
Annex. 3 

Armenia 

 

The actual survey began on December 4, 2014, and was completed on December 20th. Of the 114 

persons who were invited to participate, 108 were interviewed (Table 3). In case of 4 respondents 

replacements of the responding persons have been conducted within the targeted entity (e.g. the 

director was replaced by the specialized expert of the deputy for different reasons). In case of 2 

respondents from initially defined/targeted NGOs a replacement of organizations by new ones was 

made. In one case, the targeted person did not find time and did not provide somebody else from the 

NGO to participate in the survey. In case of the other director of an NGO, the director was not in a 

country and the team rejected to participate in the survey. 

 

The survey sample represented all possible stakeholders in Armenia: National  agencies, regional 

governments, local self-governing authorities (municipalities), civil society institutions (NGOs, 

foundations, etc.), international development organizations and programs (UNDP, GIZ, KfW, OSCE), 

academic institutions (universities and scientific research centers), private business, media (TV, on-line, 

radio.), and others. Approximate length of interviews was 30 minutes. 

 
Table 3. Armenia: Groups and Number of Interviews 

Target Group Number of Interviews 

National and subnational governments 62 

Civil society organizations 17 

Academia 7 

Businesses 12 

Media 5 

Development partners 4 

Total 107 

 

 

The survey concentrated on regions where the ENPI FLEG I and II program have been most active: 

mainly Yerevan, Tavush, Lori, and Syunik, with a very few interviews in Aragatsotn, Kotayk, and Vayots-

Dzor. Understandably, awareness in regions that were not already involved in ENPI FLEG Program 

activities was much lower. In the main regions interviews were conducted with representatives of 

regional governments, local authorities, and private businesses. 

 

The survey team in Armenia used three types of interviews:  face-to-face ( 94), questionnaires provided 

online and filled-in forms collected (10), and telephone (3 respondents in remote regions of Armenia.All 

the respondents had been given the questionnaire when the interviews were arranged, with an 

explanatory introduction informing them what was being done, by whom commissioned, by whom 

implemented, for what purpose, and how the information would be processed.  

 

Several attempts to organize focus group discussions all ended negatively for different reasons: 

1. Where harmonized groups were suggested for the same type of respondents, some people did 

not want to participate due to there being extremely different opinions and competition between 

them (as in the case of representatives of different state agencies or of NGOs); others could not 

participate due to their geographic location, and also due to lack of time at the end of the year. 

2. In case of mixed groups, respondents declined to participate arguing (though not in so many 

words) that it was useless and they were concerned about confrontation.  

 

Thus, the survey team decided to use personal interviewing only. 

 



Azerbaijan 

The Initial number of potential respondents was 138 in 8 different target groups and 27 subgroups. In 

consultation with the PCT in Azerbaijan it was decided to delete some subgroups that were not relevant 

for Azerbaijan, such as the national authority responsible for forest products trade and customs and 

timber and mining enterprises, and substitute the following categories: environmental education, 

enforcement bodies, and museums (tourism). In all 101 interviews were conducted (Table 4). 

 
Table 4: Azerbaijan: Groups and Number of Interviews 

Target Group* Number of Interviews 

Subnational governments 31 

National government 16 

Rural residents 22 

Civil society organizations 16 

Academia 6 

Businesses 5 

Media 4 

Development partners 1 

Total 101 

 

The largest number of respondents represented subnational government. There were only a few media 

and development partner respondents.  

 

The fieldwork was conducted December 2014 – January 2015. Of the 101 respondents, 34 were from 

Baku and 57 from the regions (including 22 representatives of rural population ) Respondents were from 

25 rayons: Astara, Balaken, Berde, Goranboy, Goycay, Imishli, Ismailli, Lenkoran, Masalli, Mingecevir, 

Oguz, Qazax, Qebele, Quba, Qusar, Shamakhi, Sheki, Shabran, Shirvan, Tovuz, Xizi, Xudat, Yevlakh, 

Zaqatala, Ganja. Of the interviews, 36 were face to face and 57 via phone; there was also a focus group 

of 8 respondents. Interviews were about 25 minutes long. Of those surveyed, 94 agreed to take part in 

the follow-up survey in 2016.  

