assessed by the IQC, which renders the decision unclear. It does
not appear to be based on the available evidence. It deviates from the standards typically held by
the IQC in its current practice, and from the principles and guidelines established by the Special
Appeal Chamber (hereinafter “AC™),

[t is the [Os’ opinion that the assessee failed to adequately address the burden of proof regarding
certain crucial findings resulting from the investigation. Furthermore, it is noted that the assessee’s
attempts to rebut these findings were predominantly based on narratives lacking supporting
evidence. Despite this, IQC accepted most of his explanations, drastically reduced the minus

resulting from the investigation, and decided to confirm the assessee in duty.

Therefore, the 10s recommend that the Public Commissioners (hereinafter PCs) file an appeal
against the IQC’s decision no. 762, dated 15" of May 2024, which confirmed Afrim Shehu in duty.

The 10s believe that a proper assessment of the evidence presented in the case, along with correct
application of the relevant legal framework, would provide grounds for the AC to modify the IQC’s
decision pursuant to article 66, para. 1.c of the Vetting Law.

Thus, the I0s request a judicial review of the entire case, particularly focusing on the following
issues:



1.

Assets assessment

It is our opinion that the assessee did not rebut certain investigative findings and the [QC did
not provide clarity as to why, given the insufficient rebuttal, they reached a decision for a
confirmation in office. The latter indicates a misinterpretation of the available evidence on
crucial matters and insufficient reasoning of the decision.

A. Regarding the asset apartment in ©  *** ®%% ™ Sreept with surface 72.20.

Vetting Declaration: An apartment measuring 72.20 m? « *¥% %%% " Gpreet,
registered in Cadastral Zone *#x | property no.*/** ++* _ volume =+, page = , Off-
the-Plan Contract dated * .5.2003, Sales Contract Rep. no. =++ , Col. no. *+ 1« dated
*.7.2010. Paid in instalments as per the following money deposit slips: No. * , dated
* .9.2003; No. ** dated * .9.2005 and No. #+ dated * 5.2008.

Source of creation: Salary income as a Judicial Police Officer over the vears and as a

lawyer = .4.2002 - * .12.2003 and an amount of 10,041 EUR donated by *****+  (his

brother), who lives in London, England, deposited into Afrim Shehu’s account no. ««-
ks % gt +++  Bank, Tirana, on = 7.2003,

Price 4,000,000 ALL. Ownership 100%.
According to the administered documentation, the purchase price was paid as follows:

First installment on * 09.2003 in the amount of 9.040 USD; second installment in the
amount of 10.000 USD on * 09.2005; additional works in the amount of 1.270.000 ALL
on * 10.2005 and 3.960 USD on *.03.2008; furnishing in the amount of 239.000 ALL
(the date of pavment is missing),

Burden of proof: "Apparently, the assessee made an inaccurate disclosure of the sources
Jor the payment of the first instalment, disclosed in the Vetting declaration that the amount
was transferred by his brother  +++ ++x _ whereas the documents indicate that this was

not the source feeding these payments.

As per above, seemingly, the assessee lacked the financial capacity to settle the price of
the apartment in the amount of ALL — 3,844,008."

During the investigation and after the burden of proof, the assessee tried to justify the
income used for the creation of this asset by altering and inflating the current sources
declared as well as adding new sources never declared before. Herein below we will tackle
each and one of the sources following his final submissions.

» Concerning the analysis of the sources of the first installment of the apartment the
assessee claimed the following:



a} fncome during the time 2002-2003 as part of the law/notary office as a source jor the
apartment in = ++x  with 72.20 m* surface.

About this income declared as source for the apartment  #+# =+ the assessee specified
in the Vetting Declaration: “fncome from working as a lawver during ** .4.2002 -
** ]2 2003, in the Law Firm at the address: ' zex xxx " street, Pall ==, Tirana,
NIPT sux employment contract dated == .4.2002 and confirmation dated
=% [ 2017), the amount 2,518,333 ALL".

In the Declaration Before Assuming Office 2009, he disclosed as follows: “From
**04.2002 to ** 12.2003, a lawyer at Tirana Bar Chamber. Amount 2,500,000 ALL.”

From the Social Insurance Institute Central Archive, it could be confirmed that the assessee
earned as net salary 409,860 ALL in 2002 and 546,480 ALL in 2003. During the
investigation and after the burden of proof, the assessee claimed that he worked as a lawyer
at his brother’s office! and provided services to the notary office of his sister-in-law.
According to the assessee, in addition to the salaries that he eared from these offices, they
also paid him 1.400.000 ALL in bonuses and overtime work corresponding to the 20%
profit from the fees paid by clients to the office.

However, based on the documentation submitted by the assessee, the turnover declared by
his brother's law office in 2002 amounted to 2.000.000 ALL and in 2003, 1.800.000 ALL.
Therefore, even by pure math, the amount of 1.400.000 ALL in bonuses as 20% of the
office profit cannot be justified by such turnover; hence, it is not plausible. In addition,
there is no proof of payment of this amount, and even in the most favorable approach, there
is still no proof of payment of taxes.

Regarding his claims that he benefited also from the notary office (sister-in-law) with the
same contractual terms as the law office of his brother, this remains of a declarative nature
and is not supported by documents since in this case they don’t even have a contract.

In conclusion, regarding this source, from the investigation it could not be proven that the
assessee benefited more than 956.340 ALL income as confirmed by the public authorities.
Doing otherwise from what is reasoned above, would be conducting a financial analysis
not based on income, the value and payment of which are proven through official
documentation, and whose legality is demonstrated through the payment of tax obligations.
The claim that the responsibility to pay taxes on this income lies with the employer does
not affect an alternative interpretation of the law regarding the legitimate income.
Therefore, in violation of constitutional, legal requirements and jurisprudence related to
convincingly proving the value of income with documentation and its legality, in the

! In the employment contract provided by the assessee, it was specified that the employee shall benefit 20 %4 of the
value paid by the clients defended by him and shall have other benefits above the salary {which was specified net
amount as 55.000 ALLS month) in overtime and holidays.

4



context of Article D, point 3 of the Annex to the Constitution and Articles 32, points 1; 49,
point 4; and 3, point 19 of Law no. 84/2016.

b} Gift of €10,041 by *** %% (his brother), who resides in London, England
deposited on * . 7.2003 to account Afrim Shehw’s account No. v #%%  _x % g
kk Bank, Tirana.

According to the statement of the account at == Bank, provided by the assessee and
attached to the Vetting Declaration, a transfer of €10,041 occurred on October * 2003,
from his account to a deposit account. This amount originated from a cash deposit of
€19,000 made on July *, 2003. Out of this amount, €10,000 was invested as a term deposit
on October *, 2003, which matured and was transferred to his account on February *, 2004,
The remaining €9,000 stayed as a balance until February* , 2004, when the total amount
of €19,100 was withdrawn from his account.

