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Overview 
 

 
In 2014, a baseline survey was conducted in all seven countries participating in the European 
Neighborhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) East Region Forest Law Enforcement and Governance 
II (FLEG II) Program (2012–16, €9 million). The main objective of the survey was to measure progress 
toward sustainable forest management and forest protection and to help ensure that all stakeholders 
are accountable for achieving good forest governance.  
There were 899 participants from the following stakeholder groups: officials from national and 
subnational governments, businesses, civil society, academia, development partners, rural residents, 
and the media. The survey conducted fieldwork in all regions where FLEG II is active.  
 
Based on the FLEG II Program Results Framework, the team developed three results indicators that 
would be used to monitor progress toward sustainable local, national, and regional forest governance: 
 
Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and 
activities  
Indicator II: Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles.  
Indicator III: Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve forest governance. 
 
As many important issues such as illegal logging, developing a legal framework for forest management, 
cross-sectoral coordination, the information transparency, gender equality, and modern technology are 
cross-cutting, they would also be tracked through the indicators. 
 
Per the survey results, the following baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries for each of  
the indicators was: 
 

Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better 
understanding of FLEG issues and activities. 

 
27.22 

 
Indicator II: Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles.  
 

 
68.08 

Indicator III: Decision makers are more aware of modern technology 
to improve forest governance. 
 

 
17.0 

 
Section 1 of this report discusses how the work was organized and provides detailed information on the 
methodological approach (sampling method, sample size, and statistical significance). Section 2 presents 
the main findings and quantitative results for each of the three indicators and also provides country-by-
country results per indicator. Sections 3 proposes a way forward and includes feedback and 
recommendations the survey implementing organizations received which the program team will 
consider as they develop the 2016 final survey.  
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Section 1.  Objectives, Organization, and Survey Approach in each country 
 
This section provides an overview of the survey objectives, discusses how the work was organized, and 
provides detailed information on the methodological approach (sampling method, sample size, and 
statistical significance). 
 

1.1. Baseline Survey Objectives 
 
Raising awareness is critical to the success of the Forest Law Enforcement and Governance (FLEG) II 
Program. Previous FLEG work has shown that not all stakeholders think of illegal logging as a serious 
issue. Without an awareness and understanding of the social and environmental importance of forest 
governance and what can be done to reform it, it will be harder to change the behavior of stakeholders 
and the public. 
 
The Program’s progress was monitored through the Results Framework (included as Annex 5), which 
outlines two groups of indicators as shown in Table I:  
 
Table 1. FLEG II Results Framework 

  
Project Development Objective Indicators 

 
Intermediate Results Indicators 

RE
SU

LT
S 

FR
AM

EW
O

RK
 

• Best practice models on sustainable 
forest management and improved forest 
governance developed and demonstrated 

• Government institutions provided with 
capacity building techniques to improve 
management of forest resources 

• Monitoring plan for implementation of 
the St. Petersburg Declaration designed 
and regularly updated in participating 
countries: 

o Monitoring plan designed  
o Monitoring plan regularly updated 

• Reforms in forest policy, legislation or 
other regulations supported 

• Forest users trained 
o Forest users trained - Female 
o Forest users trained - Ethnic 

minority/indigenous people 
• An understanding and awareness of FLEG 

principles by forest practitioners and 
other stakeholders improved 

• Decision makers’ awareness of 
modern technology and 
information to improve forest 
law enforcement and 
governance is increased 

• Regional efforts aimed at 
cooperation under the 
framework of the St. Petersburg 
declaration undertaken  

• Regional studies undertaken 
• Regional events undertaken 
• Forest sector knowledge 

exchange between participating 
countries and EU Member 
States is ongoing 

• Media coverage of FLEG issues 
has increased 

 
 
The primary objective of the 2014 baseline survey was to generate baseline values for the two Program 
Results Framework Indicators: 

• PDO level Indicator:  “Understanding and awareness of FLEG principles by forest practitioners 
and other stakeholders improved” and; 

• Intermediate Results Indicator: “Decision makers’ awareness of modern technology and 
information to improve forest law enforcement and governance is increased”. 
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The survey was also aimed at measuring any changes in awareness and perception of illegal logging and 
other FLEG issues across the 7 ENPI countries.  
 
In line with the Results Framework, the team formulated three indicators  which were used when 
developing a questionnaire: 
 
Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and  
 activities  
Indicator II: Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles.  
Indicator III: Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve forest governance. 
 
In November 2014 after a competitive selection process, the World Bank contracted with survey 
company partners in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine to conduct 
baseline surveys: 

• Armenia: AM Partners 
• Azerbaijan: ACT 
• Belarus: NePCON 
• Moldova: Magenta 
• Georgia: NePCON 
• Russia: NePCON 
• Ukraine: NePCON 

 
Surveys would be conducted twice, at the beginning of the project in 2014 and at the end in 2016. The 
findings from the surveys would be used to inform program activities and assess program effectiveness. 
Based on the results of the initial survey, the quantitative baseline value was added to the Results 
Framework file.  
 
The objective of the second survey in 2016 will be to collect final data, measuring any changes that will 
contribute to a thorough program evaluation of these two indicators.  
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1.2. Baseline Survey Methodology 
 
To customize the survey work of each organization, the World Bank team drew up a methodology for 
the baseline survey so that the following forest governance metrics could be measured: 
 
Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and  
 activities  
Indicator II: Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles.  
Indicator III: Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve forest governance. 
 
Table 2. Evaluation Grid 
 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues 
1b. Stakeholder awareness of the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 
Indicator 1. Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and 

activities.  
2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  
Indicator 2. Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles.  

 
3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 
Indicator 3. Decision makers are more aware of modern technology and information to improve forest law 

enforcement and governance 
 

Based on this evaluation grid, the baseline survey questionnaire was drafted. The questionnaire 
presented 21 main questions and subgroup questions and included both structured and open-ended 
questions (see Annex 1 for the questionnaire). Among the structured questions were those that asked 
for rating and ranking examples.  
 
In order to calculate the qualitative total baseline amounts, a numerical average was used and each 
question (closed and/or with rating) scored with numbers. See Table 3 below for some examples.  
 
Table 3. Example Questions 

Example of closed question: 
Are you aware of illegal logging activities in the region/ area/ country?  

Yes [ ] (2)                     No [ ] (1)                    

Example of rating and ranking question: 
In your opinion, what is the scale of damage resulting from illegal logging: 
a. Economically,           [   ] (1-5)  
b. Environmentally?     [   ] (1-5) 
 
Please rate on a scale of 1-5 [Should it be very difficult to get the respondent to answer, the answer 
of “Don’t know/No opinion” was calculated as zero (“0”)] 
 
5 Very significant 
4  Significant 
3  Neither significant nor insignificant 
2  Insignificant 
1  Very insignificant 
0 Don’t know/No opinion 
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The methodology guided surveyors through a variety of survey techniques and rationales for how the 
sample should be selected.  