 

There were 59 respondents on the prospect list who could not be interviewed; most refused to 

participate because they were not interested or thought they had no relation with the sector/FLEG, and 

some because there were access problems.  

 

Belarus 

In Belarus work started in the middle of November 2014 and was completed within the project 

timeframe, with 149 respondents interviewed, from the following regions: Brest, Gomel, Grodno, Minsk, 

Mogilev, and Vitebsk. There were 64 face-to-face and 60 telephone interviews, and 25 respondents 

participated in one of five focus groups, each consisting of five workers in the timber industry (Table 5).  

 

Table 5. Belarus: Groups and Number of Interviews 

Target Group Number of Interviews 

Subnational governments 16  

National government 20  

Rural population 44  

Civil society organizations 7  

Academia 20  

Businesses 35  

Media 4  



Development Partners 3  

Total 149  

 

 

Moldova 

 

The survey in Moldova started on December 18, 2014, and was completed by January 23, 2015. About 

200 potential respondents were identified: 37 refused to participate, 38 could not be found, 16  were 

rescheduled several times or asked for an online questionnaire that was never completed, and 109 were 

interviewed.  

 

The survey team elected to apply two data collection methods: CATI (computer-assisted telephone 

interviews) and face-to-face interviews. The latter were more effective with the central authorities/ 

government stakeholder group (officials from the ministries of Environment, Agriculture, Economy, and 

Finance, the Moldsilva Agency, and the National Bureau of Statistics). Among those surveyed were 

ministers, vice-ministers, and heads of departments, who often requested additional information in 

writing about the survey, which made the face-to-face interviewing easier. 

 

Interviews were conducted with respondents from the FLEG pilot regions. These were identified with 

the help of the program coordinator for the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Mr. 

Aurel I. Lozan), and approved by FLEG experts. Of the interviews conducted, 35 were with officials from 

Chisinau and 74  with officials from other regions of Moldova.  



Table 6. Moldova: Groups and Number of Interviews 

Target Group 
Number of 

Interviews 

Subnational governments 50 

National government 13 

Rural population and civil society 21 

Civil society organizations 5 

Academia 3 

Businesses 6 

Media 9 

Development partners 2 

Total 109 

 

 

After each questionnaire was finished, respondents were asked if they were willing to participate in the 

survey planned for 2016. The majority agreed to do so: 100 respondents (92 percent) are interested in 

participating, with only 9 persons (8 percent) refusing.  

 

During the data collection it was determined that those more interested in participating in the 2016 survey 

were professionals directly involved in forestry (e.g., employees of state ecological inspectorates and 

Moldsilva) and also officials from local public authorities and ministries (Agriculture, Finance and 

Environment). The highest refusal rate was among mass media companies, some of which refused 

categorically to participate. Some respondents refused to participate in the survey via CATI data collection 

because of lack of time; the fact that the survey topic was not the main company activity, and because the 

survey topic is not considered important.  In several cases, persons contacted requested written details 

about the research purpose and questionnaire via e-mail, but even after these were sent, they still refused 

to participate. 

 

Georgia 
In Georgia 102 respondents were invited to interview, of whom 79 were agreed to fill out the questionnaire 

in 2016. The survey covered four districts where the FLEG II program is active: Sagarejo, Tianeti, Kharagauli 

and Borjomi, and the Adjarian Autonomous Republic. 

 

The most easy respondents to work with were specialists engaged in the forestry and there was no 

difficulties to answer the specific questions. On the other hand we faced difficulties with the local 

population who practically had no information about specific issues about forestry sector. 