During the investigation, it was noted that this amount was withdrawn on February * 2004,
after the payment of the first installment (the payment slip was dated September * , 2003)
for the apartment. In the 2004 PAD, the assessee did not declare cash sourced from this
withdrawal, and thus, the amount could not serve as a source for the subsequent
installments of the apartment. During the investigation, the assessee stated that the
declaration of €10,041 by his brother s s as a gift was a mistake in the
interpretation of the bank statement.

c) Loan of 4.0008 allegedly given in cash from  sxx sxx in August 2003 that served
as source for the payment of the first instalmen.

In the replies to second questionnaire, the assessee claimed that a loan taken in August
2003 from *** *xx in the amount of 4.000 USD served partially for the payment of
the first instalment, and the remaining part has as a source the income from work as a
Jjudicial police officer, as a lawyer, and from the bonuses and overtime, and a part of savings
from his work in immigration.

After the burden of proof, the assessee claimed that the 4.000 USD loan was part of the

bigger loan of 23.000 USD taken by his spouse from ###% ##x that the assessee
declared and supported with notarial contract dated **.09.2005. According to his
explanations, that is the reason why in October 2005 *** *** transferred 15.296

Euros instead of 23.000 USD because allegedly in August 2003, he had already lent him
4.000 USD.

Without analyzing whether the amounts match, or the fact that they are in different
currencies - or the fact that in the loan contract there is no mention of amounts, their
payments, and timeframe - it seems that the assessee is trying to fit different sources in
different years in order to manipulate the financial analysis into a positive result.



As per above, the assessee changed the declaration about the source of the first installment
of the apartment. This loan from %% %x* ~ was never disclosed in the Vetting
Declaration or PAD over the years as a source for the asset whereas in the declaration
before taking office the whole amount 23.000 USD was disclosed as a source for the other
apartment in street © **# xx . tharafore it should not have been taken into account in
the analysis for the purchase of the apartment in #%* *%x  §¢,

d} Income from immigration in Greece and Ponzi schemes

The assessee explains that from 1993 to 1995 he was an immigrant in Greece and declared
in the 2009 PAD an amount of 2,000,000 ALL. He did not declare this income in the
Vetting Declaration due to a lack of documentation. Since he cannot prove this income, it
will not be considered in the financial analysis.

Regarding income from the pyramid schemes, the assessee stated: "l was able to secure
letter no.** dated March **, 2024, issued by Borrowing Companies in Administration,
from which it appears that in the company "+ ' sh.p.k., I deposited a part of my savings
as soon as [ returned from immigration and subsequently benefited from the amount of
873,113 ALL."

He provided as evidence an attestation confirming that he deposited 730,000 ALL at the
former pyramid scheme company in 1996 and withdrew 873,113.3 ALL in 1997. It was
noted that this source was only brought up in the latest submissions of the assessee.
However, the income received amounts to 143,113.3 ALL (withdrawals minus deposits)
rather than the claimed 873,113.3 ALL. Furthermore, the funding for the placement came
from immigration-related income, the legitimacy of which has not been proven.

As a result of the above the analysis of the sources claimed for the payment of the first
installment of the apartment, the financial analysis shows the following:

Assets up to 09.10.2003 4,298,030
Apartment =% xxx st installment 9040

USD dt. **,10.2003 952,558
Liquidities balance on * .10.2003 3,315,472
Tncome 1,266,829
Salaries as a JPO * [1999- *,12.2000 431 086
Interest income from deposits  #s= Bank 13,938
Dionation from his brother -
Income as a lawyer during + .04.2002-

**,12.2003 818,903




Expenses 426,783

Living expenses 426,783

Difference (3,457,984)

[t was noted that the assessee had a balance of liquid assets at the end of 2003 amounting
to 3,349,749 ALL, created by cash deposits of 19,000 EUR and 3,400 USD into his #+=*
Bank account during 2003, These amounts were withdrawn in 2004 but were not declared
as cash savings in the 2004 Declaration. Only an amount of 10,041 EUR was declared as
a source for the apartment in © ##+ *++  * {analyzed in paragraph b above). Therefore, no
amount should be carried forward to cover other expenses or investments that occurred
from 2005 to 2009,

Considering that the assessee changed the declaration about the source (a donation of
10,041 EUR from his brother) and claimed a previously undisclosed loan of 4,000 USD
from ##+ 22 .as a source for this asset, the alleged loan shall not be considered in
the financial analysis of the first installment.

After examining the assessee’s submissions, we conclude:

- The assessee lacks financial sources for the payment of the first installment in the entire
amount of 9,040 USD.

- The assessee changed the declaration about the source (a donation of 10,041 EUR. from
his brother) and claimed a loan of 4,000 USD from s+ = not disclosed in the
WVetting Declaration or annual declarations,

- The income from Ponzi schemes was never declared by the assessee and even if
considered, the profit received is only 143,113.3 ALL, instead of 873,113 ALL as
considered by the IQC.

» Regarding the analysis of the sources for the second installment of the apartment and
additional expenses/furnishing, the assessee claimed the following: Income from the
donation by = #*x xxx s brother in 2004, reportedly used to finance the second
installment of the apartment totaling 810,000, as well as additional
expenses/furnishing

In relation to the sources for the second installment of $10,000 on September * | 2005, the
additional expenses of 1,270,000 ALL, and the furnishing of the kitchen, he stated that the

? Living expenses is estimated as 66% of the income of the year 1999, for 2000-2003 data are considered based on
the estimate of INSTAT .5



sources were gifts received from his brother on April *, 2004, amounting to €7,000, and
on September **, 2004, amounting to €5,740. We note that there were two international
transfers received from #*##% === as follows:

Amount
Date (EUR) Description
Int transfer- credit from * |
* (04.2004 7,000.00 ok
* 04,2004 7.000.00 The amount was withdrawn
Int transfer- credit from *#==
*.09.2004 5,760.40 ok
* 04.2004 5,760.40 The amount was withdrawn

In the 2004 PAD, the assessee didn’t disclose cash savings at the end of the year, so these
sources cannot be considered in the financial analysis of the second installment and
additional works. The gifts were not mentioned as a source for the apartment in any
subsequent PADs over the years.

Even if the evaluation starts from the Vetting Declaration, as claimed by the assessee in his
submissions, we find that (i} he failed to declare these gifts from his brother as a source for
the apartment in the Vetting Declaration, and (ii) he failed to disclose these transfers in the
income section of the Vetting Declaration, unlike other donations he received from his
brother.