 
Table 4,provided general guidance and was customized for each country to ensure country-specific 
responses. A random sampling approach stratified by stakeholder groups was proposed to select 
respondents. Although the total number of respondents varied from country to country, it was 
estimated that total individual and group interviews should have a safe level of at least 100 respondents 
for each country. 
 
It was decided by the team to invite all stakeholder groups to be surveyed. As agreed with the European 
Union (EU), the EU delegation to seven countries and EC program management from DG NEAR were not 
invited to participate in the survey; neither were representatives from the organizations involved in 
daily FLEG II Program operations. 

 
The stakeholder sample was selected in coordination with the country Program Coordination Team ( 
PCT) members. Contacts were identified for each type of respondent from each stakeholder group and 
their information was compiled in an Excel Registration Form file. Before the survey was launched an 
information letter was sent to each FLEG National Focal Point for each country.  

 
Table 4. Sampling of Stakeholder Groups  
 

Stakeholder  Interview Type Sample size 
National Government   
Forestry agency Individual 6 
Environmental or NRM agency  Individual 2 
Agricultural agency Individual 2 
Finance or commerce agency Individual 1 
National planning agency Individual 1 
National authority responsible for 
trade and customs of forest 
products 

Individual 2 

Subnational Governments  (in 
each region where FLEG is active) 

  

Forestry, natural resources, 
environment, and Protected Areas 

Focus group 1 group of 4–6 officials 

Agriculture Focus group 1 group of 4–6 officials 
Ecological development and 
planning 

Focus group 1 group of 4–6 officials 

Businesses   
Timber companies—national Individual 2 (from 2 companies) 
Timber companies—in each region 
where FLEG is active 

Individual 1 in each region 

Mining companies—national Individual 2 
Energy and infrastructure 
companies—national 

Individual 1-2 

Ecotourism—national Individual 1 
Ecotourism—in each region where 
FLEG is active 

Individual 1 

Civil Society Organizations   
Nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs)—national 

Focus group 2 

(NGOs)—subnational Focus group 1 
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Civil Society and Rural Populations   
Rural populations and forest 
communities—local (municipal) 

Focus group 2 per region 

Academia   
Forestry universities or 
departments—national 

Individual 2 

Forestry universities or 
departments—sub-national 

Individual 1 in each region where 
FLEG is active 

Media   
TV, newspapers—national Individual 3 
TV, newspapers—sub-national Individual Minimum of 3-4 in each 

region where FLEG is 
active 

Development Partners   
Prominent partners, such as FAO, 
USAID, SIDA, Swiss, GIZ, and DFID 

Individual 2–3 

 
As a result and as shown in Table 5, the following target groups were covered by the survey with the 
total number of participants totaling 899.  

 
Table 5.Target Groups 

 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 
National and 
subnational 
governments 

62 47 36 57 63 17 121 

Civil society 
organizations 

17 16 7 2 5 9 15 

Academia 7 6 20 2 3 8 24 
Businesses 12 5 35 16 6 64 12 
Media 5 4 4 7 9 2 16 
Development 
partners 

4 1 3 4 2 - 3 

Rural 
residents 

- 22 44 14 21 10 30 

Total 107 101 149 102 109 110 221 
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1.3. Summary of Survey Work in Each Country 

 
Once the survey partners were contracted for each country, the work was organized as follows: 
 
Stage 1. Briefing and acquainting of survey teams with survey methodology via teleconference and 
Skype calls by World Bank.  
Stage 2. Survey teams began selection of respondents and identification of stakeholder samples in 
consultation with country PCTs; World Bank approves the sample.  
Stage 3. Questionnaire pre-testing. Here survey partners identified whether any questions were too 
complex and needed simplification and identified which survey techniques seemed likely to be most 
effective for each country: individual interviews, focus groups, online questionnaire completion. 
Questionnaires were translated into local languages. 
Stage 4. Surveys conducted in all seven countries to a standardized protocol/ methodology so as to 
ensure consistency between participating countries. After each questionnaire was finished, respondents 
were asked if they were willing to participate in the survey planned for 2016. 
Stage 5. Results and findings were collected and tabulated according to an agreed-upon protocol to 
ensure consistency. 
Stage 6. Preparation of the draft final report and a summary of results.  
 
 

1.4. Data Analysis 
 

The three indicators described above were based on the questions and subgroup questions. As noted, 
most of the questions were standardized to elicit answers in the form of ratings and rankings. Several 
questions had two options: “Yes” with a score 1, or “No” with a score of 0. Some questions were rated 
on a scale of 1–5, where 1 = very insignificant / not important / not effective, and 5 = very significant / 
extremely important / very effective.  
 
Indicators were calculated as total sums from the stakeholder interview responses.  
 
Indicator I = ∑ (Scores for questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 5.1, 6, 6.2); questions 1.1 and 2.1 were excluded. 
Indicator II = ∑ (Scores for questions 7 to 19.4) 
Indicator III = ∑ (Scores for questions 20.1 to 20.2)  
 
The World Bank contracted the vendor ACT to develop an online data entry tool through Survey 
Monkey to tabulate all results in a database. The survey was conducted in six languages for seven 
countries: 
 
English: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/VTGJ8JV for Armenia 
Russian: https://ru.surveymonkey.com/s/QFWHKJZ for Russia and Belarus 
Romanian: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/H2XMTN9 for Moldova 
Ukrainian: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RY6L8TS for the Ukraine 
Azerbaijani: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/BDTNC9W for Azerbaijan 
Georgian: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RPTZ56B for Georgia. 
 
At the initial stage only the English version of the data entry form had been created for testing. Various 
versions of the data entry tool were tested between November 18 and December 2, 2014 by the ACT 
database department. Training on the data entry form and pilot testing in all seven countries was 
conducted by the teams between December 2–15, 2014. The accuracy and relevancy of the data entry 
software was checked during the pre-test and any modifications were made to the data entry form. The 
Data Entry Manager ensured proper operation of the software. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/VTGJ8JV
https://ru.surveymonkey.com/s/QFWHKJZ
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/H2XMTN9
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RY6L8TS
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/BDTNC9W
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RPTZ56B
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After the data entry form was piloted, final video and audio instructions were created for the survey 
teams (see instructions on the following link: https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3442614848/World_Bank_-
_Video_Instructions ).  
 
Quantitative survey data was entered into the Survey Monkey data entry form, an electronic analog of 
the questionnaire. This method was convenient for the survey team to identify and exclude any 
likelihood of breaking logical connections between possible values and variables. The data entry process 
included daily quantitative and qualitative data monitoring . All data entered aligned with the 
registration files of all the countries so as to reveal any inconsistencies. 
 
