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Overview 
 

 
 
In 2016, a survey to measure progress since the first and 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 930 participants (compared to 899 participants in 2014) came from the following stakeholder 
groups: officials from national and subnational governments, businesses, civil society, academia, 
development partners, rural residents, and the media. The survey assessed fieldwork in all regions 
where FLEG II is active but did not consist of focus group meetings.  
 
The team used same three results indicators 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. 
 
The final survey results below indicate an increase in the value of all of three indicators even though the 
end targets for two of the indicators were not met.  
 

 2014 Survey 2016 Survey End Target in 
Results Framework 

Indicator I 27.22 28.41 50.00 

 
Indicator II 

68.08 74.66  

 
Indicator III 

17.01 17.61 25.00 

 
 
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.  
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Section 1.  Objectives, Organization, and Survey Approach in each country 
 
This section discusses how the work was organized, and provides detailed information on the 
methodological approach (sampling method, sample size, and statistical significance). 
 

1.1. 2016 Survey Objectives 
 
The Program’s progress in seven countries was monitored through the Results Framework (included as 
Annex 5), which outlines two groups of indicators as shown in Table 1:  
 
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 

 
 
In 2014 the primary objective of the 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”. 

The main objective of the final survey was to, at the end of the program, collect a final set of indicator 
data to help evaluate the success of the program. The survey was also aimed at measuring any changes 
in awareness and perception of illegal logging and other FLEG issues across the seven ENPI countries.  
 
In 2016, the same three indicators were used as in 2014: 
 
Indicator I: Forest practitioners and other stakeholders have a better understanding of FLEG issues and  
 activities  
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Indicator II: Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles  
Indicator III: Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve forest governance. 
 
 
The same companies competitively selected by the World Bank to conduct the final surveys in Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia, and Ukraine were: 

• Armenia: AM Partners 
• Azerbaijan: ACT 
• Belarus: NePCON 
• Moldova: Magenta 
• Georgia: NePCON 
• Russia: NePCON 
• Ukraine: NePCON 
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1.2. 2016 Survey Methodology 
 
The World Bank team used the same methodology so that comparison of two rounds of survey work 
could be done.  
 
The same evaluation grid was used (Table 2):  
 
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 
 

The survey questionnaire was identical to the one used in 2014 without any change in the question 
formulation. The team considered the need to revise and simplify some of the questions, but the 
decision was made to keep it as it was in 2014.    
 
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 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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In addition, given the variety of survey techniques available, the decision was made to skip the focus 
group form method of surveying for the 2016 assessment and instead conduct telephone interviews, 
hold individual meetings, and offer an online form of questioning.  All of the written responses to open 
questions were captured and translated into English.  
 
Stakeholder samples were updated in each country to reflect any changes that occurred within different 
stakeholder groups (e.g. change of job position) and were substituted with a representative from a 
similar stakeholder group. Survey partners found good alternatives for the 2014 survey participants who 
declined to participate in the 2016 survey.  
 
In each country, the updated survey sample of stakeholders was coordinated with the country Program 
Coordination Team (PCT) members, who helped to identify new contacts or to find an alternative 
stakeholder representative if necessary. An excel Registration Form file had been updated and used for 
this purpose. 
An information letter was sent to each country FLEG National Focal Point seeking the support for survey 
work, especially for countries with pilot regions.  
 
As a result and as shown in Tables 4-5, the following target groups were covered by the 2016 survey 
with the total number of participants totaling 930.  
 
Table 4.Target Groups in 2016  

2016 survey  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 
National and 
subnational 
governments 

54 45 89 77 60 17 106 

Civil society 
organizations 6 16 5 2 6 9 21 

Academia 6 9 9 2 3 8 22 
Businesses 11 10 12 8 6 64 22 
Media 3 5 4 6 11 2 23 
Development 
partners 3 3 3 4 1 0 1 

Rural 
residents 0 27 30 16 24 10 49 

Total 83 115 152 115 111 110 244 
 
Table 5. Target Groups in 2014  

2014 survey 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 0 3 

Rural 
residents 

0 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 

 
As the methodology and questionnaire remained as it was in 2014, the work was organized as follows 
without the need to pre-test the questionnaire: 
 
Stage 1. An online data entry tool through Survey Monkey was updated for application in all countries.  
Stage 2. Survey samples and registration files were updated and validated for applications in each 
country.  
Stage 3. Surveys conducted in all seven countries to a standardized protocol/ methodology so as to 
ensure consistency between participating countries.  
Stage 4. Results and findings were collected and tabulated according to an agreed-upon protocol to 
ensure consistency. 
Stage 5. Preparation of the final report and a summary of survey results in 2016.  
 
 

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)  
 
In 2014, The World Bank worked with the competitively selected vendor ACT to update 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, same as it was in Round 1.  

• English version: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/VTGJ8JV   for Armenia 
• Russian version: https://ru.surveymonkey.com/s/QFWHKJZ      for Russia and Belarus 
• Romanian version:  https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/H2XMTN9  for Moldova 
• Ukrainian version:  https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RY6L8TS       for the Ukraine 
• Azerbaijanian version: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/BDTNC9W  for Azerbaijan 
• Georgian version: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/RPTZ56B  for Georgia 

The data entry process took place in September-October 2016. Quantitative survey data was entered in 
the survey monkey data entry system, which was an electronic analogous of the questionnaire. The 
proposed method was convenient for the survey team to review and exclude the likelihood of breaking 
logical connections between possible values and variables. 

The ACT database department supervised the process, checking statistics and quality of data entry on a 
daily basis. The entered data was crosschecked with the registration files of all countries in order to reveal 
any inconsistency. If a unique number of questionnaires or respondents did not coincide with the entered 
data, the ACT Project Manager informed the appropriate country regarding the inconsistency and data 
was rechecked and corrected on time.   

The database of each country was cleaned and processed separately at different periods of time: 

Cleaning process of database from Moldova took place: Oct. 27, 2016 – Nov. 11, 2016 

Cleaning process of database from Armenia took place: Oct. 27, 2016 – Nov. 11, 2016 

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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Cleaning process of database from Belarus took place: Oct. 31, 2016 – Nov. 21, 2016 

Cleaning process of database from Azerbaijan took place: Oct. 28, 2016 – Nov. 22, 2016 

Cleaning process of database from Georgia took place: Nov. 1, 2016 – Nov. 22 2016 

Cleaning process of database from Russia took place: Nov. 17, 2016 – Nov. 24 2016 

Cleaning process of database from Ukraine took place: Nov. 2, 2016 – Dec. 2, 2016 

 

At the end of the fieldwork processes in each country, final registration files were provided for cleaning 
purposes. Any written responses from open-ended questions were also provided for translation. Any 
inaccuracies were corrected in close cooperation with the country survey teams.. 

The cleaned databases of all countries were united and processed from December 5, 2016 till December 
9, 2016 outputs by sectors, levels, average scores and summaries were delivered to the International Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development.  

