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1 INTRODUCTION  
 

1.1 ESTABLISHMENT OF THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL AND 

INSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEES FOR AN INDEPENDENT, 

ACCOUNTABLE AND EFFICIENT JUDICIARY 
 

The justice system reform was designed taking into account the deformations the system 

had undergone and aiming to systematically address compromising practices, such as 

impunity, lack of transparency, political influence and corruption. At the same time, the 

reform aimed at providing a new institutional infrastructure, which, together with the 

monitoring mechanisms, would guarantee increased efficiency and professionalism in the 

Courts. The 2016 Constitutional amendments were followed by the adoption of a legal 

package that brought about fundamental changes in the organization and functioning of the 

justice system actors, as a result of which a new Constitutional body was established 

- the High Judicial Council (HJC). 

 

Given the expectations for reforming the justice system, the HJC, unlike the forerunner 

institution, the High Council of Justice (HCJ), comes with a broader mandate. While, like 

the previous HCJ it continues to have competences regarding appointments, professional 

and ethical evaluation, promotion, transfer, disciplinary action against judges, the current 

HJC, unlike the previous HCJ, now proposes and administers the Courts’ budget, as well as 

leads and takes care of the administration of the Courts and judicial administration, 

including the Supreme Court. Now we have well-defined competencies in terms of internal 

regulation of the Courts, judicial administration, their finances and professional skills of the 

judges. Such mandate expanded with the necessary competencies for a body entrusted with 

the governance of the system has been supplemented with the changes in the composition 

of the Council, the manner of selection of its members, thus enhancing the quality of 

decision-making and setting the premise to guarantee an independent, accountable, 

qualitative and efficient system, ensuring transparency and access of citizens to the Courts 

and the system at large. 

 

Strengthening of this governing body of the judicial branch, already sanctioned in the legal 

framework and having well-defined powers, shall be done, inter alia, by this institutional 

platform, which, in cooperation with other institutions, in particular with the High Inspector 

of Justice, the School of Magistrates, and the Ministry of Justice, shall strategically address 

the problems of the system, and monitor and guarantee the values and qualities of an 

impartial, fair and uncorrupted judicial system that takes pride in its judges who work 

qualitatively, with dignity and efficiently. 

 

In this regard, in service of independence, accountability, efficiency and transparency, 

some innovations are presented for the first time in the institutional composition of the HJC: 

 

- A clear division of duties and responsibilities between the justice institutions 

serves not only the institutional independence, but also as a step for greater 

accountability and efficiency. 
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- The composition of the HJC, which currently combines the experience of 

members coming from the Civil Society, the academia and the lawyer’s 

profession. This composition brings some advantages. For the first time ever it 

brings an internal barometer for the effects of the HJC decision-making on the 

system “users” is an attempt to combat corporatism in the judiciary and provides 

a profile that is reflected in the composition of its committees, according to the 

expertise of its members. The full-time engagement of the members and all the 

above-mentioned innovations positively influence the function of accountability 

and quality of decision-making. 

- The absence of the President of the Republic and the Minister of Justice among 

the ranks of the HJC members marks another step towards independence and 

impartiality in an effort to avoid any possible impact by politics. 

- The establishment of Standing Committees with decision-making powers also 

aims to increase professionalism, efficiency and internal independence. 

- Collegiality of the HJC, along with the transparency platform, are also two 

prerequisites for fair decision-making and bring the governance of the judiciary 

closer to the public (increased access). 

 

It should be borne in mind that legal safeguards and institutional composition, if not 

intertwined with visionary decision-making driven by solutions, and above all a fair 

decision-making by the HJC itself, cannot guarantee a value-based judicial system. In 

service of a functional, impartial, integrity and citizen-focused system, the High Judicial 

Council has some primary tasks through which the HJC should engage in: 

- protection of the Judge Status, starting from the merit-based appointments and 

promotion process, dignified financial treatment and sustainable career 

development, while not forgetting additional incentives in the face of growing 

responsibilities. This approach is not a special privilege for judges, but is instead 

a proportional treatment that aims at providing an independent justice. Promoting 

the dignity of the Magistrate (the Judge) and career sustainability minimizes the 

reasons of compromising by improving the quality of the system. Proper exercise 

of the competences of the Career Development Committee, the Ethics and 

Professional Evaluation Committee, as well as the Disciplinary Committee, 

should result in a functional mechanism for controlling and cleansing of the 

system from itself in cases where persons unworthy to the system are identified, 

while at the same time guaranteeing the support and promotion for the judges with 

integrity. 

- ensuring the sustainability and professionalism of the judicial administration, 

providing appropriate opportunities for capacity-building and mastering of the 

professional methods of judicial administration and which have a qualitative 

impact on the workplace. The HJC aims at establishing a unified working methods 

for all the Courts, so that fragmented, amateur practices become unacceptable by 

not allowing space for ambiguity, lack of transparency and corruption. Improving 

the quality of judicial administration directly affects the provision of service to 

citizens. 

- handling of backlogs with emergency measures, taking into account the large 

number of the backlog1 and of new incoming cases registered especially at the 

Tirana First Instance Court, with 6709 backlog cases, the Tirana Court of Appeals, 

with 8271 backlog cases, the Administrative Court of Appeals, with 12217 
backlog cases, and the Supreme Court, with 28863 backlog cases carried over in 

2019. The delays in dealing with the Court cases result in an overloaded system 
that has the effect of delayed justice on the citizens. As part of these effects, the 

 

1 A total of 75803 cases carried over in 2019. 
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vetting process of judges, which creates a lack of human resources, by causing 

fictitious vacancies, should also be considered. There are currently a number of 

judges who are de jure in office, but get a partial salary because after the 

completion of the vetting process at the First Instance (Independent Qualifications 

Commission) these judges have been suspended from office up until a final 

decision by the Special Appeals College, while de facto these judges are not in 

office, therefore they do not contribute to trial of cases and to clearing the backlog. 

The High Judicial Council is committed in supporting the vetting process and 

cooperating with responsible institutions not only to cleanse the system from 

corrupt judges, but also to maintain the functionality of the Courts, because the 

lack of the latter undermines effective domestic remedies and access to justice for 

citizens. 

- establishing a new judicial map, which will enable an assessment and 

redistribution of human resources in the Courts, seen in relation to the number of 

cases registered in each particular district. The goal remains to maximize human 

and financial resources, increase Court efficiency, improve clearance rate and 

disposition time and access to justice for citizens. The latter is a major 

commitment for which we rely on the expertise and standards certified by the 

European Commission for the Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ), of the Council of 

Europe, EURALIUS and the USAID. 

- establishment of the Special Court for Judgement of Criminal Offenses of 

Corruption and Organized Crime (SPAC), which is not only a priority legal 

obligation after the establishment of the HJC, but comes as a necessity for 

achieving quick and tangible results in the fight against corruption and organized 

crime, which stand at the top of the list of priorities for opening negotiations with 

the European Union. These priorities require not only special structures, but also 

specialization of judges and prosecutors. In this sense, based also on the 

experiences of the region (such as Croatia), a significant coordination is also being 

carried out with the High Prosecutorial Council. 

- increased transparency and public confidence in the judiciary, which remains a 

weakness for the Albanian judicial system. To date, the Court approach to the 

public has been that the Court speaks with its judgments and decisions. While 

information technology and media interest has increased, the communication of 

the Courts with the public has remained tense, making the decision-making of the 

latter subject to interpretation by external actors that influence the public's 

understanding, while the Court itself remains silent. In this regard, some concrete 

steps are both possible and necessary, such as the establishment of rules of 

communication with the public and the media, functional websites and their 

update in real time by the Courts, the use of the audio system on a regular basis, 

establishment of a comprehensive electronic portal for the entire judiciary by the 

HJC, making the decisions of the HJC itself public, publishing the Court 

judgments and decisions in time, appointing a member of the HJC for Public 

Relations (already appointed), and appointing a judge with the same role in all 

Courts with appeal jurisdiction. These representatives should provide factual 

information especially on matters of public interest. The best tool for changing 

public perception and re-establishing its confidence is the reflection of the 

undertaken initiatives and the presentation of the results achieved by the HJC and 

the Courts. Hence, the establishment of these transparency mechanisms is a 

priority of its own that will bring positive effects to responsible and fair decision- 

making by any system actor. 
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- increasing the budget and improving infrastructure in the Courts, which up to 

now are reported to be problematic in 16 Courts2. Infrastructure in the Courts is 

problematic not only in the sense of the dignity and solemnity of the judicial 

process, but it has also brought serious problems in terms of the security of life of 
judges and the physical security of the parties. Infrastructure has also influenced 

the transparency of Court proceedings because the use of the audio system remains 
partial, or impossible. Inter alia, it has also led to a slowdown in the pace of trial 

in cases where courtrooms should be used based on a calendar because of their 
limited number. 

- setting up a new and unified judicial Case Management System as one of the 

major and most necessary investments to improve the entire judicial system. This 

is a major initiative, which requires the engagement of the HJC, the executive 

branch and the international partners, bearing in mind that the establishment of 

this system requires substantial financial support and high technical expertise. On 

the other hand, if this system is established, it can itself correct some inherited 

systemic problems – namely unifies Court case management data across the 

Courts (there are currently three different systems incompatible with one another), 

provides accurate evidence of the volume of cases per judge and enables a 

balanced distribution of the caseload, gives an end to interference in the system 

by predestining judges on concrete cases as a potential source of corruption, 

measures the efficiency of judges and generates accurate statistics in real time, 

enabling the HJC and other stakeholders to develop policy-based and coherent 

decision-making in response to the problems. 

- leading the institutional activity of the HJC and the Courts in an oriented, 

coherent, measurable manner and in response to the needs; this is intended to 

be realized through the Strategic Planning process and drafting of an Action Plan 

for the period of 2019 to 2020. Objective-based institutional advancement divides 

a successful institution from a less successful one, because a Strategic Plan 

ensures not only planning of the measures, but also targeted implementation 

versus the desired outcomes, as well as the ability to measure the progress both 

qualitatively and quantitatively. Simultaneously, the Action Plan allows for an 

anticipation of the institutional pathway to be followed, which in its turn, in 

addition to anticipation, does also allow for visibility, trial, measurement and 

correction of the measures, if necessary. The HJC is an executive and management 

body for the entire judicial system, hence Strategic Planning is a necessity to guide 

not only itself, but the whole system that is expected to set new standards. 

 

In fulfilling all the aims and responsibilities set forth by the Constitution in Article 147, 

paragraph 1, and the legal framework adopted in the function of the Justice Reform, the 

High Judicial Council, with the authority of a governing body of the judicial system, 

keeping in mind the effects of the vetting process on work efficiency in the Courts, has 

immediately after its establishment taken some necessary steps to rapidly address the most 

pressing issues identified after its composition. These issues and initiatives will be reported 

in more detail in the other sections of this Report, but can in general terms be categorized 

into three main pillars: 

- establishment of the organizational activity of the institution itself, by adopting 

the necessary by-laws related to its proper functioning, such as the establishment 
 
 

2 The Supreme Court, Court of Appeal of Tirana, First Instance Court of Berat, First Instance Court of Durrës, First Instance Court of 
Fier, First Instance Court of Gjirokastra, First Instance Court of Kukes, First Instance Court of Përmet, First Instance Court of Shkodra, 

First Instance Court of Tropoja, First Instance Court of Tirana, First Instance Court of Durres, Administrative Court of First Instance 

of Gjirokastra, Administrative Court of First Instance of Vlora, Administrative Court of First Instance of Korça, Administrative Court 
of First Instance of Shkoder. 
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of standing committees, ad-hoc committees on specific issues, approval of the 

organizational structure of the HJG administration; 

- support for the vetting process by performing the judges' professional evaluation 

with priority; 

- immediate response and actions to vacancies and emergency needs for the proper 

functioning of the Courts, such as drafting of the rules on the delegation scheme, 

temporary transfer and the rules for appointing judges for adjudicating certain 

cases in Courts other than the one where they exercise their activity; 

- launch of the work on the establishment of a judicial map and of a periodic 

evaluation scheme for judges; 

- drafting criteria and regulations for the selection of judges of the Supreme Court 

and the special courts for corruption and organized crime. 

 

1.2 SUMMARY OF MAIN ISSUES ANALYSED UNDER THIS REPORT 

 
Being an analysis of the judicial system for 2018, the report analyses the functioning of the 

judicial system during the period when the authority responsible for the oversight, 

administration and progress of the Courts (not including the Supreme Court) was the High 

Council of Justice (HCJ) and the period of activity after the establishment of the High 

Judicial Council (HJC). It should be noted that the activity of the HCJ during 2018 has been 

unusual in the conditions of delays in establishment of its replacing institution, the High 

Judicial Council. 

 

Although with the Constitutional Amendments, Article 179, paragraph 5 and the legislation 

implementing it, specifically Article 277 of the Law No. 115/2016 On the Justice System 

Governing Bodies, which provide that the High Council of Justice should exercise its 

transitional activity up until the date of the establishment of the High Judicial Council, the 

latter was not established within the 8-month period from the entry into force of the Law – 

that is by 12 April 2017. In the conditions when the factual situation was extended beyond 

the legal provisions, the High Council of Justice continued to exercise its activity for about 

19 additional months up until the date of the first meeting of the High Judicial Council on 20 

December 2018. 

 

Failure to establish the HJC within the deadlines stipulated in the legal acts has created 

problems in: 

(i) functioning of the justice system at large; 

(ii) guaranteeing of the statutory rights of judges; 

(iii) in the proper administration of the Courts and, consequently, in the service 

provided to the citizens. 

 

During this period, with the failure of the HJC, but also of the HCJ, to function for a period 

longer than 19 months from the Constitutional provision, and the lacking powers did not 

guarantee independence, accountability and efficiency of the judicial system. Regarding the 

status of judges, for a long time, uncertainty and ambiguity have prevailed: 

- in the appointment of the new Magistrates; 

- giving of permits for the exercise of academic activities or other activities; 

- guaranteeing of fair trial in service of disciplinary proceedings due to abrogation 

of the list of disciplinary violations by the Constitutional Court upon its Decision 

No. 34, of 10 April 2017; 

- lack of continuity of the professional evaluation of judges, focusing instead only 

in their transitory vetting process; 
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About Court Administration, it was impossible to: 

- appoint judges in the management functions of the Courts, in cases of resignation 

from office, or in cases of dismissal from the Independent Qualifications 

Commission; 

- as a consequence, uncertainty was created in the judicial administration, under the 

conditions when the HJC and the Courts’ Councils were not yet established. 

 

Below follows a more exhaustive coverage of the problems that emerged also as part of the 

limited powers of the HCJ of the time, but which came as an added burden, by worsening 

the situation of the judicial system to be inherited to the successor institution 

– the High Judicial Council. 

 

- According to the provisions of Part V and Transitional Provisions of Law No. 

96/2016, the Inspectorate of the High Council of Justice was the competent body 

to investigate disciplinary violations for all judges and inspectors up until the 

establishment of the High Inspector of Justice (HIJ). Under the conditions when 

this institution has not yet been established and a number of complaints against the 

activity of judges, although being reviewed by the Inspectorate, have not been 

resolved by the former HCJ, these practices were filed with the HJC. Given that 

under the law the competent institution in the High Inspector of Justice, not the 

High Judicial Council, it is the Council’s task to submit these practices for further 

evaluation to the High Inspector of Justice, or as indices, when the legal deadline 

for their review has terminated. 

- Article 171, paragraph 1 of Law No. 96/2016 provides that the HCJ should 

complete the evaluation of First Instance and Appeals Judges for the period of 

2007-2012, pursuant to the existing rules before the entry into force of this law. 

The judicial evaluation process remained only at the initial stage. Currently, the 

evaluation has only been completed for the period of 2007 to 2009, while from this 

period up to date part of the system are several generations of Magistrates who 

have no professional evaluation of their work. This situation may be an obstacle 

for these Magistrates when/if they have the legitimate claim to be promoted in 

higher instances and, at the same time, the lack of evaluation does not allow for a 

clear picture of their professionalism in their work. Currently, the system contains 

about 62 judges who do not have any professional evaluation of their activity as a 

judge. 

- Several vacancies have been created in the Courts during the HCJ's activity. These 
vacancies do not only belong to 2018, but are also carried forward from previous 

years. Vacancies impose difficulties in any Court that they exist, but can create 
collapse in the small Courts of 4-5 judges. If this situation is seen even in the light 

of the effects of the vetting process it can pose a real problem for the dysfunction 
of the Courts in certain districts. Hence, the HJC attention and response by 

temporary measures has been immediate. 
 

Meanwhile, the High Judicial Council has since the outset of its activity been faced with 

inherited problems. Immediately after the first meeting, it had to deal with acute problems for 

the system, such as: 

 

- the vacuum that was created in the running of some Courts as a result of the 
dismissal of Court Presidents due to the transitional vetting process, namely in the 
District Courts of Puka, Berat and Korça. In this regard, the HJC paved the way 
for the appointment of the Deputy Presidents of the Courts as the Presidents by 
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adopting the relevant regulation. The appointment of the Deputy Presidents fills 

the vacuum created in the absence of the Presidents, as the law provides that in the 

absence of the President of the Court, the duties are exercised by the Deputy 

President. 