The database for each country was cleaned and processed separately. Text from the open-ended 
questions was translated into English and included in the databases. The following macros were applied 
to clean the data and exclude inconsistencies: Data (Sort Cases, Transpose, Restructure, Aggregate, Split 
file, Select Cases); Transformation (Compute Variable, Count Values within Cases, Recode into Same 
Variables, and Recode into Different Variables); Analysis (Descriptive Statistics, Frequencies, Descriptive, 
Explore, Crosstabs); Reports (Case Summaries); Tables (General Tables, Table of Frequencies); Compare 
Means (Means).  
 
Per analysis done by of the ACT specialists, the statistical significance of the survey results was proved. 
Standardized data was 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, confidence intervals and margins of error were calculated for the main components of the 
three outcome indicators for each country. More detailed information is provided in Annex 3-4.  
 
 

https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3442614848/World_Bank_-_Video_Instructions
https://app.box.com/files/0/f/3442614848/World_Bank_-_Video_Instructions
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Section 2. Indicator Results from Each Country 

 
This section presents the findings for the three results indicators for each of the seven countries, and 
the findings from questions on the sources of information about illegal logging in the region, area, and 
country. These findings are crucial to raising awareness of illegal forest activities in the ENPI East 
region.  
 

2.1. Indicator I: Summary of Findings 
Indicator I measures an understanding of FLEG issues and activities by forest practitioners and other 
stakeholders.  
 
In particular, the following issues were suggested for the identification of Indicator I:  

• Awareness of illegal forest activities in the ENPI region;  
• Awareness of types of illegal logging;  
• Environmental and economic damage resulting from illegal logging;  
• Fostering a positive business climate;  
• Sustainable forestry management and reducing social conflicts;  
• Awareness of the St. Petersburg Declaration and FLEG activities.  

 
The Indicator I baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries was 27.22 
 
Table 10 summarizes the results from Indicator I in more detail. An overview of the tabulated data can  
be summarized as follows:  
 

• An awareness of illegal forest activities was high in all ENPI countries. However, despite the 
“whole picture” appearing optimistic, there was still a lack of awareness or a “low” awareness of 
illegal logging among several stakeholders: businesses, rural populations in Moldova; 
businesses, government, rural populations, academia, and development partners in Belarus; 
rural populations, academia, businesses, and governments in Azerbaijan.  An awareness of the 
objectives of the St. Petersburg Declaration and FLEG activities was even lower than an 
awareness of illegal forest activities.  

• Three groups of countries were identified based on an analysis of illegal logging:  (1) Azerbaijan, 
Belarus, and Moldova with prevailing of illegal logging by the rural population, (2) Russia and 
Ukraine with prevailing of illegal commercial timber harvesting linked to international markets, 
(3) Armenia and Georgia where both illegal logging by the rural population and illegal 
commercial harvesting are equally distributed. 

• The high significance of economic and environmental damage resulting from illegal logging for 
all stakeholders in all ENPI countries indicated a need for increased attention on the issues of 
illegal logging.  Respondents realized the importance of forests not only as a resource base but 
the total economic value of biodiversity conservation and ecosystems services. 

• These results call for an increased focus on the issues of good forest governance. Reducing 
social tension and conflicts is priority for Moldova, Armenia and Russia where respondents 
expressed the highest concern.  Fostering a positive business climate for responsible private 
sector business is a priority in Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine. Ensuring sustainable forestry 
management and the conservation of biodiversity is very important in Moldova, Azerbaijan, and 
Armenia. 

• The media was the main source of information in all ENPI countries. Therefore direct use of 
media sources will be very important for raising awareness of illegal forest activities. TV was the 
most significant source of news in Azerbaijan on both the national and sub-national level; in 
Georgia and Russia on the national level, and in Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine on the sub-
national level.  Newspapers were less significant in Moldova on the national and sub-national 
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level, and in Georgia and Ukraine on the sub-national level.  The internet was the most 
significant in Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine on the national level and in Azerbaijan, Russia on the 
sub-national level.   
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Table 6. Results per country under Indicator I.  

Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and activities.   

                      (% of respondents)   

 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

Awareness of illegal logging 
exceeds 80% in 5 countries 

95% 59% 63% 86% 82% 84% 85% 

Awareness of other illegal 
activities is lower -  exceeds 
60% in 5 countries  

72% 31% 60% 39% 61% 61% 56% 

Awareness of the St. 
Petersburg Declaration is low 
in all countries (11% - 26%) 

26% 25% 24% 11% 24% 26% 21% 

Awareness of FLEG-related 
activities exceeds 30% in 6 
countries  

37% 45% 59% 15% 30% 30% 43% 

More than 30 percent of 
stakeholders are unaware of 
illegal logging in 3 countries 

 
> 30% of rural 
populations, 

academia, 
businesses, 
government 

> 30% of businesses, 
government, rural 

populations, academia, 
development partners 

 
> 30% of 

businesses, rural 
populations 

  

Types of illegal logging:        

• Illegal logging by the rural 
population is prevalent 

 > 65% > 65%  > 65%   
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• Illegal commercial timber 
harvesting linking with 
international markets is 
prevalent 

     60% 60% 

• Fuel wood and commercial 
operations equally 
distributed 

+   +   
 

Damage done by illegal 
logging: 

   

• Economic damage 
resulting from illegal 
logging 

Significant, highly significant Insufficient  knowledge 
about the damage 

Significant, highly significant 

• Environmental damage 
resulting from illegal 
logging 

Highly significant, significant Highly significant, significant 

Importance of good forest 
governance: 

       

• Fostering a positive 
business climate 

    Priority Priority Priority 

• Ensuring sustainable 
forestry management and 
conservation of 
biodiversity 

Very  
important 

Very  important   Very  important   

• Reducing social tension Priority    Priority Priority  

Source of information of illegal 
logging activities 

       

Media is the main source of 
information 

 

-TV on sub-
national 
level  

TV on national and 
sub-national level  

-TV on sub-national level, 
local level  

-Internet on national level 

-TV on national 
level 

Newspapers on 
national and sub-
national level 

-TV on 
national 
level 

-TV on sub-
national and local 
level 
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-Internet on 
national 
level 

-Internet on sub-
national level 

Newspapers on 
sub-national 
level 

-Internet on 
sub-
national 
level 

-Internet on 
national level  

Newspapers on 
sub-national and 
local level 

The Indicator I baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 27.22 
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2.2. Indicator II: Summary of Findings 
 
Indicator II measured how aware stakeholders were of forest law, enforcement, and governance issues 
and activities. The questionnaire emphasized five FLEG principles:  

1. Legal framework for forest management,  
2. Effective forest agency,  
3. Cross-sectoral coordination,  
4. Stakeholder participation in decision-making and implementation,  
5. Free-flow of information.   