The data cleaning was conducted in SPSS. The ACT database manager and database specialist applied 
following macros in order to exclude inconsistencies from the data: 

- Data (Sort Cases, Transpose, Restructure, Aggregate, Split file, Select Cases) 

- Transformation (Compute Variable, Count Values within Cases, Recode into Same Variables, 

Recode into Different Variables) 

- Analysis (Descriptive Statistics, Frequencies, Descriptive, Explore, Crosstabs) 

- Reports (Case Summaries) 

- Tables (General Tables, Table of Frequencies) 

- Compare Means (Means) 

In case of any inconsistency, the respective questionnaire was identified and the data was checked in close 
cooperation with the survey teams in the seven countries.  

The data processing stage involved standard, simple statistical data processing procedures (frequency 
analysis, crosstabs for single or multi variable questions). This data analysis ensured statistically reliable 
data was put forward. Different types of reliability tests were used in the data analysis (chi square, ANOVA). 
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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 total for the seven FLEG II Program countries was 28.41. It has increased for the period 
2014 - 2016 from the initial baseline total of 27.22. 
 
Table 6 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: media, rural populations in Moldova; businesses, 
government, rural populations, academia, and development partners in Belarus; rural 
populations, academia, media, NGO, and governments in Azerbaijan. An awareness of illegal 
forest activities decreased in 2016 compared with 2014. The decline in the indicator may reflect 
the reduction in illegal logging over the period 2014 – 2016. An awareness of the objectives of the 
St. Petersburg Declaration was even lower than an awareness of illegal forest activities. An 
awareness of FLEG activities exceeded 50% in all ENPI countries except Georgia.  The fact that it 
has increased over 2014 -2016 may demonstrate a significant achievement of the FLEG II 
Program. 

• Two groups of countries were identified based on an analysis of illegal logging: (1) Russia and 
Ukraine prevailing with illegal commercial timber harvesting linked to international markets, (2) 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia and Moldova where both illegal logging by the rural 
population and illegal commercial harvesting to supply domestic markets are distributed with 
some prevailing of illegal logging by the rural population (around 60%) and the minimum share of 
international markets.  

• 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 Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Moldova where respondents 
expressed the highest concern. These same countries stressed that ensuring sustainable forestry 
management and the conservation of biodiversity are high priorities. Fostering a positive business 
climate for responsible private sector business is very important in Azerbaijan and Georgia.  
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• The media was the main source of information in all ENPI countries except Moldova and 
Azerbaijan. 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 Russia on the national level; 
in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia and Ukraine at the sub-national level. Newspapers were 
significant in Belarus, in Russia on the national level, and in Moldova on both the national and 
sub-national level. The Internet was the most significant in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Russia 
and Ukraine on the national level and in Belarus, Russia and Ukraine at the sub-national level. 
Personal observation and conversations were the main sources of information in Azerbaijan. 
Official reports were the main source of information in Moldova.
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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 70% in 5 countries 
Decreased in 2014 -2016 

95% to 
92.8% 59% to 62.6% 63% to 50.7% 86% to 

79.1% 82% to 73.9% 84% to 80.9% 85% to 84% 

Awareness of other illegal 
activities is around or 
exceeds 50% in 5 countries 
Decreased in 2014 -2016  

49.4% 41.7% 48.7% 53.0% 62.2% 60.9% 53.3% 

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

38.6% 33.9% 28.9% 44.3% 17.1% 58.2% 29.5% 

Awareness of FLEG-related 
activities exceeds 50% in 6 
countries  
Increased in 2014 -2016 

37% to 
55.4% 45% to 53.0% 59% to 68.4% 15% to 

31.3% 30% to 52.3% 30% to 55.5% 43% to 52.9% 

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

 
> 30% of rural 
populations, 

academia, 
government, media, 

NGO 

> 30% of businesses, 
government, rural 

populations, academia, 
development partners 

 
> 50% of  
media,  

rural populations 

  

Types of illegal logging:        
• Illegal commercial 

timber harvesting 
linking with 
international markets is 
prevalent 

     + + 

• Fuel wood and 
commercial operations 
to supply domestic 
markets distributed 

+ + + + +  
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Damage done by illegal 
logging: 

   

• Economic damage 
resulting from illegal 
logging 

Significant Insufficient knowledge 
about the damage 

Highly significant Significant  

• Environmental damage 
resulting from illegal 
logging 

Significant   Highly significant Highly significant  Significant   

Importance of good forest 
governance: 

       

• Fostering a positive 
business climate 

 Very important  Very 
important 

   

• Ensuring sustainable 
forestry management 
and conservation of 
biodiversity 

 Very important  Very 
important 

Very important   

• Reducing social tension  Very important  Very 
important 

Very important   

Source of information of 
illegal logging activities 

       

Media is the main source of 
information 
 

-TV on sub-
national 
level  
-Internet on 
national 
level 

Personal observation 
and conversations are 
the main sources of 
information. 
-TV on sub-national 
level  
-Internet on national 
level 

-Newspapers on 
national level 
-TV and internet on 
sub-national level and 
local level 
 
 

-Internet on 
national 
level 
TV on sub-
national 
level 

Official reports 
are the main 
source of 
information. 
Newspapers on 
national and sub-
national level 

- Newspapers, TV, 
and internet are 
equally significant on 
national level 
- TV and Internet are 
equally significant on 
the sub-national  and 
local level 

-Internet on 
national and sub-
national  level  
- TV and internet 
are equally 
significant on sub-
national and local 
level 

The Indicator I total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 28.41 – an increase from the baseline total 27.22 in 2014 
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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 total 2016 for the seven FLEG II Program countries was 74.66, an increase from the 
baseline total 68.08 in 2014. 
 
Table 7 summarizes the results under Indicator II in more detail.  
 
An overview of the tabulated data under Indicator II could be summarized as follows:  

• According to the 2014 baseline survey a robust legal framework was assessed as extremely 
important for achieving FLEG objectives in all seven countries. The most important attributes of a 
good legal framework for forest management were identified: clarity of land tenure, access rights, 
use rights, and effective means to resolve disputes related to each. Land tenure, ownership and 
use rights were distinguished as 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 were distinguished as extremely important in Georgia, Moldova, and 
Ukraine. 
On the contrary, the 2016 survey revealed the low importance of a legal framework for forest 
management. The importance of a legal framework including all attributes as land tenure, access 
rights, and use rights decreased over the period of evaluation dramatically. A two-fold decrease 
in the average score on the importance of laws governing the use of forest resources occurred in 
Russia.  A lower importance placed on laws is not associated with the FLEG II Program. Possible 
factors such as  geopolitics, economic and social factors may have influenced the views of 
stakeholders.  