Table 7. Georgia: Groups and Number of Interviews 

Target Group Number of Interviews 

National and subnational governments 57 

Rural population 14 

Civil society organizations 2 

Academia 2 

Businesses—two categories: (1) 

infrastructure companies (road 

construction, mining), and (2) harvesting 

16 



companies  

Media 7 

Development partners 4 

Total 102 

 

Russia 

 

The survey in Russia lasted until February 28, 2015, longer than in any other country. The interviews with 

110 respondents (Table 8) took all possible forms: there were 49 face-to-face interviews, 53 telephone 

interviews, and 8 participants in focus groups. 

 

Table 8. Russia: Groups and Number of Interviews 

 

Target Group Number of Interviews 

National and subnational government 17 

Rural population 10 

Civil society organizations 9 

Academia 8 

Businesses 64 

Media 2 

Total 110 

 

Respondents represented 21 regions in Russia: Altai Krai, Arkhangelsk Region, Irkutsk Region, Kaliningrad 

Region, Kaluga Region, Khabarovsky Krai, Kirov Region, Komi Republic, Krasnoyarsk Region, Moscow city, 

Moscow Region, Omsk Region, Primorskiy Krai, Republic of Buryatia, Republic of Karelia, Republic of 

Tatarstan, Smolensk Region, St. Petersburg, Tomsk Region. Vologda Region, and Voronezh Region.  

 

The focus group discussion had a controversial result: The survey team tried to carry it out in a large holding 

company but the answers of almost all respondents were the same. Apparently, under pressure from 

managers participants were afraid to give a wrong  answer. Therefore, the discussion had minimal value. 

However, these respondents agreed to be interviewed again, so it would make sense to interview them 

individually in 2016. Focus groups might be tried in 2016 but not within one company.  

In Russia, in any case, face-to-face and telephone interviews would be preferable in 2016 . 

 

Ukraine 

 

The survey, in which 221 respondents were interviewed, was begun in mid-November and finished, as 

scheduled, by January 30 (see Table 9).  

 

Table 9. Ukraine: Groups and Number of Interviews 

 

Target Group Number of Interviews 

Subnational government 103 

National government 18  

Rural population 30 



Civil society organizations 15 

Academia 24 

Businesses  12  

Media 16 

Development partners 3 

Total 221 

 

 

In general, it was difficult to conduct interviews with respondents at the national level; most would not 

consent to an interview without a preceding information letter. At this time differences between the 

institutions were identified:  

 Forestry, natural resources, environment, and Protected Areas, subnational: It was very easy to 

identify stakeholders and conduct interviews.  

 Agriculture, subnational: It was hard to identify stakeholders, but easy to conduct interviews.  

 Ecological, development, and planning, subnational: It was hard to identify respondents, but easy to 

conduct interviews.  

 Timber companies, both levels: It was easy to identify respondents.  

 Mining companies, national: It was not easy but also not too hard to find stakeholders.  

 Energy and infrastructure companies, national: it was really difficult to find stakeholders (despite 

many attempts) at the national level; all respondents in these fields were at the subnational level.  

 Ecotourism: These were very easy to work with on both levels.  

 Nongovernmental organizations: These were really easy to work with on both levels, but it was not 

easy to organize focus groups. Some environmental NGOs think that only a few of their members are 

able to make judgments on forestry issues.  

 Rural population and local forest communities (municipal): It was easy to find stakeholders but local 

populations found it hard to understand the questionnaire content.   

 Academia: Working with representatives at all levels was very, very easy.  

 Prominent development partners: It was not hard to elicit their opinions. 

 

The survey team worked in 13 regions in Ukraine: Ivano-Frankivsk Region – Nadvirna, Kolomyja, Kosiv and 

Rogatyn districts; Transcarpathia Region, Velykyy Bereznyy district, Uzhgorod city; Lviv Region – Staryi 

Sambir, Yavoriv, Scole, Mykolaiv, and Zhovkva districts; Volyn Region; Rivne Region – Berezne and Sarny 

districts; Ternopil Region; Zhytomyr Region; Vinnytsia Region; Kharkiv Region; Poltava Region; Cherkasy 

Region, Khmelnitsky Region; Sumy Region. 