 
The Indicator II baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 68.08. 
 
Table 11 summarizes the results under Indicator II in more detail.  
 
An overview of the tabulated data under Indicator II could be summarized as follows:  

• A robust legal framework is extremely important for achieving FLEG objectives in all seven 
countries. The most important attributes of a good legal framework for forest management are 
clarity of land tenure, access rights, use rights, and effective means to resolve disputes related 
to each. Land tenure, ownership and use rights are the most important for a good legal 
framework, especially in Armenia, Georgia, Russia, and Ukraine. Mechanisms to participate in 
forest planning and to influence forest policy are extremely important in Georgia, Moldova, 
Ukraine. 

• At the same time, the current legal structures cannot be considered robust. Russia received the 
lowest score relating to codification of the current legal structure. Current codification had a low 
score in: 

o Ukraine  - land tenure, mechanisms to participate in forest planning, to influence forest 
policy, to share forest revenues;  

o Georgia  - land tenure, recognition of traditional and indigenous rights;  
o Belarus  - mechanisms to participate in forest planning, recognition of traditional rights; 
o Armenia  - mechanisms of influence, of sharing forest revenues with local communities. 

• An analysis of obtained results outlined the urgency in providing additional information about 
cross-sectoral coordination, land and forest policy, and foreign trade in forest products. 
Although close coordination of government agencies and other stakeholders is crucial, 
governments as key stakeholders for strong coordination are not fully informed and engaged in 
all seven countries.   

• Access to information and information flow regarding forest allocation processes was assessed 
as less to medium transparent with the least transparent in Ukraine and less transparent in 
Armenia and Russia.  Although a legal framework is important for public access to information, 
the data revealed a lack of understanding of the implications of a legal framework to public 
access to information about forestry especially in Georgia.  The legal framework partly supports 
public access in Azerbaijan and Belarus and does not support public access in Russia, Ukraine, 
Moldova and Armenia. Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests are not 
easily accessible to the public in Russia, Ukraine, Armenia and Belarus. 
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Table 7. Results per country under Indicator II.  

Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

Legal framework        

Those interviewed consider a robust 
legal framework to be vitally important 
for achieving FLEG objectives  

Average score 4.4 out of 5.0 

Importance of laws, governing the use of forest resources, average score: 

4.5 4.3 4.1 4.7 4.5 4.5 4.3 

The most important attributes of a good 
legal framework for forests are: 

       

• Clarity of land tenure, access 
rights, use rights  

Average score 4.26 

Especially 
important 

4.5 

 

4.1 4.1 

Especially 
important 

4.4 4.2 

Especially 
important 

4.4 

Especially important 

4.2 

1. An effective means to resolve 
disputes related to land tenure, 
ownership, and use rights        

Average score 4.23 

Very important 4.4 4.1 4.1 
Very important 

4.4 
3.9 4.3 4.2 

• Mechanisms to participate in 
forest planning   

Average score 3.82 

 

 

4.0 

3.5 

 

3.2 

 

Very important 
4.2 

 

Very 
important 

4.2 

3.8 

 

Very important 4.0 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

  

• Mechanisms to influence forest 
policy                               

Average score 3.73 

3.8 3.4 3.5 
Very important 

4.0 

Very 
important 

4.0 
3.6 3.9 

The current legal structures do not meet 
the criteria for a robust legal framework 
in all countries  

Average scores 2– 2.9 out of 5.0 

The lowest scores 
in mechanisms of 
influence, sharing 
forest revenues 
with local 
communities 

The lowest score 
in mechanisms of 
sharing forest 
revenues with 
local communities 

The lowest scores in 
mechanisms to 
participate in forest 
planning, 
recognition of 
traditional rights 

The lowest 
scores in land 
tenure, 
recognition of 
traditional and 
indigenous rights 

 The lowest 
score on 
codification of 
the current 
legal structure 

The lowest scores in 
land tenure, 
mechanisms to 
participate in forest 
planning and 
influence forest 
policy, share forest 
revenues 

Forest agency effectiveness    

The potential for improvement of forest 
agency capacity was rated enough or 
medium in all ENPI countries except 
Belarus. Inefficiency of forest agency in 
Georgia, Armenia 

Enough or medium room for 
improvement 

Medium or little 
room for 
improvement 

Enough - 
maximum room  

Enough or medium room for improvement 

Cross-sectoral coordination  

Most respondents understand that FLEG 
is a cross-sectoral issue, but a 

Respondents do not know about the cross-sectoral issue, %: 

19% 23% 26% 33% 25% 47% 16% 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

substantial proportion does not know 
about the cross-sectoral issue. 

The vast majority of respondents agree 
that land use policies should be 
consistent with forest policy goals and 
priorities, but a substantial proportion 
does not know  

Respondents do not know that land use policies should be consistent with forest policy: 

15% 12% 6% 25% 2% 6% 9% 

The training of customs officers on 
forest-related illegalities is considered a 
priority for combatting illegal logging  

Priority    Priority  Priority 
 

Priority 

The problem of foreign trade in the 
forest sector is not well known; a 
significant number responded “do not 
know” here 

       

Additional information about cross-
sectoral coordination, land policy and 
forest policy, and foreign trade in the 
forest sector is urgently needed. Despite 
its central role, governments are not 
fully informed and engaged in any of the 
seven countries. 

Governments do not know about the cross-sectoral issue, %: 

21.0% 

 

12.5% 15.8% 21.1% 

 

22.2% 23.5% 21.5% 

 

Governments do not know that training of customs officers is a priority activity to combat illegal logging, %: 

25.8% 14.6% 8.8% 24.6% 22.2% 5.9% 22.3% 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

   

Mechanisms within government to 
address cross-sectoral forest-related 
policy, planning, or practice issues are 
assessed as slightly or fairly effective  

Average score 2.7 

 Highest score  

3.4 

 Lowest score  

2.3 

   

Stakeholder participation        

Government support of civil society, 
indigenous people, and forest-

dependent communities in forest-
related planning has less or medium 

extent 

Average score 2.40 

Lowest score  

2.0 

 

Medium extent  

3.0 

Less extent  

 2.4 

Medium extent 

2.8 

Medium 
extent 

2.6 

 

Less extent  

 2.4 

Less extent   

2.1 

Gender participation in decision making 
about forestry is less sensitive   

      Average score 2.18 

       

Stakeholders underscore that forestry 
authorities have medium or adequate 
capacity to carry out consultations and 

The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and use the feedback in forest-related decision making: 

Weak Medium Medium Medium Medium to 
adequate 

Medium Medium to 
adequate 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

use the feedback in forest-related 
decision making 

Average score 3.44 

Transparency and flow of 
information 

       