• The 2014 baseline survey demonstrated that the legal structures could not be considered robust. 
Codification, especially of land tenure, mechanisms to participate in forest planning, to influence 
forest policy, and to share forest revenues had a low score in Ukraine, Georgia, Belarus, and 
Armenia. Russia received the lowest score relating to codification of the current legal structure. 
The picture has changed fundamentally over the period of evaluation. The 2016 survey revealed 
that the assessment of current legal structures has increased over the period. A two-time index 
growth is observed in all seven countries by all attributes. This could indicate positive changes in 
awareness and perception of a legal framework for forest management and is  a significant 
achievement related to the FLEG II Program. 

•  An analysis of the results obtained by the 2014 survey 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 
was crucial, governments as key stakeholders for strong coordination were not fully informed and 
engaged in all seven countries.   

•  According to the 2014 survey, 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 was evaluated 
as 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 supported public access in Azerbaijan and Belarus and did 
not support public access in Russia, Ukraine, Moldova and Armenia. Inventory data, management 
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plans, laws, and budgets for forests were not easily accessible to the public in Russia, Ukraine, 
Armenia and Belarus. 

• The 2016 survey demonstrated the positive trends of the FLEG II Program for the period 2014-
2016 that could be summarized as follows: 

 Legal framework for forest management has been extended  
o Understanding and awareness of legal structure codification, its main principles by forest 

practitioners and other stakeholders have broadened   
o Codification of current legal structure has improved  

 Cross-sectoral coordination has become stronger: 
o The mechanisms within the government to address cross-sectoral forest-related policy 

have been developed. The assessment of the mechanisms within the government to 
address cross-sectoral forest-related policy has increased in all countries except Azerbaijan 
and Ukraine. 

o The number of respondents who did not know about cross-sectoral issues were reduced in 
Moldova, Georgia, and Russia. 

o The number of respondents who did not know that land use policies should be consistent 
with forest policy were reduced in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, and Georgia  

o The number of government respondents who did not know about the cross-sectoral issues 
were reduced in Moldova, and Ukraine. 

o The number of government respondents who did not know that training of customs officers 
is a priority activity to combat illegal logging were reduced in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Moldova, and Ukraine. 

 Stakeholder participation has increased 
o The government’s support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-dependent 

communities in forest-related planning has extended. The average score of the 
government’s support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-dependent 
communities in forest-related planning has increased in five countries: Azerbaijan, Belarus, 
Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. 

o Gender sensitive participation in forestry decision-making processes was formed. The 
average score of gender sensitive participation in forestry decision-making processes has 
increased in four countries: Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine. 

o The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to use the feedback in 
forest-related decision-making has increased.  Stakeholders underscore that forestry 
authorities developed the capacity to carry out consultations and used the feedback in 
forest-related decision-making.  

 The transparency and flow of information has increased 
o The transparency of tracking the revenues and expenditures in the forest sector has 

increased. The system of tracking the revenues and expenditures in the forest sector is 
assessed as more transparent, credible and comprehensive in five countries: Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine in 2016. 

o The transparency of the lease- and sale-based forest allocation processes has increased. 
The lease- and sale-based forest allocation processes are assessed as more transparent in 
four countries, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Ukraine in 2016 compared with 2014. 

 The legal framework support for public access to information about forestry has expanded  
o The accessibility of inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests has 

increased in 2014-2016.  The accessibility of inventory data, management plans, laws, and 
budgets for forests to the public in a user-friendly format is achieved in all countries in 2016.    
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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 4.3 (out of 5.0) 

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

4.2 4.6 4.1 4.7 4.5 4.4 4.1 

The importance of a legal framework has 
decreased for the period 2014-2016: 

       

• Clarity of land tenure, access rights, 
use rights  

Average score from 4.26 to 2.93   
Important  
4.5 to 3.1 

Important 
4.1 to 3.6 

Important  
4.1 to 3.4 4.4 to 2.8 4.2 to 2.6 4.4 to 2.2 4.2 to 2.8 

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

Average score from 4.23 to 2.87  

4.4 to 2.9 Important 
4.1 to 3.5 

Important 
4.1 to 3.3 4.4 to 2.8 3.9 to 2.6 4.3 to 2.2 4.2 to 2.7 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest 
planning   

Average score from 3.82 to 2.45   

 
 

4.0 to 2.5 
 

 Important  
 3.5 to 3.1 

 
3.2 to 2.4 

 
4.2 to 2.5 

 
4.2 to 2.5 

 
3.8 to 2.1 

 
4.0 to 2.3 

 
• Mechanisms to influence forest 

policy                               
Average score from 3.73 to 2.44    

3.8 to 2.2 3.4 to 3.0 3.5 to 2.4 4.0 to 2.7 4.0 to 2.5 3.6 to 2.1 3.9 to 2.3 

The assessment of current legal structure 
has increased over the period  
2014 Average scores 2 – 2.9  
2016 Average scores 3.7 – 4.2  

The lowest 
scores 2014 in 
mechanisms of 
influence,  
2.0 to 3.6 
sharing forest 
revenues with 
local 
communities 
1.8 to 3.7 

The lowest score 
2014 in mechanisms 
of sharing forest 
revenues with local 
communities: 
1.8 to 3.8 

The lowest scores 
2014 in 
mechanisms to 
participate in 
forest planning,  
2.1 to 3.2 
recognition of 
traditional rights 
2.2 to 3.2 

The lowest 
scores 2014 in 
land tenure -  
2.8 to 4.7 
recognition of 
traditional and 
indigenous 
rights  - 
2.1 to 4.2 

 The lowest 
score on 
codification of 
2014 legal 
structure   -  
average scores 
2-fold increase 

The lowest scores 
2014 in land 
tenure,  
2.7 to 4 
mechanisms to 
participate in 
forest planning and 
influence forest 
policy,  
2.0 to 3.7 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 
  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

share forest 
revenues 
2.1 to 3.9 

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 agencies in Georgia, 
Armenia had no change for the period 2014-
2016 

Enough or medium room for 
improvement 

Medium or little 
room for 
improvement 

Enough - 
maximum room  

Enough or medium room for improvement 

Cross-sectoral coordination for the 
period 2014-2016 has improved: 

 

Most respondents understand that FLEG is a 
cross-sectoral issue, but a substantial 
proportion does not know about the cross-
sectoral issue. 

Respondents do not know about the cross-sectoral issue, %, from 2014 to 2016: 

19% to 29% 
negative result 23% 26% to 27% 33% to 25% 

positive result 

25% to 4% 
positive 
result 

47% to 36% 
positive result 

16% to 18% 
negative result 

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, from 2014 to 2016::  

positive result 
15% to 7% 

positive result 
12% to 5% 

positive result 
6% to 4% 

positive result 
25% to 12% 

negative 
result 

2% to 9% 
6% negative result 

9% to 10% 

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

 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 do not know about the cross-sectoral issue, % from 2014 to 2016:: 
21.0% to 24.1% 
negative result 

 

12.5% to 24.4% 
negative result 

15.8% to 27.0% 
negative result 

21.1% to 
24.7% 

negative 
result 

22.2% to 
8.3% 

positive 
result 

23.5% to 
29.4% 

negative 
result 

21.5% to 17.9% 
positive result 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 
  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 
governments are not fully informed and 
engaged in any of the seven countries.   