In regards to the inclusion of the positive result of the vear 2004 as calculated by IQC in
the amount of 4.858.629 ALL as a cash balance in the following year, it was noticed that
IQC has found...  (ii) the assessee managed to prove that there was an inaccuracy in his
declaration in the declaration as JPO in 2004, but he did not have this value as cash, which
was loaned to citizen *** *** and citizen w2k fopr their investments, which
were proven with documentation; ... iv) the period of occurrence of these transactions

turns out to be before the assumption of duty by the assessee.

In addition, it is unclear (i) the period October 1999- July 2005 in the table nr 4 of the IQC
Decision, as the payment of the installments dated after this period (ii) the lack of inclusion
of the liquidities balance till the date of payment of such installments.

However, we do not agree with these conclusions and argue as follows:



Regarding the assessee's claim that the 2004 declaration to HIDAACI is incomplete
because it was his first declaration and only included his 2004 salary, this claim is deemed
not based on Law 90492003 "On the Declaration and Audit of Assets, Financial
Obligations of Elected Officials and Certain Public Servants," as amended. The assessee
was obligated to declare all changes in assets (including cash) each year. Declarations to
HIDAACI, based on Law 84/2016 (Article 32, point 5), are evidence in this process.

Various AC decisions® highlight the significance of declarations made to HIDAACI over
the years to assess the financial situation of the assessee and to determine whether they had
sufficient sources for the creation of assets,

Regarding the claim, stated for the first time only in his final submission, that the amount
accumulated in 2004 was given asa loanto  *%* *xx , it remains at a declarative level
since it was not reflected in the 2004 PAD and the repayment of this loan was not declared
as a source of assets in the Vetting Declaration.

If we perform the financial analysis as of the date of payment of the additional costs, as
stated by the assessee on October *, 2005, it was noticed that the spouse of the assessee
also had a balance of $21,000 in her bank account, originating from a cash deposit made
on August * , 2005. The analysis does not consider this amount allegedly coming from the
citizen **» *»* but as an asset belonging to the assessee, acknowledging that the
latter was not claimed to have been used as a source for other investments by the assessee
in subsequent vears.

Assets *.01.2005- *,10.2005 4,466,971

Apartment s ®xx 2
installment

additional expenses+ furnishings 1,509,000

1,033,300

liquidities change * .01.2005-

1,924,671
* . 10.2005
Income 433,221
donations from his brother
salaries as a JPO (proportional for 433,221

the period)

? See Decision JR 9/2019 para. 10.1.5.; Decision JR 5/2019 para. 23
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Expenses 116,404

living expenses 116,404

Difference -4, 150,154

In conclusion, the financial analysis up to the date of the payment of the second installment
and additional expenses/furnishings shows a lack of financial sources (estimated to be -4.1
million ALL) to cover these and other expenses/investments.

# Concerning the analysis of the sources of the last installment of the apartment, 1QC
analyzed the following source: Giff from the brother ****x%  n 2008 the amount
af 2.500 GBP used as one the sources of the asset.

The analysis of the previous years 2006-2007 shows a surplus that can be carried forward
in order to finance this installment up to the moment of the payment of the latter.

In conclusion regarding the asset apartment street **x »*xx  72.2 m%:

®  the assessee lacks financial sources for the payment of the first installment in the
entire amount of 9.040 USD.

= the financial analysis up to the date of the payment of the second installment +
additional expenses/furnishings, shows lack of financial sources (estimated in the
amount of -4,1 mil ALL) to cover these and other expenses/investments.

* the assessee’s changed the declaration about the source (donation 10.041 EUR
from his brother) and claimed a loan taken from *#* *#* _in the amount of
4.000 USD not disclosed in the Vetting Declaration or PADs,

Regarding the asset apartment (89.95 m?) & garage (35 m?) in _ *** *** S used also
as partial source for the purchase of the apartment in  ===* =xx 3,

In relation to the parking garage at * ##% %% " gireet, Building ** , consisting of two
parking spots (No.x |, % ) with a surface area of 35m?, located on the 2nd underground
floor (-2), entrance A (off-the-plan contract before the notary dated November * , 2009),
valued at EUR 14,000:

- The financial analysis for this asset included the period since October *, 2003,
encompassing all other assets created until December * , 2009 (the date of filing the
declaration before taking office) and shows a lack of sufficient sources to justify the
amount in its entirety.

In relation to the apartment at 103m?® on  #%* %+ Street:
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- In the 2009 PAD before assuming office, the spouse of the assessee declared the
apartment at 103m? on * *=x *xx Spreet, purchased for EUR 61,800 with the off-
plan contract No.** Rep, No. **  dated June *, 2008.

- The source of income for the purchase of the apartment includes:

i. A donation of EUR 40,000 from his father-in-law, supported by the notarial
declaration dated October * , 2009,

ii. A loan from the assessee's brother-in-law, *%% *** , in the amount of USD
23,000,

In the 2012 PAD, the assessee declared that on December *, 2012, the apartment on ===
=xx Street was registered. It was liquidated on December = , 2008, according to the contract
of sale (the assessee referenced the off-the-plan contract).

The assessee provided the contract dated June = 2008, in replies to the third questionnaire. It
specified that the apartment was to be sold by === ==x  for 103 m? for the amount of EUR
61,800, to be paid in two installments:

- The first installment of EUR 34,000 was liquidated on the date of the contract.

- The second installment of EUR 27,800 was to be liguidated through a bank loan that the
purchaser would obtain from *** Bank by December = , 2008.

Regarding the price disparity between the sum specified in the off-the-plan contract (EUR
61,800} and the amount stated in the sale contract (6,341,775 ALL), the assessee clarified that,
based on a declaration issued by the company in 2009, it was the company's responsibility to
deliver the apartment in a fully finished state as stipulated in the off-the-plan contract between
the company and === === (in the capacity of the landlord of the plot). The company
accepted that the value of EUR 10,000 for interior works would be carried out by the assessee’s
spouse and that this amount was paid to the company. This value was subsequently deducted
from the total in the off-the-plan contract (EUR 61,800), resulting in the sale contract value of
6.3 million ALL reflecting this change. The assessee provided a payment slip for EUR 18,000
dated October *, 2009, which included additional works and furnishings. The assessee also
provided a payment slip for EUR 10,000 that the company paid to == sxx for the
additional works carried out by the assessee’s spouse to complete the apartment.