- launch of the process for the temporary assignment of judges to the Special Courts 
for the Judgment of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime; 

- launch of the appointment process and assignment in office of the Magistrates who 
have finished the School of Magistrates in 2018; 

- establishment of the structure responsible for the necessary cooperation with the 
transition vetting institutions to avoid obstruction of the process; 

- handling of a stock of inherited requests (184 requests), received by the Courts 
where the delegation of judges was required to adjudicate certain cases; 

- unblocking of the situation of the School of Magistrates through the approval of 
the quota for 25 candidates for Magistrates and 25 candidates for legal assistants; 

- assessment of the situation and establishment of the Ad-Hoc Committee for the 
Review of Complaints against the Decisions of the Chief Inspector of the Former 
High Council of Justice for Archiving the Complaint or Discontinuing the 

Investigation for a Judge, an obligation stipulated under the Law for the HJC, in 
Article 62, paragraph 13 of the Law No.115/2016 On the Justice System Governing 

Bodies; 

- establishment of Standing Committees, according to the legal provisions, and of 

the Ad-hoc Committees, as a necessity to examine specific issues. More 

specifically, the Ad-Hoc Committee on (i) Ethical and Professional Evaluation in 

the Context of the Transitional Vetting of Judges; (ii) Verification of Fulfilment of 

the Criteria by the Candidates for Advisors and Legal Assistants to be Admitted to 

Attend the Initial Training Program at the School of Magistrates, in the 2019- 2020 

Academic Year; (iii) Review of Complaints against the Decisions of the Chief 

Inspector of the Former High Council of Justice for Archiving the Complaint or 

Discontinuing the Investigation for a Judge, and (iv) Assessing the Individual 

Status and Career of the Inspectors of the former High Council of Justice. 

- dealing with new complaints coming to the HJC, complaints addressed to the 
activity of judges, in the conditions when such a competence does not fall under 

the HJC, but under another institution that has not yet been established – namely 
the High Inspector of Justice. 

- drafting and adopting of by-laws, such as the temporary assignment in office of 
new appointees, rules for promotion of judges at higher or specialized levels, rules 
for appointing lay (non-judge) members at the Supreme Court, etc. 

 

The Annual Report of the High Judicial Council is submitted in line with the fulfilment of 

its legal obligation provided for under Article 82 of the Law No. 115/2016 On the Justice 

System Governing Bodies. By Order No. 129 of 01 April 2019, a Working Group was set up 

for drafting the Draft Report on the Status of the Judicial System for 2018. The High Judicial 

Council, through this report, acknowledges the work and measures it has undertaken 

immediately after its constitution, presenting the hitherto achievements, taking into account 

the short time from its inception at the moment of reporting. Given that during 2018 a part 

of the activity belongs to the predecessor institution, the High Council of Justice, which no 

longer exists since the establishment of the High Judicial Council, the activity exercised 

during this period is covered in this Report for the effect of the reporting obligation and to 

identify the situation inherited in the judicial system from the previous years. While in terms 

of responsibilities, concrete work and strategic 
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goals, this Report shall focus on the activity that is the competence of the High Judicial 

Council, highlighting the factual picture that is reported through the statistics from the 

national Courts, the analysis of acute problems that will require the engagement of the HJC 

during the following year, taking into account concrete recommendations at the level of 

measures by both the HJC itself and by also referring to areas to the Assembly of Albania 

where its support would bring about a tangible change. 

 

1.2 LEGAL FRAMEWORK: SCOPE, COMPETENCIES AND EXPECTATIONS  

FROM THE HJC 

 

The most important law which put the whole Justice Reform process in motion is Law No. 

76/2016 On Some Supplements and Amendments to Law No. 8417, of 21 October 1998 The 
Constitution of the Republic of Albania, as amended, which entered into force on 12 August 

2016. Immediately after the adoption of this fundamental law, a whole package of laws was 
adopted at the first stage of the implementation of the Constitutional amendments and of the 

implementation of the Justice Reform. More specifically, the Constitution in Article 147, 

paragraph a3, but also Law no. 115/2016 On the Justice System Governing Bodies, Law No. 

98/2016 On the Organization of the Judicial Branch in the Republic of Albania, and Law No. 
96/2016 On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, has granted the 

High Judicial Council the authority of a governing body of the judicial system. 

 
The HJC will aim to establish a judicial system, which is: 

 

 independent and impartial in the exercise of its responsibilities; 

 responsible, accountable, with high moral and professional integrity in all its 

structural levels; 

 efficient and professional; 

 transparent and reliable to the public. 

 

Therefore, in order to meet such objectives, there is a need to focus the work in several 

aspects – namely in: 

 

(i) the establishment of an organizational structure which guarantees a good 

governance of the system, as well as the activity of the HJC (functioning of the 

Committees, establishment of an administration that reflects and responds to the duties and 

responsibilities of each of the fields covered by this institution); 

 

(ii) drafting of a package of necessary by-laws, which are not only an obligation 

deriving from the Law and the Cross-Cutting Justice Strategy, but are necessary for the 

fulfilment of institutional responsibilities. Initially by adopting acts related to activities 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3 The High Judicial Council shall exercise the following powers: Article 147/a of the Constitution provides as follows: a) 

Appoints, evaluates, promotes and transfers judges of all levels , b) decides on disciplinary measures on judges of all levels 

except judges of the Constitutional Court; c ) Proposes to the President of the Republic of the Republic of Croatia High 

Administrative Court, according to the procedure established by law. ç) Approves the rules of judicial ethics and monitors 

their observation. d) Directs and administers the administration of the courts; dh) Proposes and administers the budget of 

the courts; e) informs the public and the Assembly on the situation of the judicial system; and ë) exercises other functions 

as determined by Law. 
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outside its function, establishment of personal files of the Magistrates, temporary 

assignment of new appointees in acting positions, appointment of Magistrates in the context 

of the delegation scheme, promotion of judges at higher or more specialized courts, 

appointment of the non-judge members at the Supreme Court, etc. It is necessary to keep in 

mind that the problems arising from implementation are reflected by improving the act; 

 

(iii) assessment of the current situation, the organization of judicial districts and the 

Court's territorial competences with a view to providing a new judicial map to ensure access to 

justice, reduce costs by effectively using public resources, increasing the quality and suitability 

of the Courts in the services provided, in order to increase the efficiency and ensure 

specialization of the Courts. 

 

(iv) setting the criteria and creating new rules for the selection of the Court Council, 

Presidents and Chancellors. 

 

(v) establishing an organizational structure of the judicial administration with well- 

defined tasks, with advisors, legal assistants and other administration employees; 

 

(vi) improving the financial aspect of Court budgets and creating the necessary 

infrastructure conditions. 
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2 REPORT ON THE ACTIVITY OF THE FORMER 

HCJ 
 

The Constitutional amendments of 2016 did not provide for special rules for the transitional 

powers of the former HCJ. This aspect was covered in Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of 

Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, more specifically in Article 160, 

paragraph 1 of Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of 

Albania. According to this Article, the former HCJ, as the competent body for the transitional 

period and up until the establishment of the High Judicial Council and the High Inspector of 

Justice, would exercise such powers as the appointment of the candidate Magistrates 

graduated in 2016; taking decisions for the appointment of candidate Magistrates graduated 

in 2016; imposing disciplinary measures at the proposal of the Minister of Justice; 

suspending judges according to the requirements of the law; evaluating the work of judges 

and assistance in the vetting process for the judges; imposing disciplinary measures for 

inspectors; confirmation of termination of appointment of judges in case of resignation or 

reach of retirement age, as well as temporarily transfer of judges for filling out vacancies in 

the Court bodies. 

 
2.1 THE ACTIVITY OF THE INSPECTORATE (HCJI) 

 
The Activity of the Inspectorate - The High Council of Justice Inspectorate (HCJI) was a 

state structure, established by Law in 1999, and operated under the direct dependence of the 

former HCJ. By law, the former HCJI was charged with monitoring the performance of the 

judicial system through the exercise of inspections, verification of complaints and evaluation 

of professional skills of judges. The activity of the former HCJI has served the former HCJ to 

exercise its Constitutional functions of judicial oversight and career development of judges. 

Its organization and functioning was regulated by two organic laws on judicial power and on 

the former HCJ. 
 

During its activity in 2018, the former HCJ has conducted a total of 94 plenary sessions, of 

which two were extraordinary. Part of the agenda of these meetings were 60 issues and 54 

decisions were taken. Below follows a brief summary of the reviewed issues starting with: 

 

The review of the requests of the Minister of Justice for the disciplinary proceedings 

against judges and disciplinary proceedings against inspectors - Article 160 of Law No. 

96/2016 provides: Until the establishment of the High Judicial Council and the High 

Inspector of Justice, the High Council of Justice and the existing Inspectorates shall continue 

to exercise the following competencies, according to the rules provided for under this law: 

a) ... c) imposes disciplinary measures, upon the proposal of the Minister of Justice, based 

on the procedure and criteria set forth in section V, Chapter I, of this law; ... e) imposes 

disciplinary measures for inspectors, based on the by-laws in force ". This is the legal 

framework based on which the HCJ has reviewed the requests received during 2017 and 

2018 by the Minister of Justice for disciplinary proceedings against judges. More specifically 

16 disciplinary proceedings have been carried out for 16 judges, with the following results: 
 

 

 

 

 

4  The meetings have been convened on 18 January 2018, 24 January 2018, 09 February 2018, 07 May 2018, 12 June 2018, 13  June 

2018, 29 June 2018, 11 October 2018 and 19 November 2018, and a Circulatory Decision has as well been taken (No. 28, of 18 April 
2018). 



14 THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL 2018 ANNUAL REPORT 

 

 

- The request of the Minister of Justice is overruled for 12 judges5 and no other 

subsequent measure is taken; 

- A public reprimand6 is issued for 3 judges; 

- and a confidential reprimand7 is taken for 1 judge. 
It is of relevance to note the problems arising with regards to the disciplinary proceedings’ 

process against judges as a consequence of the situation created after the Decision8 of the 

Constitutional Court to repeal Articles 101-104 of Law No. 966 On the Status of Judges 

and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, which contain rules on the disciplinary, civil 

and criminal liability of the magistrates, by specifically covering the disciplinary 

violations and issues of their activity, disciplinary violations regarding the exercise of their 

function, disciplinary violations beyond the exercise of their function and disciplinary 

violations due to the commission of a criminal offence. 

 

Review of the incoming complaints that could be filed by any citizens or interested 

subject to the former HCJ was one of the most important responsibilities of the 

Inspectorate of the former HCJ. This process was carried out pursuant to Articles 126- 147 

of Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania. 

 

Regarding the above, during the period of from 01 January 2018 to 31 December 2018, 

the number of filed complaints was 772, out of which 736 complaints were filed through 

the Postal Service, or in person by the complainants, and 36 were online complaints, or 

complaints sent via the e-mail. 

 

After a preliminary review of the 772 complaints, 272 of them were archived (35.2%) 

after the initial review on the grounds that they were claims already resolved through 

judicial appeal, or are repeated complaints (pursuant to Article 120 of the Law No. 

96/2016, quoted above), whereas for the remainder of the other 500 complaints the 

situation is as follows: 

- for 9 complaints a disciplinary investigation was suggested after additional 

verification; 

- for 132 complaints, additional verification was suggested, following prior 

examination; 

- the remaining 359 complaints are in the process of initial review by the 

Inspectorate. This process, pursuant to Article 194 of Law No. 115/2016 On the 

Justice System Governing Bodies, shall be performed by the High Inspector of 

Justice at the moment of its establishment, as the latter is the body that has the 

competence for the verification of complaints. 
 

 

 

 

5 Decision No. 6, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge A.K; 
Decision No. 7, of 24 January 2018, overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge Sh.P.; 

Decision No. 9, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge A.Sh.; 
Decision No. 12, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge M.Ll.; 

Decision No. 13, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for reprimand with warning for dismissal for Judge G.Xh; 

Decision No. 14, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for reprimand with warning for dismissal as well as the second request 
for a confidential reprimand for Judge A.K. 

Decision No. 15, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge E.D.; 

Decision No. 16, of 24 January 2018 overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge R.D.; 
Decision No. 40, of 07 May 2018, overruling the request for reprimand with a warning for dismissal from office for Judge L.F; 

Decision No. 41, of 07 May 2018, overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge P.Ç.; 

Decision no. 43, of 07 May 2018, overruling the request for dismissal from office for Judge K.Dh.; 
Decision no. 44, of 12 June 2018, overruling the request for a public reprimand against Judge A.J.; 
6 Decision No. 8, of 24 January 2018, deciding on the disciplinary measure of a public reprimand for Judge Dh.B.; 
Decision No. 11, of 24 January 2018, deciding on the disciplinary measure of a public reprimand for Judge T.K; 

Decision No. 42, of 07 May 2018, deciding on the disciplinary measure of a public reprimand for Judge E.S.; 
7 Decision No. 10, of 24 January 2018, deciding on the disciplinary measure confidential reprimand; 

8 Decision No. 34, of 10 April 2017. 
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2.2 EVALUATION OF THE PROFESSIONAL AND ETHICAL ACTIVITY OF  

THE JUDGES 
 

Regarding the evaluation of the judicial and ethical activity of the First Instance and 

Appeals Courts judges, it should be noted that it was one of the main responsibilities9 of the 

former HCJ, pursuant on Article 16, paragraph 1, letter dh of Law No. 8811/2001 On the 
Organization and Functioning of the HCJ, as amended, and Article 13 of Law No. 

9877/2008 On the Organization of the Judicial Power in the Republic of Albania, as 
amended. Finalization of the evaluation of judges and establishing an institutional tradition 

of this process has been one of the two main priorities of the Inspectorate of the former HCJ, 
due to its direct link to the judges' career system. The documentation found at the institution 

shows that the professional and ethical evaluation was completed only for 2 judges during 
2018. 

 
2.3 SUSPENSION OF JUDGES FROM OFFICE 

 

With regard to the suspension of judges, pursuant to Article 140, paragraph 310 of the 

Constitution, three cases of suspension from office of judges are already envisaged, two of 

which relate to the prosecution of judges on criminal grounds, while the third case relates 
to the initiation of a disciplinary proceeding. Given this transitional competence, the former 

HCJ has suspended from duty three judges, serving as judges at the Durrës Court of Appeal 

at its meeting of 09 February 201811, based on information received from the Prosecutor's 

Office of the First Instance Court for Crimes Serious, which had received the three judges as 

defendants. 

 
2.4 PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION OF JUDGES IN THE CONTEXT OF THE 

TRANSITIONAL VETTING PROCESS 
 

The professional evaluation of judges in the framework of the transitional vetting 

process has been the other focus of the activities of the former HCJ during 2018, providing 

assistance in drafting of the report on the analysis of professional skills in the context of the 

vetting process. Law No. 84/2016 On the Provisional Vetting of Judges and Prosecutors in 

the Republic of Albania (The Vetting Law) establishes that one of the vetting components is 

the professional evaluation of the individuals subjected to vetting, charging, pursuant to 

Article 171, paragraph 2 of Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in 

the Republic of Albania, the former HCJ and its Inspectorate, with some specific tasks, in 

the role of the auxiliary body of the vetting bodies – the Independent Qualifications 

Commission and the Appeals College. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9 Article 16 of Law no. 8811/2001 “On the Organization and Functioning of the High Judicial Council”. 
10 Article 140 - 3. A judge shall be suspended from office by a decision of the High Judicial Council when: a) a security measure of 
"detention in prison" or "house arrest" is issued against him for the commission of a criminal offense; b) he assumes the quality of the 
defendant for a serious crime committed intentionally; c) when a disciplinary proceeding is commenced against him under the law". 

11 Decision No. 22, No. 23 and No. 24, of 09 February 2018. 
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Serving this function, during the 2018 (until 19 December 2018), the former HCJ has 

organized 140 lots for the selection of 5 files for 140 subjects of transitional vetting. 

Following the organization of lots for the selection of the files reviewed by the vetting 

subjects, the Inspectorate of the former HCJ has requested a total of 700 Court files/legal 

documents in the respective Courts administering these acts, each in 2 copies (one copy for 

the IQC and a copy for the IMO). In addition to drawing the lots described above, the 

Inspectorate at the former HCJ has as well organised the lot for 12 other vetting subjects, but 

these lots were only partial (due to the exercise of the activity by the subject in more than 1 

Court). 

 

The former High Council of Justice has proceeded with the filing of reports and Court files 

with the IQC with groups of vetting subjects, depending on the institution. According to this 

approach, up until 19 December 2018, a total of 111 detailed and reasoned reports were 

submitted to the IQC, together with 550 Court files for 111 re-vetting subjects. 

 

2.5 TRANSFER OF JUDGES 

 
Regarding the transfer of judges, Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and 

Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, up until the establishment of the HJC, allowed the 

HCJ to temporarily transfer judges in the Courts. More specifically, Article 160, paragraph 

1, letter f of Law 96/2016 provided that “f) ... temporarily transfers the judges for filling the 

trial panels in the Courts”. 

 

Referring to this competence and the situation in the Courts with a small number of judges, 

the former High Council of Justice, by Decision No. 47, of 13 June 2019, made a temporary 

transfer for one year of some judges to several Courts, namely: 2 judges in Kukes District 

Court, 2 judges in Kavaja District Court, 1 judge in Durrës First Instance Administrative 

Court and 1 judge in Shkodra First Instance Administrative Court. 