Annex 4. Data Entry Process 

Data entry began at the end of December 2014 and was completed by the beginning of March 2015. 

Quantitative survey data were entered into the Survey Monkey data entry form, which was an electronic 

analog of the questionnaire. The ACT database department supervised the process, checking statistics and 

the quality of data entry daily. Data entered were checked with the registration files of all countries to 

identify inconsistencies. If the unique number of a questionnaire or respondent did not coincide with the 

data entered, the ACT Project Manager informed the appropriate country about the inconsistency and data 

were rechecked and corrected promptly.  

Data Cleaning and Processing: The database of each country was cleaned and processed separately at 

different periods of time: 

Armenia: December 20, 2014 – January 6, 2015 

Moldova: January 27–29, 2015 

Georgia : February.3–16, 2015 

Belarus: February 6–13, 2015 

Ukraine: February 9–16, 2015 

Azerbaijan: February 9–16, 2015 

Russia: March 4–16, 2015  

 

At the end of fieldwork, each country was asked to provide final registration files for cleaning purposes. 

Countries were also sent the textual part of databases from open-ended questions for translation. All 

inaccuracies in the databases were corrected in close cooperation with the survey teams in each country. 

 

Cleaned databases of all countries were united and processed March 17–24, 2015. Cleaned databases of all 

countries and the united database as well as outputs by sectors, levels, average scores, and sum-ups were 

delivered to the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development on March 24, 2015. (Cleaned 

databases of all countries can be found a: https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3106602307/World_bank_-

_Databases ). Data were cleaned in SPSS.  

Data Statistical Processing: The data processing stage involved standard, simple statistical procedures 

(frequency analysis, crosstabs for single or multivariable questions). Data analysis ensured statistically 

reliable data. 

 

Statistical Significance ( Chi-square statistic, One-Way Analysis of Variance – ANOVA) 

 

The statistical significance of the survey results has been proved. Standardized data were analyzed with 

statistical software. Different types of reliability tests were used (Pearson chi-square statistic, One-Way 

Analysis of Variance—ANOVA). To measure the reliability of the estimates, a confidence interval and 

margins of error were calculated for the main components of the three outcome indicators for each 

country.  

 

Chi-square statistic (Pearson chi-square statistic) is used to test the statistical significance of the observed 

association in a cross-tabulation. 

 As a general rule, chi-square analysis is not conducted when the expected frequency in any 

of the cells is less than five. 

 The chi-square test of association cannot be conducted when categories overlap or do not 

include all the observations. 

 The null hypothesis in the Pearson Chi-square Test is that the distribution of one variable 

does not depend on the values of the other variable.  

One example from Armenia’s database is presented here to explain how to read Chi-square tests in the 

databases: 

https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3106602307/World_bank_-_Databases
https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3106602307/World_bank_-_Databases


 
 

The Pearson Chi-square test statistic is 4.431 with the p-value of 0.035, which is less than 0.05. This shows 

that the difference of data across national and subnational levels is statistically valid (awareness of illegal 

logging activities is different in national and subnational levels).  

ANOVA is a parametric tests: the testing procedures assume that the variables of interest are measured on 

at least an interval scale. 

• The one-way analysis of variance examines two or more independent samples to determine 

whether their population means could be equal.  

• The one-way ANOVA procedure produces a one-way analysis of variance for a quantitative 

dependent variable by a single factor (independent) variable. This technique is an extension 

of the two-sample independent T test. 
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One example from Armenia’s database is presented here to explain how to read ANOVA tests in the 

databases: 

 
 

 

 

The ANOVA test statistics are 0.992 for the economical parameter and 0.262 for the environmental 

parameter, which in both cases is more than 0.05. It shows that difference of scores in both the economical 

and the environmental group regarding level of damage resulting from illegal logging is not statistically 

valid. 
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