In this regard, IQC reasoned in the Decision as follows: “26.19 The Commission assessed that
based on its practice, the financial analysis should be updated by including as the purchase
price for the apartment, the value defined in the sales contract with which the apartment was
registered at the cadaster offices. Also, the assessee managed 1o prove with legal
documentation, which includes the declaration of all parties that the total value of this
transaction (purchase of the apartment) is in the total amount of 61,800 euros and no more.
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It was found that the practice referred to by the IQC is unclear, as is the provability of the facts
based solely on the declarations of the parties.

In evaluating the claim and other evidence, we conclude that the financial analysis of the
situation before taking office should still reflect the cost of EUR 61,800 plus EUR 18,000,
since it was not proven that the difference in prices was due to the additional works carried out
by the assessee’s spouse. The price was declared as EUR 61,800 in the 2009 declaration before
assuming office without providing a breakdown of this cost and without mentioning the EUR
8,000 difference claimed for the furnishings (which, according to the payment slip provided,
was paid to the company as a lump sum of EUR 18,000 on October * , 2009). Without
evidence from the time in question, the claims remain unsubstantiated.

Regarding the legitimate source of the purchase of the apartment, including the expenses for
interior works, furnishings, and the garage on *** ***  Sireet [QC has found in the burden
of proof:

- It appears that the assessee lacks the financial capacity to make the payments for the
apartment, with a shortfall of 4,065,392 ALL.

- The total amount declared by the assessee's wife for the creation of the apartment on *»x
=== Street is EUR 56,983, while the value of the apartment is EUR 61,800. It appears that
the assessee lacks the financial sources for the creation of the asset by a total amount of
EUR 14,000, or -1,920,380 ALL.

In relation to the above, the assessee provided the following explanations regarding the sources
of the creation of the asset:

a. Transfer from sxx xxx from Greece:

He claims that the amount of EUR 9,000 received as a transfer from *** *** (the spouse of
the sister of === ==+ ) which served as a source for financing the additional works and
furnishing of the apartment, was actually a donation from his father. However, the assessee's
declaration in this regard is inconsistent with the declaration provided during the investigation,
in which the assessee submitted documents related to the legitimate source of income of 444
*** in Greece. Moreover, the donation was not declared among the sources of income in the
Vetting Declaration and in the annual declarations, and as such cannot be accepted.

b, Income from pensions:

It was noticed that this source was only mentioned in the final submissions of the assessee.
According to the attestation provided, the total amount of pensions received by =sx =sx

from July*, 1993, to December *% 2020, amounted to 3,594,951 ALL. Considering that the
analysis of legitimate income starts from 2003 until March 2008, only the pensions pertaining
to this period are considered, as pensions received before this period are accounted for covering
minimum living expenses. For the period in question, the pensions amount to 585,512.75 ALL
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(or EUR 4,778). Therefore, the loan amount considered with legitimate means amounts to EUR
36,279.14.

¢. Regarding the loan amount of USD 23,000:

According to the bank statement of the assessee in *** Bank, there’s a credit in the assessee’s
account from an international money transfer on **.10.2005 in the amount of 15,296 Euro.
Confirmation from the bank was provided based on which the sender of the transfer in the
amount of 15.296.4 EUR i #*%% %%

date Transaction Debit Credit
*#  10.2005 | Receipt of International Inc. 0.00 | 15,296.40
MT
* 10,2005 | Cash 15,296.00 0.00
Withdrawal
The lender *%% %% stated to have transferred the loan on 10.05.2005 (declared in the

Notary Declaration date **.08.2018) meanwhile the bank statement shows that the transfer
was done on 05.10.2005 (i.e., after the loan contract based on which the spouse receives the
amount). In the loan contract (notarial act) of *.09.2005 it was stated that the spouse receives
the amount of 23.000 USD and shall repay 2300 USD / year.

From the bank statements, it was noticed an amount of 22,600 USD (approximate to the
amount of the loan) which was deposited in CASH by the assessee spouse on *%08.2005 and
the amount was withdrawn on **,10.2005,

Date Transaction Debit Credit
= 082005 | CA Intra-branch Cash 0.00 | 22,600.00
Deposit
= 092005 [ CA Intra-branch Cash 1,600.00 0.00
Withdrawal
= 10,2005 | CA Intra-branch Cash 21,000.00 0.00
Withdrawal

The assessee was asked about the source of this amount, and he stated that the amount came
from the legitimate income of #x= === In July 2005, sxs ssx and his spouse
were in Albania (on July * , 2005, the assessee got married while ***  and his spouse
married in a ceremony on August *, 2005). ***  brought this amount, which was savings
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from the UK, intending to leave it in Albania. He requested the assessee to keep the amount,
and hence it was deposited in the bank by the assessee's spouse. The amount was later
withdrawn and given to his brother === === for his family needs, and in 2010 the amount
was returned to === =xx from === so that he could place it in the bank for the amount
of EUR 70,000.

The statements of the assessee cannot be proven and are not credible, and it seems that the
assessee is trying to justify the creation of all his assets with the income of =xx =xx . AS
a result, the amount of USD 22,600 will be considered as having been created with the
assessee's sources. However, the withdrawal of the amount of USD 22,600 (which occurred
within the vear 2005) was not declared to have been used as a source for other assets created

by the assessee.
Regarding the repayment of the loan 23.000 USD

The assessee declared in the 2009 PAD, before taking office, an outstanding liability toward

AR KK in the amount of USD 11,500, In the 2010 PAD, he declared a "decrease of the
deposit by EUR 7,000 by using it for the repayment of the liability of his spouse.”" On May = ,
2009, the assessee’s account in *** was credited with EUR 9,962.03 from ##x #xx !
described as a loan. This loan was not declared as an outstanding liability in 2009. The amount
was invested in deposits until it was withdrawn in 2010,

When asked about the legitimate source of this loan and the timing of its repayment, the
assessee stated that the source of this amount came from the legitimate income of the citizen

sy and that the repayment occurred before the submission of the declaration before
taking office. It is reasonably concluded that it remains unproven that the amount came from
BEE EEE . Additionally, the IQC did not reflect the repayment of this loan, since,

according to the assessee, the amount was repaid within the same year. Furthermore, the IQC
did not inguire about the legitimate source of this repayment.