 

The analysis on the temporary transfer of judges to the Courts with a small number of judges 

-- 2 judges, was made taking into account (i) the statistical data on the number of factual 

judges in each Court, coupled with the number of cases registered for adjudication before 

these Courts; (ii) calculation of average workload of judges in the Courts with a low 

workload; (iii) legal procedure necessary to perform the temporary transfer of judges. 

 
2.6 REQUESTS FOR DELEGATION OF JUDGES TO OTHER COURTS 

 
Regarding the delegation of judges to the Courts, the latter was a process that was 

conducted based on the requests from the Courts requiring delegation of judges to review 

certain Court cases. The Inspectorate was tasked with processing all requests by preparing 

detailed reports and tables on any case or group of cases pertaining to the same Court, with 

a view to proposing to the former High Council of Justice a concrete judge/s of the Court 

from where the delegation would be carried out, in accordance with the delegation criteria. 
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Regarding this activity, in 2018, a total of 632 requests were lodged by the respective Court 

Presidents at the former High Council of Justice for the delegation of 896 judges for 632 

cases, with the motivation that they were unable to examine one or several cases within 

reasonable time. 

 

The Courts of Appeal have filed a total of 217 requests (127 requests for delegations for 

criminal cases and 90 for civil cases) for the delegation of 397 judges in 217 cases in total, 

while 415 requests are filed from the First Instance Courts (272 requests for delegations for 

criminal cases and 143 for civil cases). 

 

The analysis of these data shows that: (i) the high number of submitted requests for 

delegation of judges, which translates into a financial cost of the judicial process on the one 

hand, but also extends the time of trial to the detriment of the parties, on the other hand; (ii) 

the number of claims is higher in the First Instance Courts than in the second instance Courts 

and a careful monitoring must highlight the efficiency of the judicial organization. In the 

context of monitoring of this process, it should be noted that the factors that have 

significantly influenced the high number of requests for delegation are: 

(i) the high number of waivers or recusals of judges from concrete cases; (ii) shortcomings 

in the Court's staff, where it is worth noting that these shortcomings have also been due 

to the failure of judges to successfully pass the transitional vetting process. 

 

Periodic information provided by the Court Presidents, regarding the issues found in 

their Courts, was a procedure that was followed regularly. Based on the disclosure of this 

information, pursuant to Article 122 of Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and 

Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, the work has continued with the verification of new 

cases of delays, requesting additional information on the reasons of delay (if there were any 

health reasons or any other reasonable cause) to evaluate later if there is room for a 

disciplinary investigation against a judge's activity. 

 

This reporting mechanism of the Court Presidents is considered to be a good tool for 

monitoring the activity of the judges and Courts, but it has to be carried out in a more 

standardized form, in order for it to be easier to be processed. 

 

Regarding this situation, the HCJ, in its meeting of 07 February 2019, by virtue of its 

Decision No. 2512 has decided to request periodic information13 from the Courts regarding the 

workload (with Court cases) for the Court and each of its judges; respect of ethics and 
solemnity; the number of requests for recusals approved by the President of the Court for 

each judge; functioning of the audio recording system; the state of use and functioning of the 
Case Management System; issues raised with regard to delays in submitting reasoned 

decisions, as well as any other identified issue. This order helps to have timely information, 
to study and analyse it, and to see the possibility, if necessary, to reflected on various bylaws. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

12 Decision No. 25, of 07 February 2019 On the Periodic Information of the Presidents of the Courts regarding Judicial Activity”. 
13 a) the workload (with Court cases) for the Court and each of its judges, identification of the number of cases inherited from the previous 

years, as well as the number of cases delayed beyond reasonable time; b) respect of ethics and solemnity by the trial judges/panels; c) the 

number of requests for recusals approved by the President of the Court for each judge upon the request of the parties, on grounds of conflict 
of interest, together with the name of the recused judge; d) functioning of the audio recording system and level of its use by each judge; e) 

the state of use and functioning of the Case Management System, together with the needs identified for updating such system; f) issues 

raised with regard to delays in submitting reasoned decisions, as well as any other identified issue. 
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2.7 SUMMARY ON THE FORMER HCJ ACTIVITY 

 

In conclusion: We estimate that the duration of the scope of transitional provisions by the 

former HCJ has created a situation of uncertainty in terms of developments in the progress 

of the justice reform. Some of the major issues that have emerged during this period include: 

- failure to appoint new Magistrates on time, which has caused serious financial 

implications for the HJC, estimated at approximately ALL 14 million since 10 

Magistrates have won the cases against the former ZABGJ, which is now part of 

the HJC structure. 

- failure to review the requests of judges for exercising academic activity; 

- the vacuum created in the Courts in cases of dismissal of judges from the vetting 

institutions, when the judge simultaneously exercised the task of the President of 

the Court; 

- abolition by the Constitutional Court of Articles 101-104 of Law No. 96/2016 On 

the List of Disciplinary Violations and Delays in the Establishment of the High 

Inspector of Justice; 

- failure to complete the evaluation of judges for the period of 2010-2012, creating 

lack of information and of an assessment basis for the promotion of Magistrates 

for years. 
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3 REPORT ON THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL 

ACTIVITY 
 

 

Article 147 of the Constitution provides that the High Judicial Council is a collegial body 

composed of 11 members, of whom 6 are elected from among judges of all levels of the 

judicial system and 5 members are elected by the Assembly among the ranks of lawyers. 

The High Judicial Council held its first meeting on 20 December 2018. 11 members14 

attended the meeting. Based on the authority deriving from the Constitution of the Republic 
of Albania and the provisions of Article 277, paragraph 3, of the Law No. 115/2016 On the 

Justice System Governing Bodies, with full confidence and commitment to provide a fair 
justice system based on the principles of independence, accountability, transparency and 

efficiency, in the meeting of 12 December 2018, the establishment of the High Judicial 

Council was declared15. 

The Constitutional amendments have brought radical changes and have strengthened the role 

of the governing body of the Judicial Branch - the HJC. Some of the innovations and 

advantages presented by the current organization are: 

- clear division of duties and responsibilities between justice institutions, while promoting 

co-operation between them; 

- review of the composition of HJC starting with the selection of its members and the 

involvement of representatives from civil society, advocacy and the academia, narrowing 

the gap between the judge members and the non-judge members; 

- exclusion of the Minister of Justice among the members is another step towards a clear 

division of the executive power from the judiciary; 

- full-time membership and the possibility of establishing standing committees, coupled 

with transparency in decision-making, are expected to create conditions for better 

functionality and efficiency by the HJC compared to the predecessor institution. 

 
3.1 PLENARY MEETINGS 

 
From the moment of its first meeting and during the first four months, the HJC did not only 

formally establish itself, but also embarked immediately in responding to its legal 

obligations. 
 

So far, the HJC has held 1716 plenary meetings and has taken 68 decisions, focusing on: 

 

(i) regulating the activity of the HJC; 

(ii) Better administration of the Courts through various regulations, such as delegation 

schemes, temporary transfer of judges, assignment of judges to adjudicate on specific cases 

in other Courts, selection of the Deputy Presidents of the Courts. 
 

 

 

 

14 5 non-judge members elected by the Assembly of the Republic of Albania upon its Decision No. 18 of 08 February 2018 and 6 judge 
members elected from the General Meeting of the Judges, held on 12 December 2018. 
15 Decision No. 4, of 20 December 2018. 
16 Held respectively on: 20 December 2018, 21 December 2018, 27 December 2018, 10 January 2019, 18 January 2019, 22 January 

2019, 29 January 2019, 31 January 2019, 07 February 2019, 14 February 2019, 19 February 2019, 28 February 2019, 12 March 2019, 

18 March 2019, 27 March 2019, 19 April 2019 and 24 April 2019; 
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(iii) the status of judges, including the initiation of the appointment of new Magistrates, 

the initiation of the procedure for the temporary assignment of judges to the Special Courts 

for the Judgment of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime, termination of 

the Magistrates' status due to retirement, termination of mandate, resignation, etc. 
 

After the election of the governing bodies, the Chair17 and the Deputy Chair18, as well as the 
members who will exercise their mandate for 3 years, it is worth pointing out that during this 

period the HJC has approved about 7 decisions19 of a regulatory-nature and 7 decisions20 

which are related to the establishment and composition of standing committees and ad-hoc 
committees. 

 

Some of the issues the HJC was faced with, which required immediate intervention, are 

presented below: 

 

 The vacuum in the Court leadership system as a result of dismissal of Court Presidents 

because of the vetting process; 

 Launch of the process of temporary assignment of judges to the Special Courts for the 

Judgment of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime, when the law 

provided for a two-week term from the establishment of the HJC; 

 Launch of the appointment process and assignment of Magistrates who have finished the 

School of Magistrates in 2018 and the new admissions to the School of Magistrates for 

2019-2020; 

 Establishment of the appropriate structure for the continuation of cooperation with 

transitional vetting institutions; 

 Establishment of standing committees, as provided for under the law, and of ad- hoc 

committees as a necessity to examine specific issues; 
 

17 Decision No. 2, of 20 December 2018, the election of Ms. Naureda Llagami as the Chair of the HJC. 
18 Decision No. 3, of 20 December 2018, the election of Mr. Maks Qoku as the Deputy Chair of the HJC. 
19 Decision No. 1, of 20 December 2018 - On the Adoption of the Rules for the Election of the Chair and Deputy Chair of the High Judicial 
Council. 

Decision No. 7, of 21 December 2018 - Regulation on the Adoption of Rules for the Election of the Deputy Presidents of the Courts. 

Decision No. 22, of 7 February 2019 - On the Adoption of a Regulation on the Criteria and Procedure for Functioning of the Delegation 
Scheme for Judges. 

Decision No. 23, of 7 February 2019 - On the Adoption of a Regulation on the Criteria and Procedure for the Temporary Transfer of Judges. 

Decision No. 24, of 7 February 2019 - On the Adoption of the Regulation on the Organization and Functioning of the Temporary Committee 
for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the Framework of the Vetting Process for Judges. 

Decision No. 30, of 14 February 2019 - On the Adoption of a Decision on the Rules and Procedure for Appointing a Judge for the 

Adjudication of a Certain Court Case in another Court other than the Court where he Exercises his Permanent Function. 
Decision No. 52, of 27 March 2019 - On the Adoption of a Regulation on the Organization and Functioning of the Ad-Hoc Committee for 

Review of Appeals against the Decisions of the Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice for Archiving a Complaint or 

Discontinuing an Investigation against a Judge. 
20 Decision No. 13, of 18 January 2019 - On the Establishment and Composition of the Standing Committees of the High Judicial Council. 

Decision No. 15, of 22 January 2019 – On the Establishment of the Ad-Hoc Committee for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the 

Framework of Vetting Process for the Judges. 

Decision No. 18, of 29 January 2019 - On the Establishment of an Ad-Hoc Committee for the Verification of Fulfilment of the Criteria for 

Candidates for Advisors and Legal Assistants to be Admitted to Attend the Initial Training Program at the School of Magistrates for the 

2019- 2020Academic Year. 

Decision No. 19, of 29 January 2019 - On the Composition of the Ad-Hoc Committee for Verifying the Fulfilment of the Criteria for 

Candidates for Advisors and Legal Assistants. 

Decision No. 31, of February 2019 - On the Establishment of an Ad-Hoc Committee for Review of Appeals against the Decisions of the 

Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice for Archiving a Complaint or Discontinuing an Investigation against a Judge. 

Decision No. 32, of 14 February 2019 - On the Establishment of an Ad-Hoc Committee for Review of Appeals against the Decisions of the 

Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice for Archiving a Complaint or Discontinuing an Investigation against a Judge. 

Decision No. 53, of 27 March 2019 - On the Assignment of Substitute Members to the Ad-Hoc Committee for Review of Appeals against 

the Decisions of the Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice for Archiving a Complaint or Discontinuing an Investigation 

against a Judge. 
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  Assessment of the situation and setting up of a committee to review the complaints of the 

subjects against the decision of the Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice 

for Archiving the Appeal or Discontinuing the investigation against a judge as a legal 

responsibility of the HJC; 

 Addressing a large number of requests from Courts requiring delegation of judges to 

adjudicate certain cases; 

 Establishment of a well-organized structure in the service of the Council and Committees; 

 

Taking into account these issues, the HJC took the necessary steps to address and resolve 

these issues. More specifically, on: 

 

3.1.1 The vacuum in the Court leadership system as a result of dismissal of Court 

Presidents because of the vetting process 

 
With regards to the vacuum in the Court leadership system as a result of dismissal of Court 

Presidents because of the transitional vetting process, the HJC, after analysing the legal 

framework, in the conditions that the selection of new Presidents required time and well-

defined procedures, assessed that the legislation in force provided that in the absence of the 

President, his duties are performed by the Deputy President. Under such circumstances, 

drafting of a regulation to set detailed rules for the selection of the Deputy Presidents of the 

Courts became a necessity. This regulation was adopted in the meeting of 21 December 

201821 paving the way for the process of electing the Deputy Presidents of the Courts, and 

giving a final solution to the situations arising after the dismissal of several Court Presidents 

by virtue of the relevant decisions of the Independent Qualifications Commission, or 

termination of the judge's status in the event of resignation or reaching the retirement age, 

suspension, etc. Pursuant to the legal provisions in force, in the absence of the President of 

the Court, the Deputy President exercises his powers. Up until 30 April 2019, under 

monitoring of the HJC, the Deputy Presidents were elected in 36 Courts, out of 37 First 

Instance Courts and Courts of Appeals under the jurisdiction of the HJC. 

 

3.1.2 Temporary assignment of judges to the Special Courts for the Judgment of 

Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime, when the law 

provided for a two-week term from the establishment of the HJC 

 
Pursuant to the Constitutional amendments, which in Article 135 provide for the 
transformation of the Serious Crimes Courts of First Instance and Appeals into Special 

Courts for the Judgment of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime, and 

according to Article 162 of the Law No. 96/2016 On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in 
the Republic of Albania, which sets out the criteria to be met to be part of the Special Courts, 

the HJC has initiated the procedure22 for the temporary assignment of judges to the Special 

Courts for the Judgement of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime paving 
the way to the establishment of these Courts. The establishment of the Special Courts for the 

Judgment of Criminal Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime 

 

 

 

 

 

21  Decision No. 7 of 21 December 2018. 
22  Decision No. 9, of 27 December 2018 
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is a cornerstone in achieving the public's expectations on the justice system reform outcome. 

In this context, the judges of the Serious Crimes First Instance and Appeal Courts who have 

agreed to continue to work as a judge at the Special Courts for the Judgement of the Criminal 

Offenses of Corruption and Organized Crime, 

- have to express their interest in writing; 

- together with their family members, have to give their consent for the periodic check of 
their bank accounts and personal telecommunications, in line with the legal provisions 
in force. 

 

On this request, 14 out of the 1523 judges who exercise their duty at the Serious Crimes First 

Instance Court have issued their consent to the HJC, while out of 11 judges exercising their 

duty at the Serious Crimes Appeals Court only 8 judges have given their consent to the HJC. 

 

3.1.3 Launch of the appointment process and assignment of Magistrates graduated 

from the School of Magistrates in 2018 and the new admissions to the School 

of Magistrates for 2019-2020 

Appointment and assignment of the Magistrates graduated from the School of Magistrates is 

one of the tasks of the HJC. This procedure is provided for under Law No. 96/2016 On the 

Status of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania. In July 2018, the generation of 

students, who are not appointed and assigned to Courts finished their studies at the School of 

Magistrates. Given the obligation under the law, but also the need for their appointment, the 

HJG decided in its third meeting on 27 December 201824 to immediately launch the process 

of appointing the candidates for Magistrates who graduated from the School of Magistrates 

in 2016, asking the competent institutions to check the property and the integrity of the 

candidates, as provided for under Article 32, paragraph 2 of Law No. 96/2016 On the Status 

of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania. Eventually, the appointment of the 

Magistrates will fill some of the vacancies in the Courts, caused as a result of the vetting 

process, reach of the retirement age by some judges, resignations, etc. The HJC is currently 

at the stage of collecting documentation from the responsible institutions in order to follow 

up with all the other procedures provided by law and appoint and assign the Magistrates in 

office. 
 

Also, the Council, analysing the needs of the system and the opportunities provided by the 

School of Magistrates, approved25 the Number of Candidates to be Admitted to the Initial 

Training Program at the School of Magistrates for the 2019-2020 Academic Year, 
respectively 25 positions for candidates for Magistrates, and 25 positions for candidates for 

Advisors and Legal assistants. 

 

Following this process, the Council, by virtue of its Decision No. 43, of 12 March 2019, 

approved the nominal list of candidates for Advisors and Legal Assistants, who meet the 

criteria to attend the entrance exam for the Initial Training Program at the School of 

Magistrates for the 2019-2020 Academic Year, as well as in the meeting of 27 March 2019 

after reviewing the Report on the Results of the Preliminary Evaluation of Applicants for 

Admission to Initial Training Programme for the 2019-2020 Academic Year, sent by the 

School of Magistrates, pursuant to Article 30 of Law No. 96/2016, On the Status of Judges 

and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania, approved the comments and objections 

regarding this Report. 
 