Information flow was assessed as less or 
medium transparent: 

       

• The system of tracking revenues 
and expenditures  

Average score 2.45 

 Less transparent 
systems of tracking 

revenues and 
expenditures  

 2.1 

Less or medium 

2.8 

Medium transparent 

3.3 

Medium 
transparent 

3.2 

Less or 
medium 

2.7 

Less transparent 
systems of 

tracking revenues 
and expenditures  

 2.0 

Least transparent 
systems of tracking 

revenues and 
expenditures 1.8  

• The lease- and sale-based forest 
allocation processes    

Average score 2.58 

Less transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  

2.3 

Medium transparent 

3.0 

Medium transparent 

3 .7 

Medium 
transparent 

3.0 

Less 
transparent 

forest 
allocation 
processes  

2.5 

Less transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  

2.4 

The least transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  

1.6 

Does not support Partly supports  Partly supports Not clear Partly 
supports 

Does not 
support 

Does not support 



 

22 
 

Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 

  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

The legal framework supports public 
access to information about forestry 
varies by country 

The lack of understanding of the implications of the legal framework for public access to information about forestry is 
general, but especially severe in Georgia 

Information on the health of protected 
areas and public parks is mostly 
provided.  

Inventory data, management plans, 
laws, and budgets for forests are not 
easily accessible to the public in 4 
countries.  

Not easily 
accessible to the 

public  

Not easily 
accessible to the 

public   

Not easily 
accessible to 

the public 

Not easily 
accessible to the 

public 

Conditions enabling stakeholders 
operating in the forest sector to 
function in an open and transparent 
manner are mostly created in all 
countries. 

       

The legal framework is helping increase 
public awareness of illegal forest-related 
activities in all FLEG countries. 

       

                           The Indicator II baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 68.08 
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2.3. Indicator III: Summary of Findings 
 
Indicator III measured how aware decision makers were of modern technology and information to 
improve forest law, enforcement, and governance. With the help of the indicators, seven types of 
modern systems were proposed to help define policy objectives and develop targeted interventions.  
 
The Indicator III baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 17.0 
 
Table 12 summarizes results under Indicator II in more detail.  
 
An overview of the tabulated data under Indicator III could be summarized as follows:  

• An awareness of modern technology and information systems is characterized by considerable 
disparity. Belarus and Russia have the high score (22 and 20), Georgia and Azerbaijan have the 
lowest score (12).  

• The survey revealed a considerable range of awareness of modern technology, with certification 
and GIS at one end of the spectrum and information systems related to foreign trade, customs 
services and custody systems at the other end. 

o The top four technologies are: certification, GIS, online sales, crowdsourcing. 
o The bottom three technologies are: import / export data, application of customs codes, 

custody systems.  Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data is the least 
known information system in all 7 ENPI countries. Application of customs codes has low 
awareness in Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine. Chain of custody systems for timber has 
low awareness in Armenia and Moldova. 
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Table 8. Results per country under Indicator III.  

  Indicator III:  Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve governance 

 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

Awareness of modern 
technology and information 
system is characterized by 
considerable disparity 

       

The top four technologies 
identified are: 

Ranking of the top technologies by respondent’s awareness: 

− Certification 3 2 1  1 1 1 

− GIS 1 1 2 3 3 2 2 

− Online sales   3 2   3 

− Crowdsourcing 2 1  1 2 3  

The bottom three technologies 
identified are: 

Ranking of the bottom technologies by respondents’ awareness: 

− Import / export data 5 6 7 7 7 7 7 

− Application of customs 
codes 

7  6    6 

− Custody systems 6    6   
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  Indicator III:  Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve governance 

 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

Target technology for 
interventions to raise 
awareness of modern 
technology 

Applying customs 
codes, chain of 
custody systems for 
timber, gathering 
import / export 
data  

Online timber 
sales, gathering 
import / export 
data, applying 
customs codes  

Gathering import / 
export data, 
applying customs 
codes, chain of 
custody systems for 
timber  

Gathering import / 
export data,  forest 
certification 
systems, applying 
customs codes  

Gathering import / 
export data, chain 
of custody systems 
for timber, applying 
customs codes  

Online timber 
sales, gathering 
import / export 
data, applying 
customs codes  

Gathering import / 
export data, 
applying customs 
codes, chain of 
custody systems for 
timber  

Target stakeholder groups for 
interventions to raise 
awareness of modern 
technology 

Businesses, NGOs, 
media 

Media, rural 
residents, NGOs 

Businesses, rural 
population, media 

Businesses, rural 
residents, media, 
academia 

Businesses, rural 
residents, media 

Rural residents, 
NGOs, academia 

Businesses, rural 
residents, media,  
government 

Most respondents who are 
aware of modern technology 
confirmed their functioning 

Respondents are aware of functioning forest certification system, %: 

− Certification 44% 48% 97% 17% 81% 90% 97% 

Most respondents underlined 
the adoption of modern 
technology at the national 
level Respondents are aware of forest certification system at the national level, %: 

− Certification 78% 88% 73% 67% 93% 68% 58% 

Few respondents underlined 
the adoption of modern 

Respondents are aware of forest certification system on the sub-national level, %: 
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  Indicator III:  Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve governance 

 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

technology on the subnational 
level 

− Certification 22% 12% 27% 33% 7% 32% 42% 

The Indicator ΙΙΙ baseline total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 17.0  
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2.4. Summary of Findings from the Seven Countries 
 

Armenia 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

28.50 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is the highest 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 95% of respondents total. 100% of 
respondents on the national level 

• Awareness of other illegal activities: 72% of respondents total 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial timber 
harvesting operations are equally distributed 

 

Damage done by  
illegal logging 

• Economic damage significant: 47% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 70% of respondents 

Stakeholders realize the importance of forests not only as a resource base but also 
the total economic value of biodiversity conservation and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is very important (score 4.45) 

• Reducing  social tension and conflicts is very important (score 3.94). The 
highest concern expressed development partners (4.67), NGOs (4.25), 
businesses (4.00). 

 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main 
source of information, 
55% of responses 

• TV is the most significant on sub-national level  
• Internet is the most significant on national level 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government,  businesses:  TV;    
• NGOs, media, academia: internet 

 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score    

69.79 

Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights are the most important attributes 
of a good legal framework  
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The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of mechanisms of influence, of sharing forest 
revenues with local communities received low score 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• Inefficiency of forest agency and urgency to raise its efficiency 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• The vast majority of respondents agreed that land use policies should be 
consistent with forest policy goals, although but 15% of respondents are 
not even aware of the issue.  

• The training of customs officers on forest related illegalities is a priority 
activity to combat illegal logging 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has the least to less 
extent. 