Since the legitimate source of === === to provide the loan was not proven, the
withdrawal of this deposit cannot be used as a source in 2010 for the repayment of the other
loan taken from *** %% . The explanation of the assessee seems illogical, and once again
he tries to justify the creation of all his assets with the income of === sxx

Regarding the work-related travels during the year 2009, which impact the analysis before
taking office, the assessee claimed the following:

- Thetravel of his spouse to Germany during February 8-14, 2009, was for training purposes.
In this regard, the assessee attached the certificate of attendance for the training held on
February 9-12, 2009, It remains unproven that these expenses were covered by the
employer; therefore, these expenses will be considered as borne by the assessee in the
amount of EUR 480.
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- The travel of his family during August* -29, 2009, was covered by the relatives of his
spouse in Greece. The assessee provided a notarial declaration where citizens *#* =%x
71111 | s declared that they have possessed residence permits since 2000, the
assessee stayved at their house, and they covered all the expenses of the assessee and his
family during this visit. They also attached a rental contract dated October =, 2015. The
assessee previously provided proof of the income of citizen =% sxx from his
employment in Greece since 2002 during the investigation. Taking this into consideration,
the accommodation expenses shall be decreased and recognized based on the standard
established by the AC in case (JR) 11 dated May 22, 2019.

Concerning the analysis up to the date of taking office, we evaluate the fragmented analysis as
follows:

Analysis for the period October 2, 2005, to December 31, 2005: During this period, it was
noticed that the amount of the loan taken from *%#% *%# through a transfer was
withdrawn and therefore considered potentially saved. However, the same evaluation is not
shared regarding the withdrawal of the amount of USD 21,000, The legitimate source of this
amount was not verified (see point ¢ above) and it was not declared as a source for other assets.

It was allegedly savings brought by s =xx and given as a loan to the assessee's brother
EEE KRR
Assets 02.10.2005-31.12.2005 -2,139,562
liquidities change 02.10.20035- e
31.12.2005 ey
Income 02.10.2005-31.12.2005 2,018,779
s_alanes as?essee as a JPO (proportional 144,407
for the period) + spouse
loan from === xx= through
transfer dated on */5/2005 { 44 1,874 37200
R }
Expenses 2,208,731
living expenses 38,801
djustment for t! t of 21.000
adjustment for the amount o 2,169,930
UsD
Difference 1,949, 609.66
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Accumulated

Year 2006 2007 2008 09.12.2009 ;
analysis
Assets 8,300,838.00 7,01 6.0
2 301,374.00 219,743.00 5,996.0 15,838,951.00
Apartment 72.20 m* “ sx
R e, 360,202.00 360,202.00
Garage street * waoe mwx 7,
surface 35 m?. 1,920,380.00 | 1,920,380.00°
Apartment 103 m?, ¥ xxx
ok 7.612,679.00 2,469,060,00 10,081,739.00
Vehicle Volkswagen Golf,
TR sexx N, 250,000.00 250,000.00
Change in liquidities
301,374.00 | (30,257.00) 327.957.00 2,627.556.00 | 3,226,630.00
iquidities balance 333.662.00 303 406.00 63!, 36300 3258091900
Liabilities
- (190,969.00) | (209,208.00) (648,462.00) | (1,048,639.00)
Loan from **® ®&*
(190,969.00) | (209,208.00) (648,462.00) {1,048,639.00)
Net ts 510,046.0 7 458,
e 301,374.00 | 410,712.00 | $S1004600 1 766545800 | ocr s00.00
Income 6,056,617.00 1,397,519.00
2,892,863.66 | 1,890,596.00 ik 202 12,362,674.00
Salaries JPC and the
SO o 610,496.00 | 1,155,927.00 | 611,521.00 | 55524200 | 2,933,186.00
decision
Income of the spouse
Marketing & Distribution ( * .
2005-. % 2008), ¥ wxx 331,345.00 534,644.00 653,052.00 813.378.00 2.332.419.00
o » Sha
Income from sale of vehicle
Volkswagen Golf, 200,000.00 200,000.00
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Gift from ( = ) from
the UK 319,150.00 319,150.00
Gift 40,000 euro from
4,468,955.00 4,468,955.00
Interest income from deposits
" bank 3,906.00 28.856.00 32,762.00
Interest income from deposits
bank 1.413.00 25,00 33.00 43.00 1,514.00
Potential savings from the
previous period 1,949,609.66 2.074,688.00
Expenses 849.416.00 82
5 264,763.00 | 455,562.00 606,680-82 | 498,235.00
repair expenses for vehicle
license plate TR =+ N 308,950.00 308,950.00
Travel expenses & =
45,702.00 40,606.00 185,435.82 193,557.00

Living expenses 2

264,763.00 409,860.00 409,860.00 421,245.00 1,505,728.00
Difference ;

2,326,726.66 | 1,024,322.00 | (3,302,845.00) | (6,874,619.82) | (6,623,151.00)

In conclusion regarding the asset apartment *

is noticed:

" street + garage, the following

- regarding the period before taking office, it results that the assessee lacks financial
legitimate sources in the total 6.6 mil ALL, to cover the investment in the assets

created during this period (i.e., Apartment + garage at street ¥

. "

it )

additional works + furnishings, cash savings in the amount of 15.000 EUR and
vehicle), expenses incurred and repayment of liabilities.

- the assessee’s declaration is inconsistent in regard to the additional donation allegedly
given by the father of his spouse in the amount of 9.000 EUR (confirmed through a

bank transfer from the citizen

vvvvvv

during investigation in which proof of income of the latter were provided.

) in comparison to the replies provided

- only the transfer of 15.296 Euros could be confirmed as a source for the creation of

the asset.
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C. Regarding apartment with surface area 96.5 m® located in * =xx =xx ™ §t,

Vetting Declaration: Apartment of 96.5 m?on  *** ***  gireet entryway no.*, ap. no. = ,
registered at the cadastral zone *** | no. */** +% =_volume * , page *. (Off-the-plan
contract rep/coll. no. ** /"= dated =.9.2015, contract of sale rep/coll. no. *=_/ * _ dated
* _10.2016; paid by instalments: EUR 40,000 on *.9.2015; EUR 39,952 on *.3.2016; EUR
22,840 on *.10.2016 and *.10.2016.

Value: ALL 12,720,000. Proportionate share: 50%.

Source of creation:

- savings account no.  ®%x , under the name of *** with = *=*= Bank
created with income earned over the years;

- loan from #== zxx% . as per notarized act rep/coll. no. === [ 2= dated == .9.2016,
(repaid in full via the proceeds from the sale of the house);

- savings over the vears disclosed before 31.12.2014;

%

- sale of the apartment of 89.95 m®, property no.* fex "+g-y. , on * **% ¥¥x street,
entryway no. *, ap. no.* , Tirana, under contract rep/coll. no. == / =x , dated *.10.2016,

price: EUR 85,000,

Also, the assessee disclosed in the vetting declaration expenses in the amount of 11.000 Euros
for the furnishing of this apartment, which was partially financed with the above sources.

According to the results of investigation, as it can be noticed in the table below, in August
2015 the assessee took a loan in cash of 5.000 USD from %= xxx partially financing
the first installment for the apartment. Then, he took a loan of 40.000 Euros from ***
**%*  and used 30.000 Euros to pay the second instalment for the apartment and 10.000 Euros
for its furnishing.