23 Judge D. H., starting from 12 December 2018 is a member of the High Judicial Council. 24 Decision No. 8, of 27 December 2018. 

25 Decision No. 17, of 29 January 2019.
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3.1.4 Establishment of the appropriate structure for a continuation cooperation 

with the transitional vetting institutions 

 

Bearing in mind the importance of the continuation of the vetting process for the judges, 

upon establishment of the HJC, the Ad-Hoc Committee for Ethical and Professional 

Evaluation in the Framework of the Provisional Vetting Process of Judges and Other Vetting 

Subjects was also established. So far, in cooperation with the Independent Qualifications 

Commission 76 lots have been drawn for the selection of 5 files for 76 vetting subjects. After 

organizing the lots for the selection of files, the HJC has requested a total of 360 Court 

files/legal documents from the respective Courts administering these acts, each in 2 copies 

(one copy for the Independent Qualifications Commission (IQC) and one copy for the 

International Monitoring Operation (IMO). This stage has recognised some difficulties when 

the Court file has moved from one Court to another. 

 

The HJC has proceeded with the filing of reports and Court files at the IQC grouped by 

institutions. Based on this approach, a total of 41 detailed and reasoned reports have been 

submitted to the IQC, together with 205 Court files for 41 vetting subjects. Currently, the 

Ad-Hoc Committee for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the Framework of the 

Transitional Vetting Process has approved and has ready for submission another package of 

3 reports for 3 vetting subjects. 

 

Currently, the HJC inspectors are in the process of drafting a report for 159 vetting subjects, 

including the lot drawing process and that of receiving of files from the respective Courts. 

In addition to the completed lots described above, a partial lot for 3 other vetting subjects 

was organized, which was initiated earlier by the former HCJ. 

 

Throughout its working process, the HJC has followed the IQC’s guidelines. Also, based on 

an expressed request of the IMO, all the documentation filed with the IQC is also forwarded 

to the IMO. Copies of final reports have been transmitted, except for physically, even in an 

electronic format to both institutions. 

Bearing in mind the interest that the vetting process has to be carried out without delay and 

monitoring the progress of the co-ordination process between the Courts, the HJC and the 

IQC so far, we have found out that: 

1. There is a lack of reconciliation by the Courts regarding the location of files, which 

brings a voluminous work and effort to trace the files up to their receipt. This lack of 

information has consequently led to delays in drafting the report and its submission to the 

IQC. 

2. The acts initiated by the Courts have in some cases featured shortcomings, thus leading 

to re-submissions of the requests and delays in the submission of the documents. 

3.1.5 Verification of the legal criteria for the Chancellors in office 

 

Pursuant to Law No. 98/2016 On the Organization of Judicial Power in the Republic of 

Albania, Article 83, within six months of the establishment of the HJC, the institution shall 

begin the verification of the fulfilment of legal conditions and criteria for the vacancies, as 

well as verify the integrity and assets of the chancellors in office. In fulfilment of this 

obligation, the HJC has started the preliminary verification process of all chancellors in 

office – namely 37 chancellors (8 chancellors from Appeals Courts, 23 chancellors from 

District Courts, 6 chancellors from First Instance Administrative Courts). The HJC, in 

cooperation with the School of Magistrates and the support of the USAID’s Justice for All 

Project will organize a training program for all Court chancellors on international standards 

and best practices of judicial administration from June 6 to July 26. 
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3.1.6 Establishment of standing committees, as provided for under the law, 

and of ad-hoc committees as a necessity to examine specific issues 

 
As an obligation stipulated by Law No. 115/2016 On the Justice System Governing Bodies, but 

also as a necessity for the proper functioning of the Council, with the establishment of the 

HJC, the standing and ad-hoc committees of the HJC were as well established. Article 62, 

paragraph 2 of Law No. 115/2016 provides that after the election of the Chair, the Council 

shall decide on the composition of the standing committees, including the substitute members. 

Taking into account the functions of the Council, the legislator has also designed the areas of 

activity of these committees, as well as their composition and their functioning as general 

principles. 

 

In its meeting of 18 January 2019, pursuant to Article 62 of Law No 115 On the Justice 

System Governing Bodies, by its Decision No. 13, of 18 January 2019, the High Judicial 

Council decided to establish and form its standing committees, and to appoint members of the 

committees and the substitute members. This organization was carried out bearing in mind 

the need to guarantee a fair distribution of workload, respect for the relations between judge and 

non-judge members and the specialization of each member of the HJC. 

 

3.1.7 Assessment of the situation and setting up of a committee to review the 

complaints of the subjects against the decision of the Chief Inspector of 

the former High Council of Justice 

 

Regarding the decision-making of the Chief Inspector of the former High Council of Justice, 
the HJC found 183 complaints lodged when it was established. The situation required a 

decision to archive a complaint or terminate an investigation against a judge. Assessing such 
situation, but at the same time fulfilling the obligation provided for under Article 62, 

paragraph 13 of Law No. 115/2016, On the Justice System Governing Bodies, the Council 

established an ad-hoc committee26 which will review all complaints against the decisions of 

the High Inspector of the High Council of Justice. After the initial review of the complaints, 

this committee shall assess whether the request should be archived, or the investigation on 
the magistrates' judicial activity should be terminated. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
26 Decision No. 31, of 14 February 2019. 
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3.1.8 Addressing a large number of requests from Courts requiring delegation of 

judges to adjudicate certain cases 
 

Part of the important issues the HJC was immediately faced with upon its inception was also 

the high number of requests from Court Presidents requesting delegation of judges to fill the 

trial panels. The reasons why the delegation of judges was required was the inability to 

review one or more Court cases within reasonable timeframes. Appointment of judges to fill 

or form a trial panel in the Courts in need is necessary taking into account the situation of the 

Courts, as some of them have limited organograms and cannot form the trial panels, or there 

are cases where Court judges cannot adjudicate a case (due to a waiver, acceptance of 

requests for recusal, previous decisions or conflicts of interest). Under these conditions, 

pursuant to Article 147 of the Constitution of the Republic of Albania, in order to guarantee 

the right of individuals to adjudication of their case within reasonable time, and considering 

it as a responsibility for the well-functioning and good administration of the judicial power, 

the Council began the process of establishing the delegation scheme and the temporary 

transfer of judges. The Career Development Committee prepared detailed rules for the 

establishment and application of the delegation scheme and the temporary transfer scheme. 

These regulations were reviewed and approved at the HJC meeting of 07 February 2019, 

respectively by Decisions No. 22, and Decision No. 2327 and, pursuant to Article 98, 

paragraph 4 of Law No. 115/201628 On Judicial System Governance Bodies, these acts were 

published in the Official Journal29. Also, in service of this process, the Court Presidents were 
asked to inform the judicial body of these decisions in order to express their consent to 
participate in the delegation scheme. 

During the drafting process of the regulations we have consistently consulted with the 

EURALIUS and USAID’s Justice for All Project, which have assisted the HJC with 

expertise especially in the early days of its establishment. 

While the delegations applied during the mandate of the former HCJ were such as to allow the 

delegation of judges to adjudicate special cases in a Court different from the one the judge 

exercised its permanent office, the legislation has already established a new delegation 

scheme which provides for the establishment of a readily available group of judges who, 

with their consent, are included in this scheme and, as a result, can be sent, as appropriate, 

to other courts. 

However, in the conditions when only 4 (four) judges have given their consent to be part of 

the delegation scheme and who did not meet the criteria, and no judge consented to the 

temporary transfer to another Court, the Council, found in the conditions of not having 

judges for the Delegation Scheme and the Provisional Transfer Scheme, and faced with 184 

requests from Court Presidents for the delegation of 266 judges, based on its 

Constitutional obligation of ensuring independence, accountability and prosperity of the 

judicial power, has approved by Decision No. 30, of 14 February 2019 The Rules and 

Procedures for Appointing a Judge for the Adjudication of a Certain Court Case in a Court 

other than the One where he Exercises his Office Permanently. This decision- making of the 

HJC offered a solution to the appointment of judges to the Courts and to the large number 

of requests for judges on certain cases coming from the Courts in need, 
 

 

 

 

27 Decision No. 23, of 7 February 2019 - On the Adoption of a Regulation on the Criteria and Procedure for the Temporary Transfer 
of Judges. 
28 Decision No. 22, of 7 February 2019 - On the Adoption of a Regulation on the Criteria and Procedure for Functioning of the 
Delegation Scheme for Judges. 
29 Official Journal No.12, of 07 February 2019. 
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more specifically from 7 (seven) Courts of Appeals and 19 (nineteen) Courts of First 

Instance. 

Meanwhile, by the end of April 2019, the High Judicial Council has received a total of 327 

requests for 427 cases of delegation of judges by the respective Court Presidents. In 

response to these requests, the High Judicial Council, based on its Decision No. 30, of 14 

February 2019, has proceeded with the assignment of judges to the Courts in need, taking 

into account not only the random selection by lot but also a fair allocation of the workload 

for the judge in the Court where they exercise their functions. 

 
3.1.9 Establishment of the Committees and the Administrative Structure Assisting 

the HJC 

 

In order to enable the fulfilment of the obligations and responsibilities imposed by the 

Constitution and the legal framework in support on the High Judicial Council and to make 

the institution functional it is necessary for the latter to have: (i) its organizational structure 

and administration; (ii) a clear definition of the duties and responsibilities of all 

organizational units and individual positions (job descriptions); (iii) the procedural rules 

under which the administration operates in such a way as to ensure effective and efficient 

support for the Council and its Committees. 
 

Taking into account the above, the Council has approved30 the organizational structure of 
its administration, which was sent to the Albanian Parliament for approval. Based on the 
assessment of the Albanian Parliament, and in cooperation with the Department of Public 

Administration31, the final structure has been approved. This new structure reflects an 
increase in the number of employees by about 30%, compared to the structure of the 

predecessor institution, and out of the 82 employees32 of the previous institution, the HJC 
now has 125 employees, including the HJC members. 

 
3.2 ACTIVITY OF THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL COMMITTEES 

3.2.1 The Standing Committees 

The Strategic Planning, Administration and Budget Committee is composed of 3 members 

(2 non-judge members and 1 judge member). 

This Committee exercises its activity and makes decisions in the field of strategic planning and 

budget and, pursuant to Article 62, paragraph 1 of Law No. 115/2016, may propose to the 

plenary session of the Council the adoption of decisions that are in the competence of this 

latter. Since its inception, this Committee has reviewed and decided on 3 issues by proposing 

to the plenary meeting: (i) drafting of the organizational structure (organigram) of the HJC 

with relevant departments and units; (ii) the establishment of the Ad-Hoc Committee for the 

Assessment of the Individual Status and Career of the Inspectors of the former High Council 

of Justice, and (iii) the appointment of a member of the High Judicial Council to deal with 

public relations. Also drafting of the HJC’s Strategic Plan and its Action Plan are in the final 

phase. 
 

 
 

30 Upon Decision No. 12, of 18 January 2019, as amended by Decision No. 44, of 12 March 2019; 
31 Letter with Prot. No. 1394, of 04 March 2019 addressed to the Department of Public Administration. 
32 The HJC composed of 11 members; former-HCJ with an organogram with 50 employees, former-ZABGJ with an organogram with 21 
employees. 
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The Disciplinary Committee is composed of three members (2 judge members and 1 non- 

judge member). 

The Committee shall examine cases of disciplinary proceedings against a judge submitted by 

the High Inspector of Justice and, pursuant to Article 62, paragraph 1 of Law No. 115/2016, 
may propose to the Council's plenary session the adoption of decisions that are in the 

competence of the latter. This Committee, from its establishment, has reviewed and taken a 

decision on 1 issue33. 

The Ethics and Professional Evaluation Committee consists of 3 members (2 judges and 1 

non-judge). 

Pursuant to Article 62, paragraph 4 of Law No. 115/2016, two substitute members (1 non- judge 

and 1 judge member) were elected to this Committee. This committee provides opinions on 

the definition and updating of the judges’ ethical and professional evaluation system. It 

provides opinions regarding the requests of the judges for exercising academic activities, 

makes reports and proposals for the organization of vocational training courses at the School 

of Magistrates. It also prepares reports on the workflow in the Courts, the length of 

proceedings, the failures in Courts and their causes. At the end of examination of the cases, the 

Committee prepares a report for the Council. 

 

Pursuant to Article 62, paragraph 1 of Law No. 115/2016, this Committee may propose to the 

Council’s plenary meeting the adoption of decisions that are in the competence of the latter. 

This Committee, from the moment of its establishment, has reviewed and decided on 5 issues, 

more specifically the contribution of this Committee has been in the decision- making 

regarding: (i) periodical information by the Court Chairpersons regarding their judicial 

activity; (ii) the instruction on payment of judges on weekends and official holidays; (iii) 

suggestions addressed to the School of Magistrates; (iv) granting permission for health reasons 

for a judge; (v) exemption from the lot for a three-month period of two judges, at the same 

time members of the Council of Justice Appointments. 

 
The Career Development Committee consists of 3 members (2 judge and 1 non-judge 

members). 

This Committee reviews the requests for appointments to the Courts according to the criteria 

set by the Council, submitting a report before the plenary meeting, which is accompanied by 

tables and a list of candidates with the relevant ranking (in points). Also, this Committee 

reports to the Council on the candidates for the leadership of the Courts, as well as follows the 

process of filling vacancies in Courts, transfers and procedures related to the delegation 

scheme. In addition, this Committee reviews the requirements of the School of Magistrates 

on the number of the new magistrates, and the appointment and assignment of the newly 

graduated candidates. Pursuant to Article 62, paragraph 1 of Law No.115/2016, this 

Committee may propose to the plenary meeting of the Council the adoption of decisions that 

are in the competence of the latter. This Committee, from the moment of its establishment, 

has reviewed and decided on 15 issues. 

 

The activity of this Committee has been very productive given the scope of its activity, the on-

going problems coming up continuously and the need to give opinions or suggestions on its 

part. During the period covered by the report, this Committee has been engaged in the 

drafting of various regulations, such as the delegation scheme, the temporary transfer of 

judges, as well as the rules for appointing judges to adjudicate certain cases in other Courts. 

Another contribution is given vis-à-vis determining the number of candidates to be 
 

 

 

33 Decision No.11 of 10 January 2019 “On the Suspension of Judge R.H”. 
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admitted to the initial training program at the School of Magistrates for the 2019-2020 

academic year, the establishment of an ad-hoc committee on the verification of the number of 

candidates for advisors and legal assistants, giving an opinion on the placement of a judge in 

the position of the full-time Professor at the School of Magistrates, the appointment of judges 

for the development of the professional internship of the students of the School of Magistrates, 

the declaration of termination of the status for some Magistrates and, in any of the meeting 

conducted, it has carried out the necessary procedures for assigning judges to other Courts for 

adjudicating certain cases. 

 

3.2.2 Ad-hoc Committees 

The Ad-Hoc Committee for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the Framework of the 

Provisional Vetting Process of Judges and Other Vetting Subjects34
 

This Committee is responsible for coordinating the work of the vetting institutions and the 

High Judicial Council, in order to help the later meet its tasks in the course of this process. 

It has as well approved the Regulation on the Organization and Functioning of the Ad-Hoc 
Committee for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the Framework of the Provisional 

Vetting Process of Judges and Other Vetting Subjects35, which lays down detailed rules on 

the proper functioning of this process. 

 

So far, in cooperation with the Independent Qualifications Commission 76 lots have been 

drawn for the selection of 5 files for 76 vetting subjects. After organizing the lots for the 

selection of files, the HJC has requested a total of 360 Court files/legal documents from the 

respective Courts. A total of 41 detailed and reasoned reports have been submitted to the 

IQC, together with 205 Court files for 41 vetting subjects. Currently, the Ad-Hoc Committee 

for Ethical and Professional Evaluation in the Framework of the Transitional Vetting Process 

has approved and has ready for submission another package of 3 reports for 3 vetting 

subjects. 

 
The Ad-Hoc Committee for the Verification of the Criteria of the Candidates for Legal 

Advisers and Legal Assistants to be admitted to attend the Initial Training Program at the 

School of Magistrates for the 2019-2020 Academic Year36. 

Within January, the High Judicial Council decided37 to determine and publish the 
maximum number of candidates for magistrates, in the profile of judges -- 25 (twenty- five) 

candidates to be admitted to the Initial Training Program at the School of Magistrates for the 

2019-2020 Academic Year. Also, the High Judicial Council decided to allow for 25 (twenty-

five) candidates for advisors and legal assistants to be admitted to attend the Initial Training 

Program at the School of Magistrates for the 2019-2020 Academic Year. The Ad-Hoc 

Committee for the Verification of the Criteria of the Candidates for Legal Advisers and Legal 

Assistants was established in service of this decision. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

34 Upon Decision No. 15 of 22 January 2019. 
35 Decision No. 24, of 07 February 2019. 
36  Decision No. 18, of 29 January 2019. 
37  Decision No.17, of 29 January 2019. 
38 Decision No. 31, of 14 February 2019. 
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The Ad-Hoc Committee for the Review of Complaints against the Decisions of the Chief 

Inspector of the Former High Council of Justice for Archiving the Complaint or Discontinuing 

the Investigation for a Judge38
 

In order to review the appeals against the decisions of the High Inspector of Justice for the 
archiving the appeal or termination of the investigation against a judge, an ad-hoc committee 

was established, consisting of two non-judge and one judge members. The Ad- Hoc 

Committee’s decisions are final and cannot be appealed before the plenary meeting of the 
Council. The HJC has already approved the Regulation on the functioning of this 

Committee39. 