 
Governments do not know that training of customs officers is a priority activity to combat illegal logging, % from 2014 to 2016:: 
25.8% to 24.1% 
positive result 

 

14.6% to 6.7% 
positive result 

8.8% to 16.9% 
negative result 

24.6% to 
15.6% 

positive result 
 

22.2% to 
13.7% 

positive 
result 

5.9% to 11.8% 
negative 

result 

22.3% to 17.0% 
positive result 

 

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

Average score from 2.7 to 2.8 

 
2.4 to 2.5 

positive result 

Highest score  
3.4 

2.9 to 3.0 
positive result 

2.3 to 3.0 
positive result 

2.7 to 3.1 
positive 
result 

2.4 to 2.6 
positive result 

Lowest score 2.7 
to 2.3 

negative result 

Stakeholder participation for the period 
2014-2016 has increased: 

       

Government support of civil society, 
indigenous people, and forest -dependent 
communities in forest -related planning has 
less or medium extent 

Average score from 2.4 to 2.6 

Lowest score  
2.0 

 

Medium extent  
3.0 to 3.3 

positive result 

Less extent  
 2.4 to 2.6 

positive result 

Medium 
extent 

2.8 to 3.3 
positive result 

Medium 
extent 

2.6 to 2.5 
 

Less extent  
 2.4 

Less extent   
2.1 to 2.3 

positive result 

Gender participation in decision making 
about forestry is less sensitive   
      Average score 2.18 to 2.43 

2.0 positive result 
2.0 to 2.9 

2.5 positive result 
2.5 to 2.8 

positive 
result 

2.1 to 2.7 

negative 
result 

2.2 to 1.7 

positive result 
1.9 to 2.3 

Stakeholders underscore that forestry 
authorities have medium or adequate 
capacity to carry out consultations and use 
the feedback in forest-related decision 
making 

Average score 3.44 to 3.52 

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

2.9 
Medium to 
adequate 
3.6 to 3.9 

positive result 

Medium 
3.5 to 3.6 

positive result 

Medium 
3.3 to 3.9 

positive result 

Medium  
3.3 

Medium 
3.5 to 3.1 

Medium to 
adequate 

3.7 

Transparency and flow of information 
for the period 2014-2016 has increased: 

       

Information flow was assessed as less or 
medium transparent: 
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Indicator II:  Stakeholders are more aware of FLEG principles 
  Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 

• The system of tracking revenues 
and expenditures  
Average score 2.45 to 2.68 

 Less transparent 
systems of tracking 

revenues and 
expenditures 
2.1 to 2.5 

positive result 

Less or medium 
2.8 to 3.0 

positive result 

Medium transparent 
 3.3  

Medium 
transparent 
3.2 to 3.9 

positive result 

Less or 
medium 

2.7 to 2.8 
positive 
result 

Less transparent 
systems of 

tracking revenues 
and expenditures  

 2.0 

Least transparent 
systems of tracking 

revenues and 
expenditures 1.8 to 

2.0  
positive result 

•  The lease- and sale-based forest 
allocation processes    
Average score 2.58 to 2.72 

Less transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  
2.3 to 2.7 

positive result 

Medium transparent 
3.0 to 3.1 

positive result 

Medium transparent 
3 .7 

Medium 
transparent 
3.0 to 3.8 

positive result 

Less 
transparent 

forest 
allocation 
processes  
2.5 to 2.1 
negative 

result 

Less transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  
2.4 to 2.0 

negative result 

The least transparent 
forest allocation 

processes  
1.6 to 2.0 

positive result 

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

Partly supports Supports    Supports  Not clear Partly 
supports 

Does not 
support 

Does not support 

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 were not easily 
accessible to the public in 4 countries in 
2014. Accessibility is achieved in all 
countries in 2016.  
Increased accessibility in 2014-2016. 

Not easily 
accessible to 
the public in 
2014 

 Not easily 
accessible to the 
public in 2014 

  Not easily 
accessible to 
the public in 
2014 

Not easily 
accessible to the 
public in 2014 

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 total for the seven FLEG II Program countries in 2016 is 74.66 - increased from the baseline total 68.08 in 2014 
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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 total for the seven participating FLEG II Program countries is 17.61. It has increased 
from the baseline total of 17.0 in 2014 to 17.61 in 2016. 
 
Table 8 summarizes results under Indicator III 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 has the highest score (25), Russia and Ukraine have the high score (around 18), 
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia have the low score (less than 15).     

• The indicator growth is observed in all countries except Russia for the period 2014 - 2016. The 
most notable growth rate occurred in Azerbaijan (29%) and Georgia (25%): from 11.5 to 14.8 in 
Azerbaijan and from 11.6 to 14.5 in Georgia. It should be stressed that Russia is the only country where 
there was a decline in the indicator from 20 to 18.  

• The surveys 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. 

• The top four technologies are: certification, GIS, online sales, crowdsourcing. 
• 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 seven ENPI countries. Application of customs codes has low awareness in six ENPI 
countries except Georgia. 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 
systems is characterized by 
considerable disparity 

       

The top four technologies 
identified are: Ranking of the top technologies by respondents’ awareness: 

− Certification 3  1  2 1 1 

− GIS 1 2 2   2 3 

− Online sales   3  3  2 

− Crowdsourcing 2 1  1 1   
The bottom three technologies 
identified are: Ranking of the bottom technologies by respondents’ awareness: 

  
− Import / export data 5 6 7 7 7 6 7 
− Application of customs 

codes 
6 7 6  6 7 6 

− Custody systems 7    5   
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, GIS  

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, 
crowdsourcing to 
increase public 
participation  
 

Target stakeholder groups for 
interventions to raise 
awareness of modern 
technology 

Businesses, 
academia, media   
 

Businesses, rural 
residents, NGOs   

Businesses, rural 
population, 
academia,   
 

Businesses, rural 
residents, media  

Businesses, rural 
residents, media  

Rural residents,  
Businesses 
academia  

Rural residents, media,  
academia 
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  Indicator III:  Decision makers are more aware of modern technology to improve governance 
 Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Moldova Russia Ukraine 
Most respondents who are 
aware of modern technology 
confirmed their functioning 

Respondents are aware of functioning forest certification system, %: 

− Certification 2014 44% 48% 97% 17% 81% 90% 97% 
− Certification 2016 67.7% 71.4% 97.9% 37.5% 70.7% 99.0% 96.1% 

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

− Certification 2014 78% 88% 73% 67% 93% 68% 58% 
− Certification 2016 67.7% 73.8% 75.9% 75.0% 94.8% 82.7% 54.5% 

Few respondents underlined 
the adoption of modern 
technology on the subnational 
level Respondents are aware of forest certification system on the sub-national level, %: 

− Certification 2014 22% 12% 27% 33% 7% 32% 42% 
− Certification 2016 32.3% 26.2% 24.1% 25.0% 5.2% 17.3% 45.5% 

The Indicator III total for the seven FLEG II Program countries is 17.61 in 2016 - an increase from the baseline total 17.0 in 2014 
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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 2014 to 2016 
from 28.50 to 28.0 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is the highest 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 92.8% of respondents total. 100% of 
respondents on the national level 

• Awareness of other illegal activities: 49.4% of respondents total 
Types of illegal logging 
 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial timber 
harvesting operations to supply mostly domestic markets are distributed 

 
Damage done by  
illegal logging 

• Economic damage significant: 3.36 average score  
• Environmental damage significant: 3.74 average score 

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 (score  4.16). The highest concern expressed 
development partners and media (5.0), NGOs (4.83),  academia (4.67). 