Instalments for the apartment at
# wrk et Piireet

Source of creation

WValue € 40,000 paid on *=.9.2015 (in
the company’s finance office)

1- spouse’s deposit in -~ === bank worth 2,682,923 ALL
(19,923 EURs);

2- amount of 5,000 USD (4,482 EURs), loan from #***
==x  received in September 20135;

3- the amount of 1,010,000 ALL (7,209 EURs) + 5,000
EURs reduced from CASH balance kept in the apartment
before 31.12.2014;
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4-amounts from trainings in 2013 and 2015; 2,590 USD
(2,383 EURS);

S5-savings during 2015, total 1,622 EURs

Value € 30,000 paid on =.03.2016
(=== bank)

Loan from Mr, %% %%x {30,000 EUR);

Furnishing expenses for the
apartment in the value of 11,000
EUR

Loan from Mr, #=% === (10,000 EUR);
Savings during 2016, value 1,000 EUR

Value € 20,000 paid on **.10.2016
{ === bank)

Value € 2,840 paid on 20.10.2016
{(  *==  bank)

Sale value of the apartment at, © *** *** » paid by bank
transfer

Total paid - € 103,840

This amount of approximately 45.000 Euros has been given based on the Loan Contract entered
between ==z x== and Afrim Shehu, dated *%09.2016, whereby is provided that 5000 $
was given to the assessee in August 2015 and 40.000 Euros was wired to him in March 2016.
They agreed for an interest free loan for a term connected with the sale of the apartment in
EEE REX , the income from which will serve for the repayment of the loan.

Based on the affidavit before the notary dated **..01.2017, === *== states that he and
Afrim Shehu entered into a loan agreement dated * .9.2016, which is considered to be
dissolved because all obligations arising from it have been settled. The value of EUR 40,000
was repaid in October through the bank account, whereas the value of USD 5,000 was paid
back in cash.

The following transactions were evidenced in his . *** bank account of the assessee regarding
the loan:

date ?};“L?;:t Description

8/3/2016 | 39,952.00 | Credited by the === sx=zx {loan amount)

amount
date Description

(EUR)
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Credited by the notary - proceeds of the sale of the apartment in

i

= /10/2016 | 85,000.00

street " mws wms

transferred by the assessse to the bank account of === ==

*10/2016 | 40,000.00
for the repayment of the loan

Regarding the legitimate source of the lender

The assessee disclosed in the Vetting Declaration (Confidential Data) that the sources of
income of the lender (his nephew) were income from his work over the years and from the
payments sent from his brother-in-law #*%% *x which lives in London and transferred
through the bank by the latter during 2010,2011,2012, 2013,

The assessee was requested to provide explanations on the source of the value lent by citizen

EEE R for which he explained in questionnaire no. 2 that “During a talk I had with
CItiZEN  wxx xxx he confirmed me that the lawful source of the amount EUR 70.000
deposited in cash on = 012010 at =+ is My, +%+ ++x s employment incomes over
the years in the United Kingdom. Also, part of this value are the installments of repayment of
loan received by my wife in the amount of USD 23.000, the amount USD 22.600 deposited on
10.08.2005 by i #++ #+= . which was withdrawn on * ]10.2005, as well as other incomes
wired and brought by My, =+ s Once the amount of USD 22,600 was withdrawn on
* 10.2005 was given to Mr.. ¥** *** 1o meet his family needs. The amount was later given
to Mr. s+ w2 ‘who deposited it at *** on * .01.2010."

According to the bank statements of  ##+ +++ it was noticed that on January = , 2010,
he deposited in cash in his bank account the amount of 70,000 EUR. The amount was invested
in deposits and matured in March 2016. Out of this amount, 40,000 EUR was transferred to
the assessee’s bank account as a loan.

The assessee provided information on #%= == s income from 2012 to 2016, indicating
an average reported salary of approximately 80,000 ALL per month.

The assessee also provided — =*% sxx 's bank statement showing that **%% &%
transferred a total amount of 28,905 GBP to *#%* »== during 2011-2013.

Contrary to the documents provided by the assessee regarding the transfers from ===

xw (g EEX EEE , there is no evidence that the 40,000 EUR loan amount was transferred
to *&* xx% by =x=sxx . This amount was created from a cash deposit made by
S—g——_— in 2010, Therefore, ##* #xx cannot be considered as an involved party

for this specific amount.

Since there is no connection between == =xx and the creation of this amount, and since
the loan contract was entered into with #*% ==* , the latter should be considered a related
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person and scrutinized based on Article 32.4 of the Vetting Law. Due to the absence of a
verifiable link between the transfers sent by *** *x* ., as quoted in the Velting
Declaration by the assessee, and the origin of the loan received from s === , it remains
unproved that the amount came from *** *** . Consequently, the latter is not included
in the analysis among the legitimate sources of the purchase of the apartment.

Therefore, it appears that the assessee currently lacks the legitimate funds to make the
apartment payment in 2016 sourced from this loan, amounting to a total of 40,000 EUR.

In conclusion regarding apartment with surface area 96.5 m? located in “ === x=x  » §¢,
the following is noticed:

the assessee is found in lack of legitimate sources in 2015 in order to finance the first
installment of the apartments as well as to cover expenses of the year in the amount
of 1.4 mil ALL,

- itappears that the assessee currently lacks the legitimate funds to make the apartment
payment in 2016 sourced from the loan, in the total amount of the loan i.e., 40,000
EUR.

the assessee will lack sources to finance the furnishing expenses declared to have been
incurred during 2010-2011 in the amount of 10.000 EUR.
D. Cash Savings

In the 2009 PAD he declared cash savings in the amount of 15.000 EUR. No source was
declared for these savings in cash.

Based on his declarations over the years the following Cash in ALL was evaluated:

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

IEG,DUD| 360,000 | 360,000 | 360,000 | 1,010,000 | 400,000 | 400,000

|

In the minutes filed to HIDAACI on 15.01.2016 the assessee was asked to specify the cash
savings balance as of the end of 2014 and he declared that: “Cash balance on 31.12.2014 was
in the amount of 1.010.000 ALL. Whereas the cash balance of 10.000 EUR was spent for
Jurnishing of the house in © #*%% %2 ", the difference of 5.000 EUR was a balance
on 31.12.2014.