 
The Ad-Hoc Committee for the Assessment of Individual Status and the Career of Inspectors 

of the Former High Council of Justice 

This Committee was established as a necessity to resolve the issue on who would be the 

inspectors that will form part of the HJC and who would form part of the High Inspector of 

Justice’s Office. The ad-hoc committee is established now and it should give an end to this 

process within two weeks from its establishment. The Committee consists of three members, 

two non-judge members and one judge member. 
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4 ANALYSIS ON THE SITUATION OF THE 

COURTS AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 
 

 
 

The European Convention on Human Rights and the case-law of the European Court of 

Human Rights requires judicial systems to ensure effective enforcement of the right to a fair 

trial and within a reasonable time. The European Commission's Framework Programme for 

Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ) establishes standards for dealing with Court cases within an 

appropriate period, highlighting the importance of anticipating the length of the trial. It also 

notes the significant impact of the passive periods (pending time) on the length of this 

process. 

To precisely address such problems and to avoid delays in judicial actions, it is necessary not 

only to gather information, but also to analyse it in the face of the expected indicators, 

understanding the reasons why these delays occur and responding with appropriate 

emergency and long-term measures. In this sense, as part of its responsibility of reporting on 

the situation in the judicial system, the HJC will provide a factual picture according to the 

figures reported by the Courts themselves. In the report, the reader shall find comparative 

information on the workloads in the Courts of the country, the number of 

incoming/registered cases, the number of backlog cases, the number of tried cases. For as far 

as possible this is seen compared to the number of judges in a Court, speed of judgment and 

other important indicators that are important for a first analysis. This analysis will be further 

deepened during the Judicial Map drafting process, however, at this moment of the process, 

it is important to understand where the hot spots are so that the HJC reaction is geared to the 

priorities and emerging needs. 

For this reason, it was found necessary to include a first-hand analysis of the judicial system 

activity for 2018 as part of this report. Despite the lack of complete data and tools for an in-

depth analysis of the correlation between different data and indicators, this statistical analysis 

provides an overview of the state of the judicial system at the beginning of 2019. 

 

The analysis of the activity of the judicial system is based on: 

a) The statistical data submitted by the Courts; 

b) An analysis of the legal amendments; 

c) The situation of human resources in the Courts. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

39 Decision No. 52, of 27 March 2019. 
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 Methodology 

The methodology followed in the drafting of this analysis is based on the synthesis of 

statistical data submitted by the Courts themselves, according to a structured numerical 

model and following the request of the Council for information on the number of effective 

judges, the number of cases registered in 2018 and the number of cases carried over from 

2017, the number of finished cases in 2018, the indicator of the time needed to end a case (in 

days), the case turnover ratio, the speed of the trial coefficient (in %), and the number of 

issues carried over from 2018 to 2019. The statistical methodology used is based on the 

performance indicators provided by CEPEJ. 

 
 On the statistical data submitted by the Courts 

 

The judiciary analysis presented below is based on the statistical data submitted by the 

Courts themselves. Based on the available figures and statistical estimates, it turns out that 

the Courts have objective difficulties in generating accurate statistics due to some of the 

following limitations and factors: 

1. The data in the statistical tables are still manually placed, and by making use of the 

ICMIS system. Although after the manual registration all the cases are also registered in the 

ICMIS system (including all the data, such as the parties, the subject matter, legal basis, 

planning, minutes of Court hearings, injunction orders and final Court decisions etc.), the 

system's functioning is ineffective, thus it does not generate accurate statistical data. Also, 

there is often a discrepancy between the data recorded in the records with the data generated 

by the system. 

2. The new amendments in the Civil Procedure Code and the Criminal Procedure Code 

are not reflected in the ICMIS system. (e.g. in the Code of Criminal Procedure there are 

supplements for preliminary hearings, requiring an additional register for preliminary 

hearings: a request for termination of a case, a request to file a case, etc., but these changes 

have not been reflected in the case management system. 

3. The registers in the Judicial Secretary require a new format based on recent legal 

changes, especially for registering and recording the trial at a preliminary hearings. This new 

format should as well contain the requests of the parties, where a new procedural subject, 

the victim, should as well be identified. 

4. The manual and electronic register system does not reflect changes for those Courts 

that cover the requirements of convicted prisoners, such as punishment reduction, change of 

prison security level and other requirements at the execution stage. 

5. The instability of the responsible administrative staff, the lack of a unified methodology 

and of specific training for the judicial clerks. 
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4.1 ANALYSIS OF THE STATISTICAL DATA  

4.1.1 Case load of judges and backlog at the national level 

 
One of the most obvious data when comparing the statistical data is the different case load 

in different Courts of the country. This indicator should be considered not only in the 

framework of this annual analysis, but also following the review of the judicial map. Changes 

in the level of caseload comes not only as a result of the number of the population under the 

territorial jurisdiction of each Court, but also depending on other elements, such as the 

existence of the institutions of the execution of punishments for criminal offences (prisons), 

which bring an additional number of requests by convicts. In the territorial reassessment of 

the Courts, account should be taken of the ratio of the population of the district covered by 

the Court, the number of registered cases, the number of Court judges, the reasonable working 

volume so that quality of the trial is not affected, the speed of trial is reasonable, which will 

necessarily affect the efficiency of the respective Court and access to justice for citizens. The 

above situation is illustrated below in the form of a graph (Graph # 1). 

Referring to the 2018 statistical data42 as reported by the Courts on (i) the number of Court 
cases registered in 2018 (civil and criminal), (ii) the number of cases carried over from 2017, 
(iii) the number of cases finished in 2018, (iv) the number of requests for delegation, (v) the 
number of cases classified as criminal claims or civil claims, (vi) the time needed to complete 

the cases43, vii) the speed of trial, and (vii) the coefficient of trial speed44, as well as (viii) the 
number of cases carried forward in 2019, the following indicators are observed: 

i) In total, during 2018, 147 423 cases have been registered and 68 982 were carried over 

from 2017. Meanwhile, at the end of 2018, the number of backlog cases was 75 803. 

The data show that the Tirana, Vlora and Shkodra First Instance Courts, as far as 

Courts of first instance are concerned, have the largest flow of cases. From the Courts 

of Appeals, the highest flow of cases is registered in Tirana and Vlora Courts of 

Appeals. As far as Administrative Courts are concerned, it is noticed that the largest 

number of cases has been re-registered in the Tirana Court of Appeal and the 

Administrative Appeal Court. 

 

ii) The comparison between the number of cases carried forward from 2017 to 2018 (68 

982) and from 2018 to 2019 (75 803) shows, despite the influencing factors, that the 

efficiency of the judiciary in the last year (2018) has deteriorated (case disposal rate 

is in 91%) because the backlog has increased throughout the country and, 

consequently, the time needed to dispose of the cases has increased as well. Of course, 

like any statistical value, this figure cannot clarify the situation, or explore the 

reasons. For the latter to happen, one needs a qualitative analysis to support these 

quantitative data by assessing the correlation, as well as examining whether measures 

can be taken to extinguish or reduce the influencing factors. 

The following chart (No. 1) illustrates the distribution of Court cases as well as the weight of 

cases carried over from 2017 for each Court. The number of cases is given on the horizontal 

axis. 
 

40 Based on the request for information of 1 April, sent to the Supreme Court, First Instance Courts, the Courts 

of Appeal, as well as to the Administrative Courts. 

41 Backlog is the term referring to the stock cases, that is the cases that are carried over and that are expected 

to be tried. 

42 The statistics received and included in this analysis have not been complete and, in some cases, the logics 

applied for the formula, is different from one Court to the other. In addition, time has not allowed for an in-

depth statistical analysis. 

43 Clearance rate formula (penal/civil) (clearance rate/case liquidation indicator) 

44 Case Disposition time formula (penal/civil) (the time needed for disposing/terminating a case) 
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Chart 1: No. of cases registered in 2018 and backlog from 2017 
 

 

ii. The following chart (Chart 2) illustrates the number of cases carried over by each 

Court in the last two years: 2018 and 2019. While some Courts have managed to 

reduce the backlogs, and this shows an improvement in the efficiency of these 

Courts, other courts have increased the number of backlog, thus decreasing the 

effectiveness of their work in 2018 and 2019. 

 

Chart 2: No. of cases carried over in Year 2018 and 2019 

 

The data submitted by the Courts about the backlog (carried-over cases) are given below in 

a table format as well: 
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Table 1: Number of backlog cases for each Court 

for Year 2018 and 2019 

Court Backlog for 
2018 

Backlog for 2019 Change in % 

Berat 542 715 32 

Dibër 194 231 19 

 
Durrës 955 1230 29 

Elbasan 1003 1189 19 

Fier 1054 1058 0 

Gjirokastër 298 338 13 

Kavajë 430 441 3 

Korçë 559 724 30 

Krujë 362 366 1 

Kukës 146 161 10 

Kurbin 291 355 22 

Lezhë 407 499 23 

Lushnje 692 478 -31 

Mat 84 142 69 

Përmet 42 75 79 

Pogradec 300 269 -10 

Pukë 73 62 -15 

Sarandë 302 281 -7 

Shkodër 819 1263 54 

Tiranë 6377 6709 5 

Tropojë 94 118 26 

Vlorë 1463 1312 -10 

Serious Crimes, First 
Instance 

88 78 -11 

Appeal Tiranë 7956 8271 4 

Appeal Shkodër 1894 1383 -27 

Appeal Durrës 1289 1340 4 

Appeal Korçë 365 455 25 

Appeal Gjirokastër 237 250 5 

Appeal Vlorë 2712 1878 -31 

Serious Crimes Appeal 40 34 -15 

Administrative Appeal Court 12661 12217 -4 

Adm Tiranë 1155 1064 -8 

Adm Shkodër 1083 978 -10 

Adm Korçë 398 340 -15 

Adm Gjirokastër 93 147 58 

Adm Vlorë 524 489 -7 

Supreme Court 22000 28863 31 

Total for all the Courts 68982 75803 10 

 
 

As noted above, in order to make an assessment of how many different Courts are able to 

cope with incoming cases in their areas of jurisdiction, we have analysed the change of cases 

carried over in the year 2018 and those carried over in 2019. 

In a graphical presentation of the change of backlog cases, it is noticed that some Courts 

have a lower backlog in 2019 as compared to 2018. However, at the country level there is 

an increase of about 10% of the stock of unsettled cases treated within the year of initial 

registration. 

As can be seen from the following chart (Chart No. 3), there are Courts that have lowered the 

stock of cases carried forward in 2019 compared to 2018, as the likes of the First Instance 

Court of Lushnja, Pogradec, Puka, Vlora Court of Appeal. On a different note, other Courts 

have increased this indicator, as the First Instance Court of Berat, Dibra, Durrës, Mat, 

Përmet, Shkodër, etc. It should be noted that this indicator is given in percentage, whereas 

changes in absolute values can be verified in Table No. 1. 
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iii. If we consider the progress of Court disposal of cases, we are presented with an 

overview (Table 2) where different rates of case disposals can be seen in different 

Courts, even when these Courts have almost the same number of judges. The table 

reflects the data declared by the Courts themselves without making mathematical 

comparisons because the characteristics of cases, the number of cases per judge 

and the individual case disposition rate for each judge are not reflected. 
 
 

Table 2 

Court No of judges 

(factual) 

No. of disposed cases 

Berat 9 1452 

Dibër 4 752 

Durrës 16 6726 

Elbasan 12 2583 

Fier 14 6887 

Gjirokastër 6 963 

Kavajë 4 979 

Korçë 12 4826 

Krujë 3 2361 

Kukës 2 498 

Kurbin 4 658 

Lezhë 5 1226 

Lushnje 4 1236 

Mat 4 325 

Përmet 4 477 

Pogradec 4 1451 

Pukë 3 219 

Sarandë 6 1075 

Shkodër 13 3631 

Tiranë 74 33260 

Tropojë 3 366 

Vlorë 14 2850 

Serious Crimes First Instance 15 142 

Appeal Tirana 29 7181 

Appeal Shkodër 10 1760 

Appeal Durrës 10 1377 

Appeal Korçë 6 696 

Appeal Gjirokastër 6 882 

Appeal Vlorë 10 1856 

Serious Crimes Appeal 11 114 

Administrative Appeal 13 5551 

First Instance Administrative Court of 
Tiranë 

16 7774 

Chart No 3: Change of backlog in % from 2018 to 2019 
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First Instance Administrative Court of 
Shkodër 

2 1163 

First Instance Administrative Court of 
Korçë 

2 2393 

First Instance Administrative Court of 
Gjirokastra. 

2 2299 

First Instance Administrative Court of 
Vlorë 

4 2308 

The Supreme Court 5 1673 

 

4.1.2 Speed of trial of cases; the CR and DT indicators 

i) Case clearance rate (CR indicator): the ratio between the incoming cases and 

the cases disposed within a period in percentage. 

The Clearance Rate indicator provides a general trend on the state of the judicial system with 

regard to the system’s performance over a period of one year, providing an insight into 

whether the Courts have managed to keep the pace between the newly registered cases and 

the disposed/terminated cases. Calculation of the CR Indicator is done by dividing the 

number of cases disposed with the number of new incoming cases and the value is multiplied 

by 100 to express the result in percentage. When the indicator is below 100% it can be said 

that the Court has not been able to maintain the pace and the backlog has increased compared 

to the previous year. In such cases, an in-depth analysis should consider the alternatives for 

solving the problem in the shortest possible time, so that the number of backlog cases does 

not block the system and that the settlement of cases is done within the deadlines laid down 

in the procedural legislation in force, as well as in the Measuring Criteria for Judicial 

Activity envisaged in the Evaluation System for the Judges45. 

The CR indicator, given in %, according to the level and type of Courts, as shown below, 

gives an overview of the progress of the case resolution rate. It should be noted that the 

graphs given in this report are based solely on the calculations of the Courts themselves, 

hence the difficulties in the statistical analysis resulting from the incorrect functioning of the 

ICMIS system, lack of sufficient human resources and other reasons mentioned at the 

beginning of this section should be taken into account when considering them. 

Chart 4: Clearance Rate (CR Indicator): First Instance Courts 

Cases Clerance Rate (CR Inidicator): First Instance Courts 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

45 Decision No. 261/2, of 14 April 2010 “The Evaluation System for the Judges”. 
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ii) The necessary disposition time (DT Indicator): This indicator compares the 

number of cases resolved during the monitored period and the number of 

pending/unresolved cases at the end of the monitored period. The number of 

pending cases is divided by the number of resolved cases and multiplied by 365 

in order to allow expression of this indicator in number of days. The report 

measures how quickly the Court's judicial system works on incoming cases, which 

means how long does it take for a certain type of case to be resolved. This indicator 

provides a perception of how a judicial system manages the amount or flow of 

cases. 

 
The DT46 indicator is given in days and follows below according to specificities of the 

Courts and of the cases: 

Chart 5: Clearance Rate (CR Indicator): Courts of Appeal 

Cases Clerance Rate (CR INDICATOR): Courts of Appeal 
 

 

Chart 6: Clearance Rate (CR Indicator): Administrative Courts 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

46 The Chart is based on the coefficients issued by the Court itself only. 

Cases Clearance Rate (CR Indicator): Administrative 
Courts 



38 THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL 2018 ANNUAL REPORT 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11 100 

80 

60 

40 

20 

0 

8 
138.71 

155 

180 

160 

140 

120 

CHART 7: DISPOSITION TIME: 
DT CIVIL CASES, FIRST INSTANCE 

8 1. 5 2 8. 4 

64 
73 

8 2. 6 5 9.9 95 0. 6 

5 4. 9 
6 2.2 8 

7 1.0 
1 

9 
9.9 7 6 0. 8 

9 1. 
9 

9 
8.1 7 76 

5 03. 1 97 9.8 10 01 
27. 1 4 16. 

Apeli Korçë Apeli Gjirokastër Apeli Vlorë Apeli Tiranë Apeli Shkodër Apeli Durrës 

127 142 

274 

362.36 351 

434.35 

CHART 9: DISPOSITION TIME : 
DT FOR CIVIL CASES, APPEAL COURTS 

CHART 8 : DISPOSITION TIME : 

DT FOR CRIMINAL CASES, FIRST INSTANCE 

4
5

.6
 1

0
6

.8
 

5
5

 

1
1

6
 

5
1

.9
 

4
1

.5
 

3
0

.2
 

3
5

.8
9

 

5
1

.6
 

5
7

 

4
8

.3
 

7
5

.9
2

7
 

4
7

 

3
8

7
.8

 

3
7

 

9
8

 

3
6

.5
 

1
5

.1
 6
2

.8
6

 

5
6

.5
8

 

9
7

.9
 

6
1

.3
 

1
2

.8
 



39 THE HIGH JUDICIAL COUNCIL 2018 ANNUAL REPORT 

 

 

CHART 11: DISPOSITION TIME: 
DT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE CASES 

APEL ADM ADM TIRANË ADM SHKODËR ADM KORÇË ADM 
GJIROKASTËR 

ADM VLORË 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 803.31  

   

   

   

   

   307  

     

   50.02   51.8 23.3 77.3  
   

 

 

 

 

4.1.3 Use of the Audio System in the Courts for 2018 

 

The implementation of the digital audio recording system in the Courts constitutes a 

mandatory legal requirement, which guarantees a high-level accuracy of the documentation 

of the judicial hearing and increases transparency, efficiency and improves the Court 

administration in its entirety. Furthermore, audio recording of Court hearing guarantees 

greater transparency and efficiency in the use of judicial system resources. 