• Gender participation in forestry decision making processes is found as 
less sensitive. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to use 
the feedback generated through these meetings in forest-related decision 
making is assessed as weak. 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• Less transparent forest allocation processes (2.3) 
• The legal framework does not support public access to information about 

forestry. There is a lack of understanding of the implications of the legal 
framework to public access to information about forestry governance.  

• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests are not 
easily accessible to the public. 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score 

13.62 

Armenia has low level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information with a score  
of 13.62 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Application of customs codes  
• Chain of custody systems for timber 
• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

     •  Businesses   •  NGOs •  Media 
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Azerbaijan 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

24.52 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively low 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 60% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 30% of all respondents 

• Unawareness of illegal logging: >40% business, government, rural 
populations, academia 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations is prevalent  

Damage of illegal logging • Economic damage significant: 45% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 75% of respondents 

Stakeholders realize the importance of forest not only as a resource base but 
also its total economic value, biodiversity conservation and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is very important (average score  4.49 total)  

• The highest concern expressed by development partners (5.00); 
academia (4.86);  governments (4.63) 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main source 
of information, 32% of 
responses 

• TV is the most significant on the national and sub-national level  
• Internet is the most significant on the sub-national level 

The most significant 
source of information by 
stakeholders 

• Governments: official  reports;   
• Businesses, NGOs, academia: TV;   
• Media: newspapers;   
• Rural populations: internet 

 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score  

63.49 

Robust legal framework 
is extremely important 

• Recognition of traditional and indigenous rights to forest resources is 
assessed as important (3.8) 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• The current codification of mechanisms for sharing forest revenues 
received the lowest score (1.8) 
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Forest agency efficiency • Adequate capacity to address forest related illegal activities: 73% of 
respondents 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 
23% of respondents do not know about it is cross-sectoral issue. 

• The vast majority of respondents agree that land use policies should be 
consistent with forest policy goals, but 12% of respondents do not 
know the issue.  

• The existing mechanisms within the government to address cross-
sectoral forest-related policy, planning, or practice issues are assessed 
as effective (3.4 -max score comparing with other countries) 

Stakeholder participation • Gender participation in forestry decision making processes is found as 
less sensitive. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium. 

Transparency and flow of 
information 

• The legal framework partly supports public access to information about 
forestry goverance.    

 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score 

11.47 

Azerbaijan is in the very bottom demonstrating the lowest level of awareness of decision makers of 
modern technology and information, with a score of 11.47 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Online timber sales, licenses and auctions   
• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  
• Application of customs codes 

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

      •  Media   •  Rural populations  •  NGOs 
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Belarus 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

24.57 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively low 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 63% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 60% of all respondents 
• Unawareness of illegal logging: 57% of business; 40% of government, 

36% of rural populations: 35% of academia 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations is prevalent  

Damage done by  illegal 
logging 

• Only 20% of respondents acknowledged the significance of economic 
damage    

• Only 30% of respondents acknowledged the significance of 
environmental damage  

• Received the lowest average score for damage done by illegal 
logging, economical and environmental 

 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is important (average score 3.82) 

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
3.48) 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main 
source of information, 
61% of responses 

• TV is the most significant on the sub-national level and local level  
• Internet is the most significant on the national level 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government ,  media: newspapers;    
• Businesses, NGOs, academia:internet;    
• Rural populations : TV 

 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score  

78.83 

Robust legal 
framework is  
extremely important 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning are assessed as 
important (3.2) 
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The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of mechanisms to participate in forest planning, 
recognition of traditional rights received a low score 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• Stakeholders found medium or little room for improvement of forest 
agency capacity. 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 
26% of respondents do not know about it is a cross-sectoral issue 

 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has less 
importance. 

• Gender participation in forestry decision making processes is found 
as less sensitive. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium. 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• The legal framework partly supports public access to information 
about forestry. There is a lack of understanding of the implications 
of the legal framework to public access to information about 
forestry.  

• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests are 
not easily accessible to the public. 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score 

 22.80 

Belarus has the highest level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information, 
with a score of 22.80 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products 
• Application of customs codes  
• Chain of custody systems for timber 

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

• Businesses   •  Rural populations  •  Media 
 

Georgia 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

28.78 
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Awareness of illegal 
activities is high  

• Awareness of illegal logging: 86% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 39% of all respondents 
• Lack of information demonstrated 29% rural population, 25% 

development partners, 12% government, 14% media, 6.3% business. 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations  and commercial 
timber harvesting operations are equally distributed 

 

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage very significant: 89% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 98% of 

respondents 
• Received the highest average score for damage of illegal logging, 

economic and environmental. 
• All stakeholders realize the importance of forests not only as a 

resource base but also the total economic value in biodiversity 
conservation and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forestry governance 

 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is very important (average score  4.41)     

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
3.86) 

• Reducing social tension and conflicts  is important (average score  
3.73)  

Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main 
source of information, 
40% of responses 

• TV is the most significant on the national level 
• Newspapers are the most significant on the sub-national level 
 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government,  media, academia: newspapers;    
• Businesses,  rural populations: TV;     
• NGOs: official  reports 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 

62.34 

Robust legal 
framework is very 
and extremely 
important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights are the most important 
components of a good legal framework  

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy are extremely important 



 

34 
 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of land tenure, recognition of traditional and 
indigenous rights has the lowest score 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• Inadequate capacity of forest agencies to address illegal activities in 
combination with maximum room for improvement demonstrates 
inefficiency of forest agencies and an urgency to raise its efficiency 

 

Cross -sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 
33% of respondents do not know it is a cross-sectoral issue 

• The vast majority of respondents agree that land use policies should 
be consistent with forest policy goals, but 25% of respondents do not 
know the issue. 

• The training of customs officers on forest related illegalities is a 
priority activity to combat illegal logging 

• The existing mechanisms within the government to address cross-
sectoral forest-related policy, planning, or practice issues are assessed 
as slightly  effective (2.3  - min score) 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning is assessed as 
medium. 

• Gender participation in forestry decision making processes is found as 
less sensitive. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium. 

Transparency and 
flow of information 

• There is a lack of understanding of the implications of the legal 
framework on public access to information about forestry.  