However, in the latest submissions, the assessee claimed the following regarding cash savings:
Cash savings before taking office were declared in the amount of 15,000 EUR or 2,057,550
ALL. Since this analysis showed a lack of financial sources amounting to 668,952 ALL, this
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amount will be deducted from the declared cash, and the analysis of the cash will continue
according to the declarations in the annual PADs. Additionally, he stated that he disclosed in
the minutes to HIDAACI that he spent 10,000 EUR during 2010 and 2011 and also declared
furnishing as part of an invoice totaling 18,000 EUR paid to the company === However,
lacking the invoice at the time of submitting his explanations to HIDAACI, the declaration of
the source of the furnishing expenses was incorrect. Nonetheless, he claims that since he did
not declare a decrease in the cash balance in PAD 2010 and PAD 2011, the cash declaration
should be based on the PADs over the years. He submitted the following analysis of the balance
of cash savings over the vears:

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

1,388,597.78

1,508,597.78

1,748,597.78

1,748,597.78

1,748,597.78

2,398,597.78

400,000.00

400,000.00

A discrepancy was found in the declaration regarding the usage of cash savings during the
investigation compared to those presented in the submissions: (i) In the minutes to HIDAACI
filed in 2016 and in the standard questionnaire, it was claimed that 10,000 EUR was spent on
furnishing the apartment during 2010-2011, while in his submissions, it was claimed that the
amount was not decreased in those years but rather carried forward. (ii) The balance of cash
savings at the end of 2014 was stated in the submissions as 2,398,597.78 ALL, whereas it was
claimed in the minutes to HIDAACI as 1,010,000 ALL + 5,000 EUR.

After examining the assessee’s claims in this regard and considering the results of the analysis
prepared for the situation before taking office, it is argued that since this analysis shows a lack
of legitimate sources to cover expenses, investments, and increases in savings, the amount of
15,000 EUR declared as cash this year cannot serve as a source for future purchases and thus
is not carried forward as a balance in cash in the financial analysis. Consequently, the assessee
will lack sources to finance the furnishing expenses declared to have been incurred during
2010-2011 in the amount of 10,000 EUR as declared in the first questionnaire and minutes to
HIDAACI, and 5,000 EUR for the payment of the first installment of the apartment in “==*
=xx " Sfreet.

It is unclear why the assessee refers in the standard questionnaire to furnishing expenses for an

apartment at the address " sxx == " street when no apartment belonging to the

assessee was found at this address.
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E. Card expenses evidenced over the vears

Regarding the analysis of the year 2014,2015 the following card debits were incurred in the
account in EUR and in ALL at *** Bank.

2014 2015 2016
Card expenses xxx Bank
ALL 595,556.00 | 145,465.00 | 116,346.00
Credit Card expenses ===
Bank EUR 142,071.54 | 325,404.60 | 46,803.42

In this regard the assessee asserts that: (i) the transactions in LEK should not be considered as
expenses since are already calculated in the living expenses based on the household budget
surveys of INSTAT (ii) for the transaction through credit card in EUR, some of the debit
transactions were done on behalf of relatives and colleagues which didn’t poses a credit card.

The assessee quoted the specific transactions which were executed on behalf of 3™ parties and
after the examination, we conclude that (i) for the year 2014 the total expenses for the Credit
Card in EUR will be decreased with 48.260 ALL for the amount of credits received by the
citizen *=x %% - for the pavment of the © *** *** it was noticed that the amount of
130 EUR was recognized as an expense for the accommodation in the questionnaire and
recognized by the IQC and consequently this amount shall be deducted from the travel
expenses (ii) for the year 2015 the amount of 60,473.2 ALL should be deducted from the card
expenses and the amount of 1065 EUR dated on * .07.2015 already recognized in the travel
expenses; it will also be decreased the amount of 16,019.5 ALL date * .06.2015 as transaction
credited by the assessee’s sister in law.

2014 2015 2016

Credit Card expenses
=xx  Bank EUR

03,811.54 | 102,314.65 | 46,803.42

Regarding the purchases effectuated in the accounts in EUR, these costs incurred by the
assessee’s spouse were not found to fall into the basic living expenses estimated by INSTAT,
since the transactions from the EUR account included spending on online purchases, hotel
booking fees ete. which were financed through a credit.
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Regarding the financial analysis 2010-2016

It was found to be correct that the assessee claimed the payment of the loan amounting to
11,500 USD in 2010, which should be reflected in the financial analysis as 1,206,925 ALL.

The travel expenses were not accurately reflected in the financial analysis in the results of the
investigation report of IQC for the period 2010-2016 by including the calculations of the
following year. However, the correct values are included below.

Description 2014 2015 2016
Assets 1,356,138 | 2,815,155 | 11,378,991
Apartment with an area of 96.5 m”on " sss == " Street. 5,506,000 | 7,147,667
Car, Volkswagen brand, Golf Plus series, sales contract dated #* 52016,
1,082,160

Value 3,000 euros.
Additions/decreases of liquidity in the bank and CASH 1,356,138 | -2,690,845 | 3,149,165
Total liquidity 3,640,666 949 821 4,008, 086
LIABILITIES 0 633,200 -5,773,050
L taken fi iti tarial act dt. d = 0.2016;
_ oan taken rom_ citizen sx% sxx by notarial act di. date * .9.2016; 633200 | -5.773.050
in the amount of 40,000 euros and 5,000 USD per day. 08.09.2015.
NET ASSETS 1,356,138 | 2,181,955 | 17,152,041
INCOME 2,384,365 | 2,480,659 | 14,766,974
Income from work as a Judicial Police Officer in the Prosecutor's Office
in Tirana 2004- = 12,2009, as well as Prosecutor in the Prosecutor's

1,317,145 | 1,267,398 | 1,185,381
Office in Durrés, date *.,12.2009 - *.12.2016. The amount is ALL g
13,972,719,
Income from the wife's salary, as a specialist at Marketing & Distribution
{October 2005-February 2008), at ™ sss sexsn and" .. 1,032,358 | 1,194,100 | 1,257.742

LE " LLC. The amount is ALL 11,075,784,
Proceeds from the sale of the Wolkswagen Golf Plus vehicle with license
825,147

plate AA =='FB (sales contract dated *%5.2016, purchased with the
proceeds from the sale of the above vehicle). The amount is 6,100 euros.
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Income from the sale of the apartment with an area of 89.95 m?, on" Ex®

==& " Street, Tirana according to the contract dated =.10.2016. The 11,497,950
amount of 835,000 euros.
Income from interest on bank deposits with === bank 34,862 19,161 754
Expenses 1,551,574 | 1,714,277 | 3,042,240
Education expenses for the children at the " === === " school in
Tirana for the academic year 20! 6-2017. Value 2,550 euros paid in 240,388 74,399
September 2016, 550 euros and in January 2017, value 2,000 euros,
Expenses for the furnishing of the apartment with an area of 96.5 m? on
"exx xxx " Street. Value 11,000 euros. 1,487,970
[nsurance expenses for the vehicle resulting from AMF 30,950 15.360 14,760
Payment expenses for wife's credit card with === Bank 93,312 102,315 46,803
Travel by functi

el i) o s Ui 77,000 77,000 | 77,000
it s 469,821 381,610 | 400,940
Living sepenses 879,992 | 897,104 | 940,368
Difference -523.347 | -1, 415,573 | -5,427.307

The financial analysis for the years 2014-2016 shows a negative balance with a total lack

of source estimated at 7,366,227 ALL.
2. Proficiency assessment
a) Ethics.