Using the audio recording system during Court hearings constitutes a significant investment 
in the judicial system in terms of transparency and efficiency, where we have greatly 

benefitted from the contribution of our partners. According to the periodic reports of Court 
Presidents, data on the use of the audio system show of Courts which have a satisfactory use 

of the audio system, while there are Courts which have used this system poorly. In total, 

expressed in %, the level of usage of the audio system is at 77%47. 

Here it is worth mentioning the Serious Crimes Appeals Court, which has a record of 100% 

usage of Court hearings, and all Courts of general jurisdiction at the appeal level 
 

47 Regarding unrecorded audio hearings, most of them are "Execution Orders" that are issued in the Chamber. The system that produces such 

statistical data (PAKS +) includes a summary table, including the hearings held in the Chamber (with no audio system), thus making the 
percentage of use of the audio system smaller than the real situation. 

Apeli Vlorë Apel Kr.R. Apeli 
Gjirokastër 

Apeli Tiranë Apeli Shkodër    Apeli Durrës Apeli Korçë 

31.5 54.3 

101 
118 

160.31 

276 274.5 

CHART 10: DISPOSITION TIME : 
DT FOR CRIMINAL CASES, APPEAL COURTS 
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are reported of having a satisfactory use of the audio system. While the Administrative Court 

of Appeal is reported of using the system only at 42%. 

In the Courts of the first instance it is found that the Courts of Gjirokastra, Dibër, Korçë, 

Kukës, Pogradec, Puka, Saranda, Lezha, Përmet, the First Instance Court for Serious Crimes 

and Administrative Court of First Instance in Tirana use the audio system at a satisfactory 

level. While the First Instance Courts of Durres, Gjirokastra and Shkodra, as well as the 

Courts of Durrës, Kurbin, Shkodër, have used the audio system below the general average 

of its use for 2018. 

An in-depth analysis needs to be done to identify the reasons for not using the audio system 

and assess why many Court having a low volume of cases, or in Courts with a small number 

of judges have a high use of the audio system and other Courts with the same features do not 

follow the same trend. 

It is estimated that the Court should continue reporting on this matter before the HJC, in 

order to analyse the progress in the use of the audio system, which best serves having a 

transparent judicial system, evidence of its use, identification of the judges who hesitate to 

use and/or do not use this system when the Court provides this opportunity. 

The following Chart provides the data on the use of audio system, as provided by the Courts 

for 2018: 

Use in % of Audio System 
 

 
 

 

4.1.4 Delays in submitting reasoned judgements/decisions 

 

Failure to submit reasoned decisions within reasonable time limits is in breach of the 

procedural law and violates the Constitutional right of the litigant to appeal and access to the 

Court. Moreover, the announcement of the final reasoned decision is a legal obligation, and 

what this means is that if the decision is not reasoned, it is invalid. The legal reasoning of 

the decision is an important element of a due legal process aimed at: a) the exercise of judicial 

control by a higher Court, and b) the exercise of public control in the administration of 

justice. Both of these elements are closely linked to the right of appeal of the procedural 

subject, as judicial control is not exercised in an incidental 
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manner, but on the basis of the causes raised by the parties during the trial process. The 

timely limitation of the right of appeal relates not only to the Court's obligation to provide a 

rational for the final decision, but also to the submission of the decision to the Judicial 

Secretary. 

The reasoning of judicial judgements and decisions has been given importance first and 

foremost as a Constitutional obligation, expressly stated in Article 142 of the Constitution, 

but is also supplemented by judicial procedural legislation, which sets strict deadlines for 

reasoning of Court judgments/decisions, because: i) reasoning of the judgements/decisions 

constitutes one of the fundamental human rights; (ii) on the basis of a reasoned 

judgement/decision, control is exercised through it, through the right to a judicial appeal. 

The reasoning for the Court decision is related to the quality of justice, highlighted also in 

the EU’s Progress Reports for Albania, where in the analysis made to our country it is noted 

that: "... judicial decisions often lack a proper justification and deadlines of their publication 

are not always respected. There is a need for efforts to improve the judges' ability to reason 

their decisions". 

 

Regarding the timely reasoning of Court decisions, we are based on the mechanism of 

periodic reporting by the Chairpersons regarding the timely submission of the decisions in 

the Court Secretariat. The data show that the Court Presidents have respected the obligation 

to provide information on this process. Attention has been cast on the cases which reasoning 

is delayed for over 30 days as reported by the Court Chairpersons in their reports. 

From the reported data, for late reasoning of decisions, for Courts of general jurisdiction, we 

find that for the year 2018, the Court Presidents have reported a total of 671 cases, out of 

which, 305 in First Instance and 366 at Appeal Courts of general jurisdiction. The data show 

that the Court with the highest number of late reasoning is Vlora Court of Appeal with 332 

cases, followed by the First Instance Court of Lushnja, with 161 cases, and the First Instance 

Court of Tirana with 83 cases. 

Meanwhile, in the Administrative Courts, a total of 547 cases of delayed reasoning have 

been found. The largest number of delayed reasoning of Court decisions is found in the First 

Instance Court Vlora, with 407 cases of delayed reasoning, followed by the Appeals 

Administrative Court with 106 cases. 

The assessment of the problems reported by the Courts shows that delays in the reasoning of 

judgements/decisions are influenced by the number of cases that the judges have, the small 

number of judges in the Courts, the permissions granted for various reasons the judges might 

have had, the effects of the vetting process and many others. Of these data, in 2018, the Court 

of Appeal of Vlora and the First Instance Administrative Court of Vlora remain problematic, 

which, compared to other Courts with an equivalent number of judges, show a high number 

of delays in the reasoning of their judgements/decisions. A comprehensive finding from the 

reports is that the small number of judges in the Courts that have a large volume of Court 

cases affects the delay in timely reasoning of Court judgements/decisions. The appointment 

of legal assistants and other support staff in the Courts with a high volume of cases should 

be considered as an important factor in preparing the Court file and, consequently, in 

increasing the speed of case disposals. 

These data should continue to be asked to be provided from the Presidents of the Courts. 

Their analysis will help in identifying the causes regarding the situation described above. If 

it is ascertained that the delay in the reasoning of the decisions is due to the activity of the 

judge, then this fact is considered in evaluating his/her professional and ethical 
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performance. If the violation is not caused by the judge’s fault, but is instead due to other 

reasons, the HJC must take the necessary steps to intervene and facilitate the Courts in 

difficulty. 

In assessing the importance of this problem, the HJC, in its meeting of 07 February 2019, has 

decided to pursue the request for periodic information from the Court Presidents regarding: 

the caseload, respect of ethics and solemnity, the number of requests for waivers approved 

by the President of the Court, functioning of the audio recording system and its level of use, 

state of operation and functioning of the Case Management System, issues related to delays 

in submitting reasoned decisions, etc. 

Also, it is the duty of the High Inspector of Justice, who is responsible for assessing 

complaints, to commence investigations regarding the violations and initiate disciplinary 

procedures with respect to judges of all levels, and to proceed with various inspections for 

timely reasoning of the Court judgements/decisions. If cases of repetitions are ascertained 

due to the activity of the judge, this body is the competent authority to undertake appropriate 

disciplinary investigations. 

The data on the cases with delayed reasoned judgments/decisions for 2018, show of the 

following situation: 

 
1. The First Instance Court of Korça: 1 case; 

2. The First Instance Court of Kukës: 7 cases; 

3. The First Instance Court of Lezhë: 12 cases; 

4. The First Instance Court of Lushnje: 161 cases; 

5. The First Instance Court of Mat: 2 cases; 

6. The First Instance Court of Pogradec: 5 cases; 

7. The First Instance Court of Shkodër: 26 cases; 

8. The First Instance Court of Tiranë: 83 cases; 

9. The First Instance Court of Tropojë: 1 case; 

10. The First Instance Court of Vlorë: 7 case; 

11. The Serious Crimes First Instance Court: 1 case; 

12. The First Instance Administrative Court of Tiranë: 35 cases; 

13. The First Instance Administrative Court of Vlorë: 407 cases; 

14. The Court of Appeal of Korça: 10 cases; 

15. The Court of Appeal of Tiranë: 20 cases; 

16. The Court of Appeal of Vlorë: 332 cases; 

17. The Serious Crimes Appeal Court: 4 cases; 

18. The Appeal Administrative Court: 106 cases. 

 

4.1.5 Impact of amendments in the legislation 

The amendments our country's legislation has gone through over the years 2017-2018 has also 

affected the Courts’ activity, especially those laws that came into force at the end of 2017, 

but became implementable in 2018. Adaptation to new or amended norms and procedures 

requires its time of assimilation, and failure thereof has led to a decrease in the pace of 

treatment of cases and, consequently, lower Court performance. 

More specifically, the Code of Criminal Procedure of the Republic of Albania, approved by 

Law No. 35/207, has brought about changes in the rights of the victim of the offense, in 

ensuring the rights and protection of the defendant in criminal proceedings; improvement of 

the rates of abbreviated trial and direct judgment. 
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The amendments to the Penal Code were made by virtue of Law No. 36/2017, aiming at 

speeding up rehabilitation for less dangerous offenders in lieu of imprisonment, in order to 

contribute to reducing the number of prisoners and to align the provisions of the Criminal 

Code in force with the probation service for an earlier release on parole of the offenders. 

The Juvenile Justice Code, enacted by Law No. 37/2017, lays the foundations for the 

criminal justice for the juveniles in accordance with the Constitution, with the aim of 

protecting the juvenile and effectively protecting the highest interests of the juvenile. This 

Code contains special arrangements regarding juvenile delinquency, procedural rules 

regarding the investigation, prosecution, litigation, execution of a criminal sentence, 

rehabilitation or any other measure involving a juvenile in conflict with the law, and an 

juvenile who is a victim and/or witness to the criminal offense. The provided arrangements 

are also applicable for young people from the age group of from 18 to 21, as stipulated under 

specific articles. 

The Civil Procedure Code was amended by Law No. 38/2017, of 30 March 2017, bringing 

efficiency and quick and efficient proceedings, shortening the duration and the number of 

civil procedure hearings, as well as increase of the access of citizens to the justice system. 

All these changes in Procedural Codes have increased the role of Courts’ involvement and 

of the Judges’ investment in the procedural actions of a Court case. The judge of the criminal 

section, now has already the added competence of assessing the state of the defendant at the 

initial stage of the preliminary investigation, while previously this competence belonged to 

the Prosecutor. Now, the Criminal Judge decides on the security measures and any other 

petition that is filed during the preliminary investigation phase, the requests in the hearing 

with the subject of submission of cases for adjudication, or adoption of the Criminal Order. 

While the changes in the Civil Procedure Code have made the judge to play a role since the 

preliminary stages of the preparation of the Court file in the collection of all evidence before 

scheduling the hearing and in improvement of the notification process, measures that in fact 

provide for more accuracy and efficiency of the Court’s work. Amendments to the legislation 

and interventions with the procedural mechanisms have presented difficulties in application 

at the initial stage, somewhat affecting the reduction in the clearance and disposal rate of the 

cases. 

4.1.6 Analysis on the situation of the Supreme Court 

The Justice Reform brought radical changes to the Supreme Court as well. Given the 

problems over the years, the reform aimed to make this Court part of the judicial system by 

making it a career Court and clearly defining the criteria for being a member of this Court, 

both for the career judges and those coming from outside the system. 

Currently, the Supreme Court is part of the judicial system under the auspicious of the HJC 

and has competent in reviewing cases related to the meaning and enforcement of the law, in 

order to ensure unification, consistency and the development of judicial practice. Therefore, 

in accordance with Constitutional provisions48, it is important to determine the types of cases 

that this Court shall rule upon, by bringing standards for the unification, certainty and/or 

development of the case-law, not acting as a Court of third instance.  
 

 

 

48 "Article 141 - 1. The Supreme Court examines issues related to the understanding and implementation of the law to ensure the unification 

or development of judicial practice, according to the law. 2. For changing the case law, the Supreme Court withdraws for review in the 
Joint Colleges certain court cases as decided by the colleges, according to the law”. 
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The information received by the Supreme Court, in the conditions of operating effectively 

with only 3 members out of 19 members, by the end of 2017 the number of carried over 

cases (backlog) was 22 000, whereas at the end of 2018 this number was 28 863. In the same 

year, the Court managed to settle 1673 cases, with an average disposal rate of 279 cases per 

judge. Mathematical calculations show that the Supreme Court has used only 20 days to 

adjudicate on a case, which makes up for the lowest time of adjudication at the national level, 

where the average is 64 days. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For statistical purposes it can be said hat for settling all the outstanding cases, based on these 

rates, the Court would require 6297 days or 17 years and 3 months to clear off all the cases. 

Currently, about 31,000 files are reportedly waiting to be tried at the Supreme Court. 

 

4.1.7 Summary of the statistical data 

A quick overview of the statistics and indicators of the judicial system in Albania, closely related to 

the progress of the justice reform process, shows that despite the obstacles and difficulties, the 

judicial system presents a mixed picture: 

 
1. Reduction of the efficiency of case trials, measured by an increase of around 10% of 

the backlog from 2018 to 2019, is attributed to a significant extent to the blockage of the 

Supreme Court, where the unblocking of the stalemate will increase and the performance of 

the judiciary in the context of timely adjudication of cases. 

2. The lack of an effective number of judges at each Court, compared to the European 

average (13.5 vs. 18), indicates that there is room to consider the total number of magistrates 

exercising their office, and increasing their number would, of course, increase the efficiency 

of justice delivery. 

3. Increasing the efficiency of the judicial system is one of the primary objectives of the 

judicial reform. Seen in this context, and given that a number of Courts have not been able 

to follow the pace of case disposition, reviewing of the Court map is an indispensable and 

urgent step, with a view to enhancing the overall efficiency of the judicial system. This 

measure becomes even more urgent in the context of the relatively high number of the 

magistrates unconfirmed in office as a result of the vetting process. 

4. The two CEPEJ indicators, the clearance rate and the disposition time, show of 

considerable disparities between the Courts. This means that in most Courts of all levels 

there is room for improvement of efficiency. 
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5. The problems with the Court infrastructure and particularly with the Electronic Case 

Management Systems create not little difficulty in managing the Court work and caseload. 

Solving these problems is a priority for the upcoming period. 

6. Major changes in the field of legislation, also within the approximation of legislation 

with the EU Acquis, ask for the organization of a significant number of intensive and specific 

trainings for the different categories of Magistrates. But, this step cannot be undertaken 

without prior analysis of training needs at country level and their planning for a period of up 

to one year. For this, the analysis on the training needs is considered another priority. 

7. Based on the data published by CEPEJ for 201649 and taking into account a comparison 

with countries in the region, such as North Macedonia and Serbia, the following picture 

appears which, with the exception of the current Supreme Court indicators, shows that for 

the Albanian judiciary it is entirely possible to achieve most of the European standards. The 

following table shows the indicators far from the European average in red, in green are those 

indicators that are better than the European average and in yellow are the indicators that can 

be achieved in the short term: 
 
 

 NORTHERN 

MACEDONIA 

Serbia Albania 2016 Albania 

201850
 

European 

average INDICATOR   

Judges for 100 000 

inhabitants 

27.3 38.5 12.6 13.5 18 

CR for civil cases; 

first instance 

190.3% 93.9% 99% 91% 99.6% 

DT for civil cases; 

first instance 

446 days 315 days 159 days 86 days 196 days 

CR for criminal 

cases; first 

instance 

252% 103.4% 99.9% 90% 101.2% 

DT for criminal 

cases; first 

instance 

342 days 274 days 108 days 83 days 118 days 

CR for first 

instance 

administrative 
cases 

187.8% 89.4% 97.9% 119% 99.7% 

DT for first 

instance 

administrative 

cases 

740 days 539 days 115 days 154 days 242 days 

CR for criminal 

cases in second 
instance 

196.8% 100.2% 76.7% 113% 99.8% 

DT for criminal 

cases of second 

instance 

206 days 23 days 413 days 145 days 80 days 

CR in third 

instance 

188.8% 96.1% 100.7% 21.4% 99.7% 

DT in third 
instance 

466 days 63 days 253 days 6297 days 107 days 

      

 

 

 

 

 

49 https://public.tableau.com/profile/cepej#!/vizhome/CEPEJ-Overvieëv3_0/Overvieë 
50 As already mentioned above in this Report, these indicators are calculated based on the statistics sent recently by the Courts, which 

show that in the conditions of non-operation of the IT systems, accuracy of the data leaves much to be desired. 

https://public.tableau.com/profile/cepej%23!/vizhome/CEPEJ-Overviewv3_0/Overview
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4.2 ACTIVITY OF THE OFFICE OF THE JUDICIAL BUDGET ADMINISTRATION  

(ZABGJ) 

The former Office of Judicial Budget Administration (ZABNJ) has exercised its activity on 

the basis of and in accordance with Law No. 8363, of 01 July 1998 On the establishment of 

the Office for the Judicial Budget Administration. 