• Reducing  social tension and conflicts is important (score 3.39). The 
highest concern expressed development partners (4.33), NGOs (4.0), 
media (4.67). 

 
Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Media is the main 
source of information, 
51% of responses 

• Personal observation and conversation with friends /colleagues are the 
main sources of information, 64% of responses 

• Media is the third source of information, 22% 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 

• Businesses, government, academia - TV 
• Media, NGOs,  academia - internet 

 
2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score    2014 to 2016  

from  69.79  to  68.96 
Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights were the most important 
attributes of a good legal framework in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 2014-
2016 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Current codification of mechanisms of influence, of sharing forest 
revenues with local communities received low score in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the period 
2014-2016 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• Inefficiency of forest agency and urgency to raise its efficiency 

Cross-sectoral 
coordination 

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue, but 29% 
of respondents do not know about the cross-sectoral issue   

• The vast majority of respondents agreed that land use policies should be 
consistent with forest policy goals.  Number of respondents who do not 
know the issue was reduced from 15% to 7% in 2014-2016 
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Stakeholder 
participation 

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

• Transparency of forest allocation processes was increased  from 2.1 to 2.5 
• 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 governance.  

• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests were 
not easily accessible to the public in 2014 . Increased accessibility in 2016 

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

Score  2014 to 2016 
from 13.62 to 14.72 

Armenia has low level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information with a score  
of 13.62 in 2014 to 14.72 - 2016  
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   •  Academia •  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  2014 to 2016 
from 24.52 to 30.47 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively low 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 62.6% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 41.7% of all respondents 
• Unawareness of illegal logging: >30% rural populations, academia, 

government, media, NGO    
Types of illegal logging 
 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial timber 
harvesting operations to supply mostly domestic markets are 
distributed    

Damage of illegal logging • Economic damage significant: 3.45 score   
• Environmental damage very significant: 4.62 score 

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  4.75 total)  

• Reducing social tension and conflicts  is very important (4.36) 
• Fostering  a positive business climate (4.28) 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Personal observation and 
conversation are the 
main sources of 
information 

• Personal observation and conversation with friends /colleagues are the 
main sources of information, 64% of responses 

• Media is the third source of information, 22% 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 

� Governments - official  reports;   
�  Businesses, NGOs - newspapers;   
� Government, dev.partners,  rural population -  TV;    
� Businesses , dev.partners, academia - internet 

 
2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 2014 to 2016 

From 63.49 to 84.40 
Robust legal framework 
is extremely important 

• Recognition of traditional and indigenous rights to forest resources was 
assessed as important (3.8) in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• The current codification of mechanisms for sharing forest revenues 
received the lowest score (1.8) in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the period 
2014-2016 

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 the cross-sectoral issue. 

• The vast majority of respondents agree that land use policies should be 
consistent with forest policy goals. Number of respondents who do not 
know the issue was reduced from 12% to 5% in 2014-2016   
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• 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 effective (3.4 -max score comparing with other countries) 

Stakeholder participation • Gender participation in forestry decision making processes has 
increased from 2.0 to 2.9 in 2014-2016 

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium, has increased from 3.6 to 3.9 in 2014-2016 

Transparency and flow of 
information 

• The legal framework 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  2014 to 2016 
from 11.47 to 14.76 

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 - 2014 to 14.76 - 2016 
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: 
      •  Businesses    •  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  2014 to 2016 
from 24.57 to 23.9 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively low 

• Awareness of illegal logging: 50.7% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 48.7% of all respondents 
• Unawareness of illegal logging: 58.3% of business; 59.6% of 

government, 33.3% of rural populations and dev. partners 
Types of illegal logging 
 

•  Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial 
timber harvesting operations to supply mostly domestic markets are 
distributed    

Damage done by  
illegal logging 

• Insufficient  knowledge about the significance of economic damage   
(2.22 score)  

• Insufficient  knowledge about the significance of environmental 
damage (2.43 score) 

• 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 3.66) 

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
3.29) 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Media is the main 
source of information, 
62% of responses 

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

and local level  
 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

� Government ,academia, media, NGOs, dev.partners - newspapers;    
� Government,  NGOs, Rural populations academia - internet;    
� Rural populations, media  -  TV 

 
2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score  2014 to 2016 

from 78.83 to 82.69 
Robust legal 
framework is  
extremely important 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning were assessed as 
important (2.4) in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

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 in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the 
period 2014-2016 

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 
27% of respondents do not know about cross-sectoral issue 

 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has less 
importance with positive trend in 2014-2016 (from 2.4 to 2.6) 
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• 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 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 
were not easily accessible to the public in2014, accessibility has 
increased in 2016. 

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

Score 2014 to 2016 
from  22.80 to 24.75 

Belarus has the highest level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information, 
with a score of 22.80 – 2014 to 24.75 - 2016 
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  •  Academia 
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Georgia 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   
1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score 2014 to 2016 
from 28.78 to 31.03 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is high  

• Awareness of illegal logging: 79.1% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 53.0% of all respondents 
• Lack of information demonstrated 28.6% rural population, 25% 

development partners, 12.3% government, 14.3% media, 6.3% 
business. 