 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score  

11.59 

Georgia is in the bottom two with low level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology 
and information with a score of 11.59 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  
• Forest certification systems  
• Application of customs codes 

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

    •   Academia  • Media   •  Rural populations  •  Businesses   
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Moldova 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

28.78 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatevely high   

• Awareness of illegal logging: 82% of all respondents; on the national 
level: 77%, on the sub-national level: 83% 

• Awareness of other illegal activities: 61% of all respondents 
• The highest unawareness for business: 83% of respondents are not 

aware of illegal logging, rural populations: 48% 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations  is prevalent 

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significant, very significant: 63% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 72% of 

respondents 
• Stakeholders realize the importance of forests not only as a resource 

base but also the total economic value in biodiversity conservation 
and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is very important (average score  4.52); businesses, 
NGOs and academia underlined the maximum priority (5.0)   

• Fostering  a positive business climate is very important (average 
score 4.24). Business, development partners and rural populations 
underlined the maximum priority (5.0 - 4.5)  

• Reducing social tension and conflicts  is very important (average 
score 4.17). Two key stakeholders expressed the highest concern 
about social tensions: businesses (5.0), and rural populations (4.4).  

 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main 
source of information, 
30% of responses 

• Newspapers are the most significant on the national and sub-
national level 
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The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government, rural populations, NGOs, academia:  official  reports;      
• Businesses: TV;       
• Media: newspapers 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 

64.63 

Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy are extremely important (4.2 and  4.0) 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of mechanisms to participate in forest planning, 
to influence forest policy received a low score (2.6 and 2.8) 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• The potential for improvement of forest agency capacity is enough - 
medium 

Cross -sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 
25% of respondents do not know it is a cross-sectoral issue 

• The existing mechanisms within the government to address cross-
sectoral forest-related policy, planning, and/or practice issues are 
assessed as slightly to fairly effective  

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning was assessed as 
medium. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forestry-related decision making is assessed as 
medium to adequate. 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• The legal framework does not support public access to information 
about forestry governance. There is a lack of understanding of the 
implications of the legal framework to public access to information 
about forestry governance.  

 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score    
15.33 

Moldova has medium level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information, 
with a score of 15.33. 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  
• Chain of custody systems for timber 
• Application of customs codes 
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Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

• Businesses   •  Rural populations  •  Media 
 

 

 

 

Russia 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

28.30 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively high   

• Awareness of illegal logging: 84% of all respondents; on the national 
level: 79%, on the sub-national level: 91% 

• Awareness of other illegal activities: 61% of all respondents 
•  Media shows 50% unawareness of illegal logging; business: 25%, 

rural populations; 10% 

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Illegal commercial timber harvesting linking with international 
markets is prevalent 

 

Damage of illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significant, very significant: 54% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 54% of 

respondents 
• Stakeholders realize the importance of forests not only as a resource 

base but also the total economic value of biodiversity conservation 
and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is very important (average score  4.21)     

• Fostering  a positive business climate is very important (average 
score 4.15). Media and academia underlined the priority  (4.50 and 
4.38) 

• Reducing social tensions and conflict is important  (average score  
3.85).  

• Key stakeholders concerned about social tensions and conflict are 
NGOs, media, and government (4.50, 4.33, 4.19) 

 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 
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Media is the main 
source of information, 
52% of responses 

• TV is the most significant on the national level 
• Internet is the most significant on the sub-national level 
 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government:official reports;  
• Businesses: TV;  
• Rural population, media: newspapers;  
• NGOs, media: internet 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles Score 

69.44 

Robust legal 
framework is very and 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights are the most important 
components of a good legal framework  

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy are important 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Russia has the lowest score of codification of current legal structure. 

 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• The potential to improve of forest agency capacity is assessed as 
enough - medium 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 
47% of respondents do not know it is a cross-sectoral issue 

• The training of customs officers on forest related illegalities is a 
priority activity to combat illegal logging 

 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has the least to 
less extent. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium. 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• Less transparent forest allocation processes (2.4) 
• Less transparent system of tracking the revenues and expenditures 

(2.0) 
• The legal framework does not support public access to information 

about forestry governance. There is the lack of understanding of the 
implications of the legal framework to public access to information 
about forestry governance.  

• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests are 
not easily accessible to the public. 
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3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score   
20.05 

Russia is in the top two with a high level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and 
information with a score of 20.05. 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Online timber sales, licenses and auctions  
• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products 
•  Application of customs codes 

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

  •  Rural populations   •  NGOs    •  Academia  

 

Ukraine 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   

1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score  

27.59 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is high   

•  Awareness of illegal logging: 85% of all respondents; on the national 
level: 91%, on sub-national level: 83% 

• Awareness of other illegal activities: 56% of all respondents 
• Lack of information demonstrate 22% of government; 17% of rural 

populations, 8% of business  

Types of illegal logging 

 

• Illegal commercial timber harvesting linking with international 
markets is prevalent 

 

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significant, very significant: 68% of respondents 
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 76% of 

respondents 
• Stakeholders realize the importance of forests not only as a resource 

base but also the total economic value of biodiversity conservation 
and ecosystems services 

Importance of good 
forest governance 

 

 

 

• Ensuring sustainable forestry management and conservation of 
biodiversity is important (average score  4.04)     

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
3.96). Businesses, NGOs and academia underlined it as a priority 
(4.42,  4.29 and 4.21)  

• Reducing social tensions and conflict  is important (average score  
3.56).  
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Source of information of illegal logging activities 

Media is the main 
source of information, 
50% of responses 

• TV is the most significant on the sub-national  and local level 
• Internet is the most significant on the national level  
• Newspapers are the most significant on the sub-national and local 

level 
 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Government: newspapers;    
• Businesses, NGOs, media, academia: internet;    
• Rural populations – TV 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 

65.84 

Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights are the most important 
components of a good legal framework  

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning, to influence forest policy 
are important 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of land tenure, mechanisms to participate in 
forest planning, to influence forest policy, to share forest revenues has 
low score 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• The potential for improvement of forest agency capacity is assessed as 
enough - medium 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• The training of customs officers on forest related illegalities is a 
priority activity to combat illegal logging 

 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has the least - less 
extent. 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium – adequate. 

 

Transparency and 
flow of information 

• Ukraine has the least transparent forest allocation processes (1.6) 
• Less transparent system of tracking the revenues and expenditures 

(1.8) 
• The legal framework does not support public access to information 

about forestry. There is the lack of understanding of the implications 
of the legal framework to public access to information about forestry.  
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• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests are 
not easily accessible to the public. 

3. Decision maker awareness of modern technology and information to improve forest law 
enforcement and governance 

Score   
16.23 

Ukraine is in the top three with high level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and 
information with a score of 16.23. 

Target technology for interventions: 

• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  
• Application of customs codes  
• Chain of custody systems for timber 

 
Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

  •     Rural populations  •  Media  •  Government  •  NGOs 

 
Annex 2 of this report contains detailed analysis of data obtained for Question 1.2.  “What is your source 
of information of illegal logging activities in the region/ area/ country?”  and  Question 2.1.  “What is 
your source of information of other illegal activities (such as harvesting of banned species and hunting 
of wildlife without permit)?” 
 