The ZABGJ, as a public body, has managed the financial and budgetary activity of 38 

national Courts as well as the Office itself. 

The ZABGJ’s mission has been the effective and efficient management of budget funds 

allocated to the judiciary. 

The budget funds of the judiciary are part of the State Budget that is approved annually by 

the Budget Law. The data on budgets and the number of employees approved in the last 5 

years for the judiciary are presented in the following table (the 2020 data are the ceilings 

approved for the 2020-2022 Mid-Term Budget Project, by virtue of the Decision of the 

Council of Ministers No.117, of 13 March 2019). 

Table No. 1 – Data for budgets in years for the Judicial Branch 

In 000 Albanian Lek 

Descriptions 2017 2018 2019 Ceilings 2020 

Current Expenditure 2,018,000 2,140,000 2,220,150 2,973,150 

Capital Expenditure 170,000 160,700 160,000 200,000 

Total Budget 2,188,000 2,300,700 2,380,150 3,173,150 

Change in % of the total 
budget 

-3% 5% 3% 33% 

Total number of staff 
approved by law 

1,364 1,369 1,389 
 

Total expenditures from 

the State Budget 

467,599,0 

00 

497,069,00 

0 

519,577,00 

0 

 

Ratio in % of the Court 

budget with the State 

Budget 

0.47% 0.46% 0.46%  

As one can see, the allocated budget has a slight increase, which, if we look at the budget 

structure, has been mainly allocated for personnel expenses. Investment expenditures, which 

ensure a qualitative improvement of the judicial system and the achievement of the goals for 

an efficient, transparent and expeditious service to the public, have not increased for several 

years. Moreover, in some cases they have decreased. 

The percentage of the Judiciary Budget in the State Budget is on average 0.46%. 
The report of the European Commission on Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ), published in March 

2018, notes that Albania continues to have the lowest budget allocated to the Courts compared 

to the regional countries. According to the report, in Albania this budget is 6 Euros/inhabitant, 

whereas in some of the countries of the region it is as follows: Macedonia 14 Euros/inhabitant, Bosnia 

and Herzegovina 25 Euros/inhabitant, Montenegro 45 Euros/inhabitant, Croatia 40 Euros/inhabitant. 

(CEPEJ 2018, p. 42). The average for this indicator for European countries as analysed by CEPEJ is 

39 Euros/inhabitant. 

As shown by the data, some of the countries in the region have a budget per population ratio 

higher than the European average. This is due to the fact that while most of the European 

countries that are part of the EU have achieved the desired standards in the justice system 
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and investment in the system goes largely to maintain the standards without aside 

developments for further improvement, the Balkan countries, aspiring to become members 

of the EU, have to invest much more than the European average in order to achieve the 

standards of the EU countries. 
The budget of the judicial branch is composed of current expenditure (expenses for the staff, 

operational expenses) and capital expenditure. 

 

4.2.1  Staff expenditure 

 
The budgets allocated in years have covered the needs of the organogram, as approved by 

Law. 
 

4.2.2 Operational expenditure 

The allocated budgets have been consistently insufficient to fully support the annual 

activity of the Courts. Lacks of budgets for these expenditures are supplemented with re-

allocations made each year, with the approval of the Ministry of Finance. During the Mid-

Term Budget Program negotiations last year it was agreed with the Ministry of Finance that 

the operating expenditure funds for 2019 were at least at the level of current expenditure of 

2018 (in order to guarantee full budgets for the Courts’ operating expenses since the 

beginning of the year). Year 2019 will also be the base year on which the 2020- 2022 Mid-

Term Budgetary Programme indicators will be calculated, in the strategic phase under way. 
 

4.2.3 Capital expenditure 

The budgets allocated over the years have been limited. In an overall assessment of the 

investments made so far, it turns out that out of 38 Courts at the national level, 22 of them 

have invested in the construction of new buildings or full reconstruction of the existing 

buildings, significantly improving working conditions, trial and the service performed in 

them. More specifically: 

- New buildings are built for 9 Courts51: 

- 13 Courts52 have been reconstructed. 

 

In these buildings, the judges and support administrative staff have enough workspace and 

the arrangement is designed in such a way that it facilitates the daily communication and 

work. 

The public service area is unique and guarantees all the premises for a qualitative, fast and 

transparent service. This placement, on the other hand, is in support of security norms, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
51 The First Instance Court of Mat; First Instance Court of Kavaja; The Court of Appeal and the First Instance Court for Serious Crimes, 
the Court of Appeal of Korça, the Court of Appeal of Vlora, the First Instance Court of Korça, the Court of Appeal of Shkodra and the First 

Instance Court of Elbasan. 
52 Courts of Appeal of Durrës and Gjirokastra; First Instance Court of Dibër, Kruja, Lac, Lezha, Lushnja, Pogradec, Puka, Saranda, 

Vlora; Tirana First Instance Administrative Court and the Administrative Appeal Court of Tirana. 
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avoiding unnecessary contacts with other areas of the building, where Court hearings are run, 

or where the offices of judges are located. The introduction of the underground floor concept 

for the entrance of defendants into isolation rooms and further into the courtrooms for 

criminal cases is also a step in support of the security element. Appropriate functional interior 

design schemes have also been applied in the new buildings, in order to meet both working 

and safety standards. Access to the court of people with disabilities is also guaranteed. 

 
The budget allocated in 2018 for investments is Lek 160 million. Referring to the strategic 

objectives set out in the Cross Cutting Strategy of the Justice System and the studies and 

analysis carried out by the Office, the investment needs in the judiciary are about 3 times 

higher than this budget. 

 
With the aim of achieving the same level of standards in all Court buildings, intervention in 

16 other Courts53 remains indispensable. 

 

As budgets needs for construction are significant in amount (totalling to about Euro 29 

million), this amount is presented to be funded by other funds. 

 

Partial investments made over the years in these buildings have not finally solved the 

problems they pose. Parts of this group are also the District Courts of Berat, Fier, Përmet, 

Tropojë and Kukës. 

 

Also, the need for investment is also present at the Administrative Courts, which started their 

work in November 2013. Due to the emergent need for their operation, the First Instance 

Administrative Courts were mainly accommodated in the respective District First Instance 

Courts. Consequently, some of these Courts are posed with problems regarding the lack of 

necessary work environments, such as courtrooms, offices, etc. The First Instance Courts of 

Durres, Gjirokastra and Vlora are in the most difficult situation. 

 

For all these needs, an intervention plan for infrastructure improvement for the Courts has 

been drafted, according to which the budget needs for investments in the coming years are 

about 3 times greater than those allocated in 2018 and 2019. 

With the adoption of the new Judicial Map, reorganization of the Courts as well as in 

accordance with the HJC’s Strategic Plan and the SNSD’s objectives, the Strategic Plan for 

the construction infrastructure will be updated as well. 

 

4.2.4 Need for new ICT systems in the future, according to international standards 

The Courts do currently use two Electronic Case Management Systems – the ARK-IT and 

the ICMIS. 

The Case Management Electronic System in the Court should realise complete processing of 

the claim from the registration of the case, lot, record keeping, publication of the decision 

on the portal of all the Courts. The system should also allow for the function of 

 
 

53 The Supreme Court, the Court of Appeal of Tirana, the First Instance Court of Berat, First Instance Court 

of Durrës, First Instance Court of Fieri, First Instance Court of Gjirokastra, First Instance Court of Kukes, First 

Instance Court of Përmet, First Instance Court of Shkodra, First Instance Court of Tropoja, First Instance Court 

of Tirana, First Instance Administrative Court of Gjirokastra, First Instance Administrative Court of Vlora, 

First Instance Administrative Court of Korça, First Instance Administrative Court of Shkodër. 
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search and view of the cases by the other District Courts even after they have been examined 

by the Courts of Appeal and the High Court, to ensure certainty and to generate statistics. This 

is the only way for the Case Management System to have a noticeable effect on efficiency, 

transparency, accuracy, facilitation of Court users, making of fair decisions using system-

generated statistics, and so on. 

Both systems that are installed in the Courts have deficiencies of different nature and have 

already become a barrier for the Court work. The Courts do same jobs twice (hence keeping 

a range of data manually) because the system does not guarantee meeting of all the needs. 

Establishment of a new Court Case Management System of international standards, and 

assistance for judicial documentation and Court proceedings process is a matter of urgency. 

 The problems imposed by the current ICMIS system 

This Case Management System, installed in all the Courts in the country, represents several 

problems, such as: 

- The current system does not generate statistics on the number of cases and their 
types/specifications. Consequently, the Courts generate statistics manually and this 
process requires more time to browse the physical records and often has inaccuracies; 

- It does not contain the function of enabling an electronic connection with the online 
Prosecution system, the National Electronic Register of Civil Status, the Regional 
Immovable Property Registration Office, the Enforcement System, etc.; 

- Is not adapted to the new amendments to the Criminal Procedure Code (automatically 
excluding the judges who have reviewed the requests during the preliminary 
investigation phase and the judges in the preliminary hearings); 

- Does not allow for real-time communication between different parties (Registry 
Secretary, Legal Assistant) in the system with timely notices, depending on the priority 
of examination of cases; 

- Completion of the trial panel with the Rapporteur (Judge) is not directly available in the 
system (i.e. there is no option to add a Rapporteur Judge in the system); 

- The system does not categorize the claims filed with the Administrative Court; 

- Decisions published on the gjykata.gov.al portal are not anonymized; 

The system needs to be updated with new technologies t. The ICMIS system works only 

with the Internet browser (Internet Explorer 8), but not with the latest versions which are 

installed on the Courts’ computers and servers. This is a problem because the new Court 

computer hardware and servers do not support installation of this version of the Internet 

(Explorer 8). 

Provisions of Law No. 115/2016, Article 277, refer to the transfer of competencies and 

contracts relating to Information Technology systems, including the Court Case 

Management Systems (ICIMIS and ARKIT) and the Digital Audio System of the Courts. For 

the latter, a Joint Order of the High Judicial Council and the Ministry of Justice On Free 

Transfer of Assets of the Judicial Case Management System (ICIMIS) from the Ministry of 

Justice to the HJC has been issued. Although the law provides for the one- month term for 

such transfer, this process has not yet been completed and is accompanied with several 

difficulties, such as the lack of budget by the HJC for the renewal of the maintenance contract 

for the ICIMIS system, while the Ministry of Justice cannot currently perform the 

procurement procedure because this competence has now been passed over to the HJC. 
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Also, another priority need regarding the ICT systems is building of a system for a digital 

judicial archive. 

The ceiling approved for capital expenditures for 2020 is insignificant in view of the needs 

of the judicial system for investments. This shall form part and parcel of the discussion with 

the Ministry of Finance for the 2020-2022 Midterm Budgetary Programme. 

 

4.2.5 Situation of Human Resources in the Courts 

The judicial performance indicators relate, inter alia, to human resources and, in particular, 

to filling of judges’ vacancies. Human Resource identification in the Courts requires the 

establishment of a pan-national database to highlight the professional characteristics of each 

judge and to enable statistical analysis to serve as a basis for various reforms. 

The data available to the Human Resources Sector at the HJC show that the status of 

organograms of all Court at all levels is as follows: 

Pursuant to Decree No. 7818, of 16 November 2012 On Establishing the Number of Judges 

for Each Court of First Instance, Court of Appeal and Administrative Court, as well as the 

Assignment of Ground Powers and Headquarters of the Administrative Courts, as amended, 

of the President of the Republic, the organograms of the Courts at all levels is as follows: 

In total, the organogram, according to the Decree, contains 408 judges, of whom; 

- 19 judges for the Supreme Court; 

- 102 judges for the Courts of Appeals, 

- 251 judges for the First Instance Courts, 

- 36 judges for the First Instance Administrative Courts, 
 

In total, there are currently 361 judges in office, of whom: 

- judges at the Supreme Court; 

- 95 judges at the Courts of Appeals, 

- 232 judges at the First Instance Courts, 

- 29 judges at the First Instance Administrative Courts, 
 

In total, vacancies in the system are as follows; 47 vacancies, of which: 

- 14 vacancies at the Supreme Court; 

- vacancies at the Courts of Appeals, 

- 19 vacancies at the First Instance Courts, 

- vacancies at the First Instance Administrative Courts, 

 
Analytically, all Courts divided according to instances, number by decree, number according 

to current organogram, and numbers of vacancies are presented in the following tables. 
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Table of the Organogram of the Supreme Court 
 

 

No. 

 

Court 

Judges  

 
Vacancies 

Judges dismissed 

from the IQC 

(not a final 

decision) 

 

Organogram 

 

Factual 

1. 
The Supreme Court 19 5 14 1 

 
The Supreme Court’s organogram contains 19 judges, of who only 5 are currently 

working (3 judges do effectively exercise their duty, 1 judge is a member of the HJC and 1 

judge is dismissed by the IQC, not with a final decision), and 14 vacancies. 

Table of the Organogram of the Courts of Appeal 
 

 

No. 

 

Courts of Appeal 

Judges  

 
Vacancies 

Judges dismissed 

from the IQC (not 

with a final 

decisions) 

 

Organogram 

 

Factual 

1. Court of Appeal of Durrës 13 10 3  

2. Court of Appeal of Gjirokastër       6         6 -  

3. Court of Appeal of Vlorë 12 10 2 1 

4. Court of Appeal of Shkodër 10 10 - 1 

5. Court of Appeal of Tiranë 31 29 2 3 

6. Court of Appeal of Korçë        6        6 - 2 

7. 
Court of Administrative Appeal of 

Tiranë 
13 13 -  

8. Serious Crimes Appeals Court 11 11 - 1 

  102 95 7 8 

 
The Courts of Appeal have 102 judges on their organogram, of who 95 are currently in 

office (85 judges do effectively exercise their duty, 2 judges are appointed of the HJC and 8 

judges are dismissed by the IQC, not with a final decision), and 7 vacancies. 

 
Table of the Organogram of the First Instance Courts 
 

 

No. 

 

First Instance Courts 

Judges  

 
Vacancies 

Judges dismissed 

from the IQC (not 

with a final 

decision) 

 
Organogram 

 
Factual 

1. First Instance Court of Berat 10 9 1 1 

2. First Instance Court of Dibër 4 3 1  

3. First Instance Court of Durrës 17 15 2  

4. First Instance Court of Elbasan 14 12 2  

5. First Instance Court of Fier 14 14 -  

6. 
First Instance Court of 
Gjirokastër 

6 6 - 
1 

7. First Instance Court of Kavajë 4 4 -  

8. First Instance Court of Korçë 14 12 2 1 

9. First Instance Court of Krujë 4 3 1  

10. First Instance Court of Kukës 4 2 2  

11. First Instance Court of Kurbin 4 4 - 1 

12. First Instance Court of Lezhë 5 5 -  

13. First Instance Court of Lushnje 5 4 1  

14. First Instance Court of Mat 4 4 -  

15. First Instance Court of Përmet 4 4 - 1 

16. 
First Instance Court of 
Pogradec 

4 4 -  
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17. First Instance Court of Pukë 4 3 1 1 

18. First Instance Court of Sarandë 6 6 - 1 

19. First Instance Court of Shkodër 14 13 1 1 

20. First Instance Court of Tiranë 76 73 3 1 

21. First Instance Court of Tropojë 4 3 1 1 

22. First Instance Court of Vlorë 14 14 -  

23. 
First Instance Court of Serious 
Crimes 

16 15 1  

  251 232 19 10 

 

The First Instance Courts have 251 judges on their organogram, of who 232 are currently 

in office (219 judges do effectively exercise their duty, 2 judges are members of the HJC and 

10 judges are dismissed by the IQC, not with a final decision), and 19 vacancies. 

Table of the Organogram of the Administrative Courts of First Instance 
 

 

 
No. 

 

 
Administrative Courts 

Judges  

 
Vacancies 

Judges 

dismissed from 

the IQC 

(not with a final 

decision) 

 
Organogram 

 
Factual 

1. 
First Instance Administrative Court 
of Durrës 

4 3 1  

2. 
First Instance Administrative Court 
of Shkodër 

4 2 2 
1 

3. 
First Instance Administrative Court 
of Korçë 

4 2 2  

4. 
First Instance Administrative Court 
of Vlorë 

4 4 -  

5. 
First Instance Administrative Court 
of Gjirokastër 

4 2 2  

6. 
First Instance Administrative Court 

of Tiranë 
16 16 -  

  36 29 7 1 

 
The First Instance Administrative Courts have 36 judges on their organogram, of who 29 

are currently in office (28 judges do effectively exercise their duty, 1 judge is dismissed by the 

IQC, not with a final decision), and 7 vacancies. 

During 2018, 6 judges have left the judicial system, either via resignation or after having 

reached the retirement age, and only one judge was entered into the system. 

During 2018 and beginning of 2019, a total of 20 judges are dismissed by decisions of the 

Independent Qualification Commission, pending final decision, meanwhile the Special 

Appeals College has dismissed 7 judges. 