Types of illegal logging 
 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial 
timber harvesting operations to supply mostly domestic markets are 
distributed    

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage very significant: 4.53 score  
• Environmental damage significant, very significant: 4.80 score 
• 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  4.67)     

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
4.11) 

• Reducing social tension and conflicts  is important (average score  
4.17)  

Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Media is the main 
source of information, 
40% of responses 

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

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

� Media, academia - newspapers;    
� Businesses,  rural populations - TV;     
� Government, NGOs - official  reports 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 2014 to 2016 
from 62.34 to 73.57 

Robust legal 
framework is very 
important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights were the most important 
components of a good legal framework in 2014 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy were extremely important in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Codification of land tenure, recognition of traditional and indigenous 
rights had the lowest score in 2014 

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the 
period 2014-2016 

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 
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Cross-sectoral 
coordination  

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue   
• Number of respondents who do not know about the cross-sectoral 

issue was reduced from 33% to 25% in 2014-2016 
• The vast majority of respondents agree that land use policies should 

be consistent with forest policy goals, number of respondents who do 
not know the issue was reduced from 25% to 12% in 2014-2016 

• 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 effective,  positive result from 2.3 to 3.0 in 2014-2016 

Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning is assessed as 
medium with positive trend from 2.8 to 3.3  in 2014-2016 

• Gender participation in forestry decision making processes is found as 
less sensitive  with positive trend from 2.5 to 2.8  in 2014-2016  

• The capacity of forestry authorities to carry out consultations and to 
use the feedback in forest-related decision making is assessed as 
medium  with positive trend from 3.3 to 3.9  in 2014-2016    

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  2014 to 2016 
from 11.59 to 14.50 

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 in 2014 to 14.50 in 2016 
Target technology for interventions: 

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

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 
    •   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 2014 to 2016 
from 28.78 to 30.13 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatevely high   

• Awareness of illegal logging: 73.9% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 62.2% of all respondents 
• The highest unawareness for media - 63.6% of respondents are not 

aware of illegal logging, rural populations - 52.2% 
Types of illegal logging 
 

• Extraction of fuel wood by the rural populations and commercial 
timber harvesting operations to supply mainly domestic markets are 
distributed    

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significan (score 4.06)  
• Environmental damage significant, very significant (score 4.46) 
• 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  4.67); dev.partners, 
NGOs and academia underlined the maximum priority (5.0)   

• Fostering  a positive business climate is very important (average 
score 3.79). Business, media, development partners and rural 
populations underlined the maximum priority (4.36 – 4.0 )  

• Reducing social tension and conflicts  is very important (average 
score 4.10). Most stakeholders expressed the highest concern about 
social tensions: businesses, academia, government, media,NGOs, 
rural populations (4.5 – 4.0).  

 
Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Official reports are the 
main source of 
information 

• Official  reports are the main source of information, 25% of 
responses 

• Media is the fourth source of information, 18% of responses 
• Newspapers are the most significant on the national and sub-

national level 
 

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

� Government, rural populations, academia -  official  reports;      
� Businesses   -  TV;       
� Businesses, media,  NGOs  - newspapers 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 2014 to 2016 
from 64.63 to 77.33 

Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy were extremely important in 2014  

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Codification of mechanisms to participate in forest planning, to 
influence forest policy received a low score (2.6 and 2.8) in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the 
period 2014-2016 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

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

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue 
• Number of respondents who do not know about cross-sectoral issue 

was reduced from 25% to 4% in 2014-2016  
• 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, and/or practice issues are 
assessed as effective,  increasing score from 2.7 to 3.1 in 2014-2016  

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. 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• The legal framework partly supports 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  2014 to 2016   
from 15.33 to 15.65 

Moldova has medium level of awareness of decision makers of modern technology and information, 
with a score of 15.33 – 2014 to 15.65 - 2016 
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 

Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 
• Businesses   •  Rural populations  •  Media 
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Russia 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   
1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score 2014 to 2016 
from 28.30 to 29.55 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is 
comparatively high   

• Awareness of illegal logging: 80.9% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 60.9% of all respondents 
• Government shows 17.6% unawareness of illegal logging; business - 

23.4%, academia  -12.5% 
Types of illegal logging 
 

• Illegal commercial timber harvesting linking with international 
markets is prevalent 

 
Damage of illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significant (score 3.23)     
• Environmental damage significant (score  3.36) 
• 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  4.0).  Media, NGOs  
underlined the maximum priority (5.0)    

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score 
3.85). Rural population, media, NGOs and academia concerned about 
business climate (4.33 - 4.0) 

• Reducing social tensions and conflict is important  (average score  
3.54). Media underlined the maximum priority (5.0)    
 

Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Media is the main 
source of information, 
51% of responses 

• Newspapers,TV, and internet are equally significant on the national 
level 

• TV and Internet are equally significant on the sub-national  and local 
level 

 
The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

� Government - official reports;  
� Media, rural population -  TV;  
� Rural population, media  -   newspapers;  
� Academia, NGOs, media -  internet 

 
2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles Score 2014 to 2016 

from 69.44 to 68.60 
Robust legal 
framework is very and 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights were the most important 
components of a good legal framework in 2014 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning and to influence forest 
policy were important in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

The current legal 
structures cannot be 
considered robust 

• Russia had the lowest score of codification of current legal structure 
in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the 
period 2014-2016 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

• The potential to improve forest agency capacity is assessed as 
enough - medium 
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Cross-sectoral 
coordination   

• Most respondents understand that FLEG is a cross-sectoral issue 
•  Number of respondents who do not know about cross-sectoral issue 

was reduced from 47% to 36% in 2014-2016 
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 with negative trend from 3.5 to 3.1 in 2014-2016 

Transparency and flow 
of information 

• Less transparent forest allocation processes  with negative trend 
from 2.4 to 2.0 in 2014-2016 

• 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 in 2014.  Accessibility has 
increased in 2016 

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

Score   2014 to 2016 
from 20.05 to 18.25 

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 in 2014 to 18.25 in 2016 
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   •  Businesses    •  Academia  
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Ukraine 

1a. Stakeholder knowledge of core illegal logging and forest governance issues   
1b. Stakeholder awareness of about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG activities 

Score 2014 to 2016 
from 27.59 to 27.88 

Awareness of illegal 
activities is high   

•  Awareness of illegal logging: 84% of all respondents 
• Awareness of other illegal activities: 53.3% of all respondents 
• Lack of information demonstrate 13.2% of government; 34.7% of 

rural populations, 13.6% of business  
Types of illegal logging 
 

• Illegal commercial timber harvesting linking with international 
markets is prevalent 

Damage done by illegal 
logging 

• Economic damage significant (score 3.63)  
• Environmental damage significant (score 3.98) 
• 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  4.02)  Businesses, media, 
NGOs and governmnent underlined it as a priority (4.7 -  4.0)    

• Fostering  a positive business climate is important (average score  
3.86). Businesses, media, NGOs and academia underlined it as a 
priority (4.3 -  4.0)  

• Reducing social tensions and conflict  is important (average score  
3.62).  