IMO administered a complaint from *** %%

, according to which the assessee was going

to exert improper influence on a judge of Durres Court of Appeals to release citizen ==*

o K

who was charged with possession, production and dealing with narcotics.

The prosecutor of the case took several investigating steps, which also involved wiretapping

several individuals' phone numbers.

The father of === === | R EEx

. together with === ==

were surveyed and

observed in a meeting with Afrim Shehu at a gas station. The police documented the meeting

between =x* == and Afrim Shehu with photos.
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When the assessee was asked about his relationship with these citizens, he acknowledged the
meeting with #*%* *xx and  sax sax at the ===  gas station at the entrance of
Durres on = ™ of May at 15.00. According to him, === === isa relative of his, while ===

was just a stranger to him that was accompanying === The purpose of this meeting was to
receive some court case related documents to give to === (his brother), so the latter could
defend this case in the court of appeals of Durrés.

From the review of criminal proceeding #== file, the denunciation, and the replies of the
assessee, the factual circumstances seem to match. The meeting happened at the time and place
as described in the file and as admitted by the assessee.

Nonetheless, it doesn’t seem that the assessee was an indifferent person to the matter (i.e. the
release from prison of ses sxs ) because of the content of the intercepted phone
conversations and because, in this context, every time === and =*=talk on the phone they
refer to an anonymous “him™, If “him" was his brother attorney . === (since the only
relatives of Isuf to help him with this matter are . *** and #== ), they could have mentioned
him normally as they did afterwards. The brother *** comes into the picture only later after
the meeting with *** happens, and from the file === =xx  did not perform any formal
activity of attorney in that criminal case.

Therefore, from the criminal proceeding file, we can confirm that **= === met with ===
=k ang was wex , and the meeting was focused on the criminal case against ===
===, but we cannot identify any further active involvement of the assessee in the

proceeding for the release from prison of ==x === . which anyway occurred later on.

Anyway, the assessee showed a suspicious availability to meet the father of an arrested person

within a criminal proceeding conducted by his colleague in Durres Prosecution Office, in a

time period when the intercepted conversations show that *** *** and sex ssx

were active in finding an extra-procedural (illegal) solution for === === to be released

from prison (as was ascertained also by the decision no. === dated = ..11.2022 of the Durres
District Court).

In conclusion, even though we cannot confirm the assessee’s involvement and his role in this
case (which was ruled out also as part of another criminal proceeding where passive/active
corruption and illegal influence were investigated), it seems that at least it can amount to an
ethical violation since the time, place and methods of this meeting do not seem to be of a
prosecutor who acts based on the ethical standards enacted by the High Prosecutorial Council®.

4 Article & of the Regulation on Ethical Standards of the HPC states that: The prosecutor always behaves in such a
way that preserves his dignity, accountability, and independence of the prosecution office. The behavior and stance
of the prosecutor shall reestablish the trust of the citizens to the prosecutorial system. Based on this principle: a) the
prosecutor is careful to preserve an immaculate figure during his work as well as in his private life in order to guarantee
public trust in the prosecutorial system.
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b) Denunciations.

Regarding denunciations, in addition to what IQC has already identified as shortcomings, IMO
suggests the following complaints should be further examined:

e , whereby it resulted that from the moment when he

- Complaint from
ordered the judicial police to carry out investigating tasks in April 2021 until July 2023
(when he was transferred) more than 2 vears has passed without a conclusion. In the end,
as the person in charge of the investigation and its progress, he did not provide explanations

why these tasks left to the judicial police were not fulfilled.

- Denunciation of s s%= , whereby his request to dismiss the case was refused three
times by both instances of the courts. The reasoning he provides in the requests to dismiss
the case is flawed and has been rejected several times by the courts.

Based on the above, we believe that there are serious indications that the assessee’s conduct
contravenes the fundamental values expected of' a magistrate, as stipulated in art. 3, para 5 of
the Status Law® and international guidelines® governing the behavior of magistrates both within
and outside the judiciary. This includes principles such as impartiality, integrity, and the
avoidance of conflicts of interest, which are essential for upholding the trust and credibility of
the judicial system.

 “The conduct of a magistrate shall, in the course of assuming histher function and bevond its seope, guarantee the
preservation and strengthening of the confidence of the public in the fustice sysiem, the legal profession and parties
who are subject of proceedings. ™

& Consultative Council of European Prosecutors *Rome Charter’, 2014, (https:/rm_coe.int/ | 68074738b): Prosecutors
should, at all times, conduct themselves in a professional manner and strive to be and be seen as independent and
impartial. Prosecutors must eamn the trust of the public by demonstrating in all circumstances an exemplary behavior.
They must treat people fairly, equally, respectfully, and politely, and they must at all times adhere to the highest
professional standards and maintain the honour and dignity of their profession, always conducting themselves with
integrity and care.

UNODC, Commentary on the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct 2007

Belevance of community standards

PG 102 “While the ideal of integrity is casy fo state in general terms, it is much more difficult and perhaps even
unwise to do so in more specific terms. The effect of conduct on the perception af the community depends considerably
on community standards that may vary according to place and time. This should be kept in mind in considering how
certain conduct might be perceived by reasonable, fair-minded, and informed members af the community, and whether
such a perception is likely to diminish the community's respect for the judge or the judiciary as a whole. Conduct that
is fikely to diminish respect in the minds of such persons should be avoided.”

A fudge shall ensure that his or her conduct is above reproach in the view of a reasonable observer.

High standards are required in both private and public life

PG 103 “A judge must maintain high standards in private as well as in public. The reason for this lies in the broad
range of human experience and conduct upar which a judge may be called upon to pronounce judgement. If the judee
i to condemn publicly what he or she practices privately, the fudge will be seen as a hypocrite, This inevitably leads
to a lass af public confidence in the judge, which may rub off on the judiciary more generally”
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Conclusions

The I0s, in light of the foregoing, and of other shortcomings which might be found during the
appeal proceeding by the Court, think that a proper consideration of all the elements, would result
in the dismissal of the assessee. '
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