 
4.2.6 Evaluation of the HR Situation in the Judicial Administration 

The State Budget Law approves the number of staff of the judicial branch annually. For 

2019, the adopted number is 1389 employees, out of which 408 judges and 981 Judicial 

Administration staff (including 21 former staff members of the ZABGJ). 

The tendency of the number of Judicial Administration staff has recognised a slight growth 

from one year to the other, as seen in the table above. However, this increase has not been 

sufficient to meet the real needs of the Courts both in the past and currently for 
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judicial administration staff. These needs are partly resolved with contracted employees. For 

2019, 71 contracted employees have been approved. 

The current judge/judicial administration ratio is 1 judge/2.4 judicial administration. 

The report of the European Commission on Efficiency of Justice (CEPEJ), published in 
March 2018, says that the average of countries surveyed by CEPEJ is 1 judge/3.9 judicial 

administration staff. (CEPEJ Report p.159.)54
 

Pursuant to Law No. 98/2016 On the Organization of Judicial Power in the Republic of 

Albania, Article 41 provides that the Judicial Administration shall carry out its mission 

through the following services: a) Court services; b) Administrative services; and c) Support 

services. 

The HJC has prepared a full package for the needs of the judiciary for additional Judicial 

Administration staff, according to the obligations deriving from the above law. 

This analysis shows that: 

- The organic structure number of the Judicial Branch for the three levels of the First Instance 

Courts; Courts of Appeals and the Supreme Court, in compliance with the legal obligation, 

there should be 1681 employees, or 313 more employees. 

The table below shows the current number and the needs for additional staff in the Judicial 

Administration: 
 

 
No. 

 
Jobs 

Current 

number of 

staff 

Number 

according to 

legal 

provisions 

Requests 

for 

additional 

staff 

1 Chancellor 37 37  

2 
Supreme Court (Administration) 

112 112 
 

3 Legal Assistants 31 51 20 

4 Chair of Budget Branch 37 37  

5 Chief Secretary 22 38 16 

6 Judicial Secretary 408 430 22 

7 Economist 6 12 6 

8 Warehouse Keeper/Cashier 9 37 28 

9 ZMP 3 37 34 

10 IT 39 39 0 

11 Archivist 39 39 0 

12 Security staff 36 41 5 

13 Human Resources 2 2 0 

14 Court Messenger 56 56 0 

15 Judicial staff 0 177 177 

16 Driver 41 41 0 

17 Sanitation Staff 47 47 0 

 
 

54 https://rm.coe.int/rapport-avec-couv-18-09-2018-en/16808def9c 

https://rm.coe.int/rapport-avec-couv-18-09-2018-en/16808def9c
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18 Maintenance staff 15 40 25 

 
19 

Additional staff approved by 

the 2019 Budget Law, not 

detailed 

 
20 

  
-20 

 Total 960 1273 313 

 
 

The adoption of the new judicial map will be accompanied by a comprehensive analysis of 

the structure, functioning, status of judicial administration and will determine the final needs 

for the judicial administration employees. 

The realization of the mission and objectives of the HJC, as set out in its Draft Strategy, 

requires the provision of sufficient and adequate financial and human resources. While the 

needs assessed by the former ZABGJ for human resources (Judicial Administration) have 

been for about 300 employees, but considering the budget constraints only 83 additional 

judicial employees were required for 2018, the Assembly saw it reasonable to approve only 

20 employees. 

4.2.7 Summary of Main Findings on Human Resources 

With regards to the budget and the human resources’ situation we highlight the following 

conclusions: 

In current expenditures - the necessary budgetary funds should be allocated to guarantee 

the financial activity of the HJC and of the Courts in accordance with the organograms 

approved by law as well as the additional Judicial Administration employees to be required 

in the medium-term perspective. 

In capital expenditure: 

Improvement of construction infrastructure 

With the aim of achieving same level of standards in all Court buildings, intervention in 16 

Courts, which do not meet the standards, remains indispensable. 

Investments for new buildings for the Courts of Tirana (High Court, Court of Appeal and 

Tirana First Instance Court) are imperative and should be addressed with priority. 

Preliminary estimates show that the construction of the buildings for these Courts shall 

require a budget of about Euro 29 million. 

Approval of the Judicial Map will specify the number of Courts and based on that relevant 

studies which shall determine the amount of the investments, as appropriate, will have to be 

conducted. 

The issue of the construction site for the new buildings, or of the buildings that shall undergo 

complete reconstruction to accommodate the Court needs requires more attention, because, 

as widely known, the judicial system does not own properties. 

The need for ICT and electronic infrastructure systems for the Courts Improvement of 

working conditions, solemnity and security in courts. 

Supply of furniture for offices, halls and other environments; as well as the renovation of 

depreciated equipment each year. 

In support of the submission on the state of the Courts’ infrastructure, referring to the 

medium and strategic goal of accelerating the judiciary reform; to enable implementation 
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of standards for judicial excellence, to provide prompt, transparent, efficient and impartial 

judicial services, to improve solemnity and increase certainty of all parties to the Court, a 

substantial and sustained increase of the investment budget is required. The budget of Euro 

1.2 million for annual investments is clearly not responding to the present requirements and 

goals. This has been the amount of the investments for the years 2017- 2018-2019 but, of 

course we see it closely related to the period up to the establishment of the HJC. 

Furthermore, we think that the investments for the Judicial Branch should be adequate to 

support the realization of the function of the HJC, in order to ensure a responsible, efficient 

and transparent governance of the judicial system, and to support the work of the Court to 

provide qualitative services to the public. All this will lead to the ultimate goal of boosting 

public confidence in the justice system. 

Lack of investments risks becoming a hindrance to the Justice Reform Processes that have 

already been launched. 

In Human Resources for the Judicial Administration 

The need for over 300 additional staff, such as legal assistants, Court clerks, public relations 

employees, etc., can be met gradually by becoming part of the HJC’s Strategic Plan. 

With the new number of the administrative staff, the ratio of judges to administrative staff will 

be 1:3.1 for the entire judiciary, from 1: 2.4 it currently is. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS AND   RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Taking into account the legal obligations stemming from the Constitution of the Republic of 

Albania and the legal framework for its implementation, by embracing the commitment to 

guarantee a good governance of the judicial system as a whole, the HJC reports on the 

measures taken since its inception, with particular emphasis on the following achievements: 

 
1. The High Judicial Council was established in the meeting of 20 December 2018, and 

its governing bodies were elected immediately thereafter. Also within the first 

month, the Council established its four standing committees, namely the Committee 

on Strategic Planning, Administration and the Budget, the Disciplinary Committee, 

the Committee on Assessment of Ethics and Professional Activity, and the Career 

Development Committee. Also, the organizational structure of the HJC 

administration has already been approved, and four ad-hoc committees have as well 

been established, namely, the Ad-Hoc Committee on Ethical and Professional 

Evaluation in the Context of the Transitional Vetting of Judges, the Committee on 

Verification of Fulfilment of the Criteria by the Candidates for Advisors and Legal 

Assistants to be Admitted to Attend the Initial Training Program at the School of 

Magistrates in the 2019-2020 Academic Year, the Committee on Review of 

Complaints against the Decisions of the Chief Inspector of the Former High Council 

of Justice for Archiving the Complaint or Discontinuing the Investigation for a 

Judge, and the Committee on Assessing the Individual Status and Career of the 

Inspectors of the former High Council of Justice. 

2. Taking into account the importance of the vetting process, the HJC was immediately 

engaged in establishing a relevant structure - The Ad-Hoc Committee on Ethical and 

Professional Evaluation in the Context of the Transitional Vetting of Judges, and 

approved the rules of functioning of this Committee to ensure continuity of 

cooperation with the transitional vetting bodies. Within this process, the HJC 

cooperates intensively with all the Courts in the country for obtaining 

documentation, organizing lots for judges under evaluation, processing and drafting 

evaluation reports by inspectors, and observing the procedures of communication 

and submission of information to the responsible institutions. 

 

3. The HJC has taken a number of emergency measures to alleviate the effects created 

in the Courts due to the delays in establishing the HJC, the transitional period of 

functioning of the former High Council of Justice, as well as the vetting process: 

 

a. Stemming from the high number of requests (184 requests) addressed by the 

Court Presidents for completing the trial panels, the HJC reacted with the 

adoption of rules for appointing judges to adjudicate certain cases in Courts 

other than those where they regularly conducted their activity. This initiative 

was taken as an emergency measure following the failure of judges to respond 

to calls for being included in the delegation and temporary transfer schemes, 

approved and promulgated by the HJC according to the requirements of Law 

No. 966, On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in the Republic of Albania. 

For the 327 requests, 427 judges have been delegated throughout the country. 

b. Given the lack of exercise of the governing function in the Courts by the 

Presidents who were dismissed from the vetting institutions and under the 

conditions when there were no Deputy Presidents in these Courts, the HJC 

intervened by adopting rules on the appointment of Deputy Presidents at the 
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Courts in need. Deputy Presidents have been appointed in 36 out of 37 First 

Instance and Appeal Courts in the country. 

c. The judicial map is key to solving problems related to workload, delegations, 

access, costs, efficiency, etc. Based on this assessment, in February 2019 an 

inter-institutional Working Group was set up with representatives from the 

Courts in the country, the HJC, the Ministry of Justice and international partners 

(Council of Europe and EURALIUS and JUST/USAID’s Justice for All 

Project), which is mainly engaged with the assessment of the factual situation. 

Within 6 months from its establishment, this Working Group is expected to 

present its proposals regarding the new judicial reorganization. 

d. Pursuant to Law no. 98/2016 On the Organization of the Judicial Power in the 

Republic of Albania, Article 83, the High Judicial Council, within six months of 

its establishment, shall verify the fulfilment of the conditions and legal criteria 

of the job, as well as shall verify the integrity and the assets of the chancellors 

in office. Up to now, initial verification has been completed for all 37 

chancellors (8 chancellors from the Courts of Appeals, 23 Chancellors from First 

Instance Courts, 6 chancellors from First Instance Administrative Courts). 

 
4. Resolving the deadlock for determining the number of magistrates to attend the 

Initial Training at the School of Magistrates is a legal obligation for the HJC, but 

also a necessity for easing the judicial system which exhibits acute problems in the 

number of judges, in the conditions of withdrawals from the system through 

resignations, retirement, but mainly because of dismissal from office from the 

vetting process. So far, there are 47 vacancies in the system and 25 processes that 

are still pending at the Special Appeals College. Although the judges who are 
dismissed by the Independent Qualifications Commission are not effectively in office, in 

the legal sense, these positions are not regarded as vacancies, and these judges get 75% of 

the monthly salary (thus having considerable financial impacts on the State Budget). 

5. For 2019, the Council has approved (the number of) 25 candidates for magistrates 

and 25 legal assistants who will attend the School of Magistrates, taking into 
consideration the limited capacities of the School currently. At the end of the 

competition at this School, 28 magistrates have enrolled at the judge profile, and 6 

in the legal assistants’55 profile. At the same time, the HJC has started the process 

of appointment of the magistrates graduated in 2018, by first requesting the co-

operation of the institutions responsible for providing information on their skills 
and their integrity. 

6. Pursuant to the Constitutional amendments requiring the transformation of the 
Serious Crimes Courts into Special Courts Judging the Criminal Offenses of 

Corruption and Organized Crime, the HJC has initiated the process of temporary 
assignment of judges to these Courts, requesting the current judges and their family 

members to give their consent to continue competing for being appointed at these 
levels. For the First Instance Court for Serious Crimes all judges have given their 

consent (14 out of 15 judges)56. While from the Serious Crimes Appeals Court, 

composed of 11 judges, only 8 have expressed their consent so far. Appointment 
of these judges to the Special Court will be carried out after a successful vetting 

process. 

7. Taking into account the effects of the transitional vetting process for the Supreme 

Court, where only 3 out of 19 judges are currently serving, the HJC has focused on 

drafting the three necessary regulations for filling the vacancies in this Court. The 

Career Development Committee has currently finished drafting the rules on the 

criteria and procedure for appointment of non-judge members, for the promotion 
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of the judge members for this Court, and the rules related to verification of integrity 

and assets for the magistrate candidates. These regulations are expected to be 

reviewed and approved at the plenary session of the Council in the following days. 

 
8. Given the current situation, when the High Inspector of Justice (HIJ) was not yet 

been established, while Law No. 966, On the Status of Judges and Prosecutors in 

the Republic of Albania provides that a part of the former HCJ inspectors shall be 

transferred to the HJC and a part at the High Inspector of Justice, the Council 

established an Ad-hoc Committee on Assessing the Individual Status and Career 

of the Inspectors of the former High Council of Justice. This Committee is 

assessing who of the inspectors holds the status of a magistrate and who will be 

part of its administration, and who will be transferred to the Justice Inspector’s 

Office. Also, bearing in mind that there is a total of 183 complaints addressed 

against the decisions of the former HCJ Chief Inspector, the HJC decided to set 

up an ad-hoc committee to review these complaints. 

 

9. In order to guarantee transparency at the HJC, and keeping public information on 

the activity and the results achieved by the institution as a priority, the High 

Judicial Council has taken the commitment to create a temporary online portal 
and on 24 April 2019 appointed one of its members in charge of covering public relations. 

The member who will perform this function is Mr. Erjon Muharremaj. 

 

10. As a legal obligation of the Committee on Strategic Planning, Administration and 

the Budget, but also in function of the strategic orientation of the HJC, and in the 

context of taking priority measures for improving the judicial system, from the 

moment of its establishment, the Council has worked for drafting its 2-year 

Strategic Plan and the Action Plan for the implementation of the Strategy. This 

Strategy has been drafted in line with the Crosscutting Justice Sector Strategy to 

achieve the intended goals of the justice reform, specifying the actions and 

objectives that the HJC aims to achieve in the immediate term. The Strategy and 

its Action Plan are already in the finalization phase and after the submission for a 

public consultation and stakeholder discussions it will be approved by the Council 

by the end of May 2019. While drafting the Strategy we have closely worked with 

our international partners, especially with the USAID’s Justice for All Project. 

 

Aware of its wide governing mandate on the Albanian justice system, of the problems of the 

past and the challenges of the future, the HJC is committed to fulfil a number of tasks during 

2019, as specified below: 

 

 Adopt all the bylaws necessary for functioning of the HJC and address the 

immediate needs for the continuous improvement of the activity of the Courts; 

 Co-operate with transitional vetting bodies to speed up the final settlement of 

complaints, thus reducing the impact of this process on vacancies in the Courts 

and the financial impacts on the State Budget; 

 

 

 
 

55 Decision No. 17 of 29 January 2019, paragraph 1, letter c provides that if, at the conclusion of the application procedure for admission to initial 
training, there are no requirements that fulfil the planned number of candidates for advisors and legal assistants, the quota for the latter will be 

added to the candidates for the judge profile". 
56 One judge is now a member of the High Judicial Council. 
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 Follow-up of judges' evaluation process for the 2010-2012 period, a process 

remained unfinished up until now; 

 Complete the analysis for the reconfiguration of the judicial map, taking into 

account that this is an expensive process, expanded in time and may require 

temporary measures such as merging of some courts together, creating branch 

courts, temporary transfers, transfer of judges from one branch to another, 

application of the European standards regarding the judge/population ratio, etc. 

 Launch a thorough analysis of systemic problems and draft medium-term 

measures that could lead to improved court efficiency; 

 Complete the appointment and assignment of magistrates graduated in 2018, as 

well as provide support to the School of Magistrates for capacity building and 

possibly for increasing the quota to respond to the system’s needs especially after 

the effects of the reform; 

 Draft the Internal Rules of Procedure of the High Judicial Council, specifying the 

functioning of the standing committees; 

 Appoint an Ethics Advisor for drafting the ethics rules; 

 Draft the rules and open the appointment process for members of the Supreme 

Court, already in the finalization phase by the respective Committee and are 

expected to be approved by the HJC; 

 Collaborate with the High Prosecutorial Council to enable the establishment of 

Special Courts against Corruption and Organized Crime by prioritizing judges 

who are confirmed on duty by the vetting bodies; 

 Support the Courts’ Council as new bodies which will serve proper administration 

in each court; 

 Cooperate with the Ministry of Justice on the transfer of competencies related to 

Court Administration and Case Management Systems provided for in Article 277 

of Law No.115 / 2016 On the Judicial System Governing Bodies. 

 Establish the electronic portal of the High Judicial Council, which enables a link 

to each Court’s website in order to increase transparency and access of the public 

to the courts. 

 
Regarding the above, the High Judicial Council asks for the support of the Assembly of the 

Republic of Albania on the following matters: 

 
 Review the legal framework and fulfil the vacuum created by the repeal of certain 

provisions in Law No. 115/2016 and Law No. 96/2016 by the Constitutional 

Court, as well as make the necessary changes that may arise during their 

implementation in practice57. 

 Increase human resources in the Courts with at least 150 staff members for the 

national Court Administration, while the real need is estimated for at least 330 

additional staff. 

 Provide financial support for investments for reconstruction or construction of 

Court buildings, as well as for the information technology systems, particularly 

for the Court Case Management System. 

 

 

 
 

57 Decision No. 34, of 10 April 2017; Decision No. 41, of 16 May 2017; Decision No. 78, of 12 December 2017. 