 
Source of information of illegal logging activities 
Media is the main 
source of information, 
57% of responses 

• TV and internet are equaly significant on the sub-national  and local 
level 

• Internet is the most significant on the national and sub-national  
levels   

The most significant 
source of information 
by stakeholders 

• Dev. Partners -  newspapers;    
• Government, NGOs, media, academia, rural populations  - internet;    
• Businesses, rural populations, academia   – TV 
 

2. Stakeholder perceptions of FLEG principles  Score 2014 to 2016 
from 65.84 to 69.05 

Robust legal 
framework is 
extremely important 

• Land tenure, ownership and use rights were the most important 
components of a good legal framework in 2014 

• Mechanisms to participate in forest planning, to influence forest policy 
were important in 2014 

• The importance of a legal framework has decreased for the period 
2014-2016 

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 had 
low score in 2014  

• The assessment of current legal structure has increased over the 
period 2014-2016 

Forest agency 
efficiency 

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

• Mechanisms within government to address cross-sectoral forest-
related policy, planning, or practice issues are assessed as slightly 
effective. Lowest score  decreasing from 2.7 to 2.3 in 2014-2016 

 
Stakeholder 
participation 

• Government support of civil society, indigenous people, and forest-
dependent communities in forest-related planning has the least - less 
extent with positive trend from 2.1 to 2.3 in 2014-2016 

• 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  with 
positive trend from 1.6 to 2.0 in 2014-2016  

• Less transparent system of tracking the revenues and expenditures 
with positive trend from 1.8 to 2.0 in 2014-2016 

• 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.  

• Inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for forests were 
not easily accessible to the public in 2014,  accessibility has increased 
in 2016 

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

Score 2014 to 2016  
from 16.23 to 17.55 

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 – 2014 to 17.55 - 2016 
Target technology for interventions: 

• Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / export data on wood and forest products  
• Application of customs codes  
• Crowdsourcing to increase public participation  

 
Target stakeholder groups to raise awareness of modern technology are: 

  •     Rural populations  •  Media  •  Academia  
 

According to the stakeholders interviewed in 2016, the media is the main source of information in each 
of the five countries: Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine and Russia (Table 9). 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, 2016.  

Q. 1.2                                       Country total  2016  

2016 
Newspapers 
TV  
Internet 

Official  
reports 

Personal  
observation 

Conversation  
with friends 
/colleagues 

 
∑ 

Ukraine  56.6% 8.1% 15.3% 20.0% 100% 
Russia  51.3% 10.6% 18.6% 19.5% 100% 
Moldova  18.0% 25.0% 16.3% 20.8% 100% 
Georgia  40.1% 14.9% 21.6% 23.0% 100% 
Belarus  62.1% 6.2% 13.0% 18.1% 100% 
Armenia  51.2% 17.2% 12.8% 15.8% 100% 
Azerbaijan  21.9% 13.5% 34.4% 30.2% 100% 
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TV is the most significant in six countries: in Russia on the national level, in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, 
Georgia and Ukraine on the sub-national level. Newspapers are less significant: in Belarus and Russia on 
the national level and in Moldova on both the national and sub-national level. Internet is the most 
significant in six countries: in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia on the national level and in Belarus on the 
sub-national level, in Russia and Ukraine on both levels. Personal observation and conversations are the 
main sources of information in Azerbaijan. Official reports are the main source of information in 
Moldova. 

21.9
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62.1

40.1
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51.3
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13.5
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14.9
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Table 10. The most significant source of media information by country and by level, 2016. 

2016 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 Local  

Newspapers 
 

    ♦    ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦   
TV 
  ♦  ♦  ♦  ♦   ♦ ♦  ♦ 
Internet 
 ♦  ♦   ♦ ♦    ♦  ♦ ♦ 
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List of Annexes 
 
Annex 1. Questionnaire in English.  

FLEG II FINAL STAKEHOLDER AWARENESS AND 
PERCEPTIONS SURVEY 

COUNTRY 

{fill in country name} 

 

N of questionnaire 

2016 GEO 1  

Fill-in a unique n for each questionnaire per 
template above 

 

 

Respondent’s socioeconomic information (all information and responses will be kept anonymous) 

 

Name/surname:  ____________________________________________________________________  

E-mail  ______________________________________________________________________________ 

Tel. No. _____________________________________________________________________________ 

Address: ____________________________________________________________________________ 

Age: _______________________________________________________________________________   

Sex: [1] Male  [2] Female 

Education:  

[1] less than high school;  

[2] high school;  

[3] college BA/BSc;  

[4] MA/MSc and beyond. 

Occupation:  __________________________________________________________________________ 
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Questionnaire for stakeholders 

Brief introduction about the purpose of the interview and the FLEG process and context. 

Introduction by an interviewer: 
 
Hello, I am representing (mention name of the interview organization). We are contracted by the World 
Bank to carry out a final round of the FLEG II STAKEHOLDER AWARENESS AND PERCEPTIONS SURVEY.  
 
This activity is part of the regional work of the FLEG II (ENPI East) Program and consists of two stages of 
works. The baseline survey was conducted in 2014 and as a result a baseline value was defined for the 3 
indicators. Now we are launching the final round in 2016. The purpose of this final round is to measure 
changes since 2014 of these three indicators and , overall, in awareness and perceptions of illegal logging 
and other FLEG issues in each of the 7 countries: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine 
and Russia.  
 
I'd like to ask your views on a number of different subjects. Your input will be treated strictly confidential.  
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1a. Key stakeholders’ knowledge of core illegal logging and forest 
governance issues 
 

1. Are you aware of illegal logging activities in the region/ area/ country?  

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

1.1. If yes, what is your source of information (check all that apply): 

1. Newspapers  

2. TV  

3. internet 

4. other media (specify) 

5. conversation with friends/colleagues 

6. personal observation. 

7.  Official sources of information (official reports) 

1.2 If yes, what types of illegal logging are you aware of:  

1. extraction of fuel wood by the rural population       

2.  commercial timber harvesting operations to supply domestic markets          

3. commercial timber harvesting operations to supply international markets     

4.  do not know.        

2. Are you aware of other illegal activities (such as harvesting of banned species and 
hunting of wildlife without permits) in the region/ area/ country?  

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

2.1. If yes, what is your source of information (check all that apply): 

1. Newspapers 

2. TV/internet 

3. other media (specify) 
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4. conversation with friends/colleagues 

5. personal observation. 

6. Official sources of information (official reports) 

3. 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 got respondent to answer, then the answer 
“Don’t know/No opinion” is applied with zero 
0 “Don’t know/No opinion”]: 

5 Very significant 
4  Significant 
3  neither 
significant/non 
insignificant 
2  Insignificant 
1  Very insignificant 
0 Don’t know/No 
opinion 

 

4. More generally, illegal logging and other forest-related illegal activities are a symptom of 
poor forest governance. In your opinion, how important is good forest governance to: 
a.  Fostering a positive business climate for responsible private sector actors?    [   ]    
(1-5) 
b. Ensuring sustainable forestry management (SFM) and conservation of biodiversity  

[   ]   (1-5) 
c. Reducing social tension and conflicts   [   ]   (1-5) 
 

Please rate on a scale of 1-5: 
5  Extremely  important 
4  Very important 
3  Fairly important 
2  Slightly important 
1  Not important 
0  Don't know/  No 
opinion 
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1b. Key Stakeholders awareness about the FLEG Declaration and FLEG 
activities 
5. Before you were given background information by the interviewer, were you aware of 
the St. Petersburg Declaration, signed in 2005? 