According to the stakeholders interviewed, media is the main source of information in each of the 7 
countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine and Russia (Table 1).   Therefore, a 
direct use of media sources is very important in raising awareness of illegal forest activities. 
 
Table 9.  Responses on the source of information of illegal logging activities, % by country.  

Q. 1.2                                       Country total  

 Newspapers 
TV  

Internet 

Official  
reports 

Personal  
observation 

Conversations  
with friends 
/colleagues 

 

∑ 

Ukraine  50.3% 8.6% 18.0% 22.3% 100% 

Russia  51.8% 13.0% 15.4% 19.8% 100% 

Moldova  30.3% 25.5% 34.5% 8.0% 100% 

Georgia  40.3% 7.1% 30.3% 21.8% 100% 

Belarus  61.4% 7.0% 13.0% 18.6% 100% 

Armenia  55.4% 7.8% 17.4% 17.1% 100% 

Azerbaijan  32.3% 18.3% 25.8% 21.5% 100% 
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TV is the most significant in 6 countries: in Azerbaijan on the national and sub-national level, in Georgia 
and Russia on the national level, in Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine on the sub-national level.  Newspapers 
are less significant: 1 place in Moldova on national and sub-national level, Georgia and Ukraine on sub-
national level.  Internet is the most significant in 5 countries: in Armenia, Belarus and Ukraine on the 
national level and in Azerbaijan, Russia on the sub-national level.   
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Table 10. The most significant source of media information by country and by level. 

 Azerbaijan Armenia Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

 Nat Sub- 
nat 

Nat Sub- 
nat 

Nat Local  Nat Sub- 
nat 

Nat Sub- 
nat 

Nat Sub- 
nat 

Nat Loc
al  

Newspapers 

 
       ♦ ♦ ♦    ♦ 

TV 

 
♦ ♦  ♦  ♦ ♦    ♦   ♦ 

Internet 

 
 ♦ ♦  ♦       ♦ ♦  
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Section 3. Planning the 2016 Survey: the way forward 
 

Section 3 provides recommendations the team will consider in planning the 2016 survey.  
The main objective will be to collect final data and measure any changes that will contribute to the 
program’s evaluation.  
 
Survey teams for the baseline survey were asked to make recommendations for the next stage in 
2016.  
 
The Program team will consider feedback and recommendations regarding the methodology and 
questionnaires used by the survey teams based on the results of the 2014 survey and implementation.  
 
Feedback has been summarized as follows: 
 
Questionnaire and Methodology 
1. Simplification (question formulation, more explanations, etc.) of the questionnaire 

• Some questions were too long (Q.# 4, 7.1,). 
• The formulation of question 4 could be changed so that the respondent can disagree 

with the statement.  
• The scale for answers to Q.#9 did not correspond to the scale used in other questions, 

which caused confusion.  
• Q. # 15: Many people did not understand what “gender policy” meant.  
• Q. #19.1: The examples of state and corporate documents are incorrect. All examples 

are mixed.  
• Questions set out in tables were difficult to understand. Since they had a limited 

amount of time, respondents felt irritated and did not want to continue the interview.   
 
2. Some questions (#4, 7.1, 11, 19.3, 20.1) contained terms that are difficult for non-specialists 

(especially rural residents) to understand.  
3. It would be helpful to specify what was implied in the questions about awareness of illegal 

logging activities. Some respondents interpreted illegal logging as pilfering of fuel wood by rural 
residents; others understood it only as industrial logging—logging carried out by people or 
organizations in a significant amount using specialized equipment. This means that a respondent 
who had known only about pilfering answered “No” to the first question because they do not 
consider pilfering to be illegal logging.  

4. Some questions could be regrouped and positioned to make the questionnaire seem shorter. 
For instance, the survey team in Georgia suggested that the questionnaire be re-drawn as two 
independent parts: one with specific semi-technical questions, such as professional items about 
legislation and forestry management, and the second with simpler and more generally 
understandable questions.  

5. In Russia, a lot of quick answers were given without the respondent taking time to think; the 
respondent answered, “I do not know” or chose the “middle” answer (number 3 in the answers 
with a scale of 1 to 5). Some respondents confirmed that there was serious illegal logging, but 
on the questionnaire gave different answers than what they had just mentioned.  

6. Some respondents were hesitant to give their personal information; in general respondents did 
not believe that the polling survey was actually anonymous. The survey team in Russia 
suggested that without asking for a company name and personal data, the survey would go 
more smoothly; the respondent’s name might be available only to the interviewer. 

7. Respondents were sometimes confused about what to answer with regard to level of education. 
The bachelor’s degree is not equal to secondary vocational education. 

8. The Russian version of the questionnaire needed to be polished in terms of sector terminology.  
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9. In Belarus, it would be of helpful if information letters clarifying the survey goals, signed by both 
the World Bank and the Ministry of Forestry (FLEG National Focal Points), were sent to state 
agencies in advance. 

10. It would be useful to create a larger database with more contacts to reach the planned number 
of interviews faster. 

11. Drafting different questionnaires for different groups of respondents should be discussed. 
12. If the program expands its activities geographically, the survey areas should also be expanded. 
13. Interviews that lasted longer than 40 minutes were not convenient for government employees.  

 
Timing of the Survey in 2016 
14. For Armenia: Fieldwork (interviews) should start in mid-November and completed by December 

10, 2016.  
15. For Russia: The most convenient times for the survey would be January 15–June 15 or from 

August 15– December 15. At least three months should be allowed for collecting information 
from 100 respondents in Russia.  

16. For Ukraine: Interviews should start in September 2016 and be completed by December 31. 
 

Other Issues Raised by Survey Teams 
17. The program’s horizontal cooperation with state agencies that involved indirect and vertical 

cooperation with regional and local authorities should be intensified. Establishing  informal 
groups for those interested (different state agencies, regional and local authorities, NGOs, 
international programs) and regular reporting to those groups could be an option.  

 

Even small investments in the visibility of the ENPI FLEG program and the results of its activities are 
recommended. 

 



 

46 
 

 
List of Annexes 
 
Annex 1. Questionnaire in English.  

Annex 2. Indicator I information sources. 

Annex 3-4. Organization of surveys in countries and data entry processes.  

Annex 5. FLEG II Results Framework.  


	Overview
	Section 1.  Objectives, Organization, and Survey Approach in each country
	1.1. Baseline Survey Objectives
	1.2. Baseline Survey Methodology
	1.3. Summary of Survey Work in Each Country
	1.4. Data Analysis
	Section 2. Indicator Results from Each Country
	2.1. Indicator I: Summary of Findings
	2.2. Indicator II: Summary of Findings
	2.3. Indicator III: Summary of Findings
	2.4. Summary of Findings from the Seven Countries

	Section 3. Planning the 2016 Survey: the way forward
	List of Annexes