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

5.1 If yes, are you aware of any of the objectives of the Declaration? 

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

6. Are you aware of the FLEG-related activities in your country?  

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

6.1 If yes, which FLEG activities are you aware of (check all that apply):  

1. local,                            

2. national,                       

3. trans-boundary,          

4. regional and global?    

 

6.2 If yes, in your opinion, since how long have they been going on: 

1. less than 3 years 

2. between 3 and 5 years  

3. more than 5 years 4. Other please specify 

2. Key Stakeholders’ perceptions of FLEG principles  
(Five FLEG principles are postulated: a robust legal framework for forest management, a well 
resourced, well-staffed and effective forest agency, strong cross-sectoral coordination, broad 
stakeholder participation in decision-making and implementation and, transparency and free 
flow of information) 
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Robust legal framework 

7. How important are consistent and clear laws governing the use of forest resources, for 
achieving FLEG objectives?                (1-5)     [   ] 

Please rate on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being extremely important and 1 being unimportant: 

5  Extremely  important 
4  Very important 
3  Fairly important 
2  Slightly important 
1  Not important 
0  Don't know/  No 
opinion 

 

7.1. Please fill in the table below: 

Please rate each of the above on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being extremely important and 1 
being unimportant. 

5  Extremely  important 5 well 
4  Very important  
3  Fairly important  
2  Slightly important  
1  Not important 1 not well 
0  Don't know/  No 
opinion 

0 Don’t know/no 
opinion 

 

It is suggested that a good legal 
framework for forests should include the 
following attributes: 

 

How important 
is this, in your 
opinion? (1-5) 

How well does 
the current legal 
structure codify 
this attribute? 
(1-5) 

a. Ways for local communities to 
participate in forest related 
planning and decision-making 
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b. Formal mechanisms for people 
affected by forest policy to 
influence it 

 

  

c. Mechanisms for sharing forest 
revenues with local communities 

 

  

d. Recognition of traditional and 
indigenous rights to forest 
resources 

  

e. Clarity of land tenure, access 
rights and use rights  

  

f. Provide effective means to 
resolve disputes related to land 
tenure, ownership and use rights 

  

 

Forest agency effectiveness 

8. Do you think that the government’s forest agency has adequate capacity to address 
forest related illegal activities? 

Yes [] (2)                     No [] (1)                   Do not know [] (0) 

9. Agency capacity can be strengthened through:   

Please score the potential for improvement in each of the above options on a scale of 1 to 5, 
with 5 denoting no room for improvement and 1 denoting maximum room for improvement  

 

a. including effective measures for prevention, detection and suppression of forest crimes 
in the government’s forest law enforcement strategy  [   ]   (1-5) 
b. reinforcing inter- and intra-agency coordination to combat forest crime    [   ] (1-5) 
c. increasing foresters skills and resources to oversee the areas assigned to them [  ]  (1-5)    
d. Increased financial allocation to the control agencies  [   ]         [1-5] 
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Cross-sectoral coordination: 

10. Is FLEG a cross-sectoral issue requiring effective cooperation amongst many 
government agencies and other stakeholders?   

Yes [] (2)                         No [] (1)  Do not know [] (0) 

11. In your opinion, should land use policies be consistent with forest policy goals and 

priorities?                             

Yes [ ] (2)                     No [ ] (1)                   Do not know [] (0) 

12. In your opinion, is the training of customs officers on forest related illegalities a 

priority activity to combat illegal logging?                             

Yes [] (2)                     No [] (1)                   Do not know [] (0) 

 

13. How would you rate the existing mechanisms within the government to address cross-

sectoral forest-related policy, planning, or practice issues?                 [    ]  (1-5) 

Please, rate the mechanisms on a 5 point scale: 

 

Stakeholder participation 

14. What is the extent to which government supports the participation of civil society, 

indigenous people, and forest-dependent communities in forest-related planning and 

decision making? [    ]  (1-5) 

Please score on a 1 to 5 scale  
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15. To what extent is participation in forestry decision making processes gender sensitive? 

[    ]  (1-5) 

Please rate on a 1 to 5 scale  

 

16. Do forestry authorities, at all levels have the capacity to carry out consultations with 
stakeholders and to use the feedback in forest-related decision making? [    ]  (1-5) 

Please score on a 1 to 5 scale 

  

Transparency and flow of information 

17. Is there a transparent, credible and comprehensive system of tracking the revenues 
and expenditures in the forest sector?       [     ]   (1-5) 

Please, rate on a 5 point scale (1-5) 
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18. Are the lease- and sale-based forest allocation processes transparent and free of 
corruption?                                               [     ]   (1-5) 

 Please rate on a 5 point scale (1-5) 

 

19. Do you think the legal framework supports public access to information about forestry?  

Yes [] (2)         No [] (1)             Do not know [] (0) 

19.1. If yes, more specifically, are inventory data, management plans, laws, and budgets for 
forests easily accessible to the public in a user-friendly format?      

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

19.2 If yes, is it providing information on the health of protected areas and public parks? 

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

19.3 If yes, is it creating the enabling environment sufficient condition for stakeholders 
operating in the forest sector to function in an open and transparent manner?  

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

19.4 If yes, is it helping increase public awareness on the occurrence of illegal forest-related 
activities?              

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



 

50 
 

 

3. Decision makers’ awareness of modern technology and 
information to improve forest law enforcement and governance 
 
20.1. Are you aware of any of the following types of modern technology that have been 

implemented in the last years or under implementation? 

Modern technology and information systems Aware? 
Yes [2] 
 /No [1] 
 

Sub-
Nationa 
[1]l or 
National 
[2]? 

Functioning? 
Yes [2] /No 
[1] 

If 
functioning, 
since when? 
< 3 years [1] 
3-5 years [2] 
> 5 years [3] 

Chain of custody systems for timber (1)     
Forest certification systems (2)     
Online timber sales, licenses and auctions (3)     
Application of customs codes to facilitate 
accurate monitoring of timber and forest 
products trade.  
 Synthesis and sharing of this data through open 
international databases. (4) 

    

Satellite information and geographic 
information systems (GIS) (5) 

    

Crowdsourcing to increase public participation; 
for example, through mobile and online 
reporting of forest fires, illegal logging, etc.  (6) 

    

Gathering, synthesis and sharing of import / 
export data on wood and forest products and 
their integration into international open 
databases (7) 

    

 

Other please specify 

20.2. Has modern technology improved forest governance and law enforcement? 

Yes [ ] (2)  No [ ] (1)  Do not know [ ] (0) 

 

 

 

 

20.2.1. If yes, could you list specific examples where technology has had an impact on the 
target group/activity: 
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21. Further comments and suggestions on issues that this survey may have missed but 
which the respondent sees as critical for promoting the FLEG agenda in the country. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Conclusions of the Survey 

Interviewers thanks a respondent: 

Thank you very much for having taken the time to complete this questionnaire. The information 
on your perceptions is a very important input for the evaluation of FLEG issues awareness, as 
well as for the formulation of policy advice. 
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