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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
Anti-Corruption Council – Interagency coordination council for fighting the corruption.  

Anti-corruption framework document – for the audit purposes the term implies institutional 
and legislative framework, as well as those mechanisms and regulations, which are aimed at cor-
ruption prevention.

Secretariat – secretariat of the Anti-Corruption Council, Analytical Department of the Ministry 
of Justice of Georgia. 

Working group(s) – working groups of experts established under the Anti-Corruption Council. 

Strategy and Action Plan – National Anti-corruption strategy and action plan for implementing 
the strategy. 

Crime detection – revealing assumed person/persons by the investigation entities who commit-
ted crime. 

Bureau – LEPL Civil Service Bureau.

SSS – State Security Service. 

MIA – Ministry of Internal Affairs. 

TI – “Transparency International – Georgia”.

IDFI – Institute for Development of Freedom of Information.  

GYLA – Georgian Young Lawyer’s Association. 

OECD – Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. 

UNCAC – UN Convention against Corruption. 

IDI – INTOSAI Development Initiative. 
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Summarizing Overview  
Development of sound anti-corruption policy and its successful implementation is one of the 
prerequisites for securing the public administration reliability and efficiency. 

It is notable that Georgia has made significant progress towards fighting the corruption, what is 
reflected in many international ratings and surveys. 

In 2008, Georgia has joined UN anti-corruption convention and EU association agenda that en-
visages further improvement of anti-corruption mechanisms. The process of building institution-
al capacity of the organizations engaged in fighting the corruption and approximation with the 
better international practice continues. 

State Audit Office, with the aim to prevent corruption has conducted performance audit of the 
measures exercised in the public sector covering the period from 2015 through the first half of 
2018. 

In the scope of the subject audit, 2 key institutions have been studied according to anti-corrup-
tion framework, which, within the scope of own competence, are responsible for implementing 
anti-corruption measures at the national level: Anti-Corruption Council (in the part of the Minis-
try of Justice and Secretariat – planning policy, entities coordination and monitoring) and LEPL 
Civil Service Bureau – (issues related to the ethics of the public servant and declarations). 

The purpose of the audit is to evaluate efficiency and productivity of the state policy and under-
taken measures aimed at corruption prevention. 

In the opinion of the State Audit Office, corruption prevention measures at the national level 
require improvement and are characterized by the following shortcomings: 

•	 Basic procedures and mechanisms necessary for prevention of corruption are not thorough-
ly implemented at the public sector, which would facilitate practical implementation of the 
requirements established by the law. In particular, at 11 entities selected in the scope of the 
audit from the public service, corruption risks are not systematically evaluated and control 
mechanisms are not introduced, in order to prevent and reduce risks. Also, there are no sound 
mechanisms for practical management of the issues related to disclosure of the unethical 
conduct in the public sector, accepting valuable gifts, exposure and other significant issues. 

•	 Consequently, at the above-indicated 11 organizations, the indicator of disclosing corruption 
risks and unethical conduct is insignificant, what, on the other hand, complicates evaluation 
of the actual situation. 

•	 Civil Service Bureau does not impose monitoring on development and introduction of the 
code of ethics at the public sector. Correspondingly, shortcomings are not identified and 
their response measures are not reflected in the action plan. 
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•	 In the process of developing anti-corruption strategic plan, the evaluation of the risk by the 
council did not fully cover the public sector: in particular, by 2015, out of 16 ministries, only 8 
were members of the Anti-Corruption Council1. Correspondingly, in the process of develop-
ment of the strategic and action plans of the Anti-Corruption Council2 non-member minis-
tries did not evaluate risks existing in the sphere of their governance and did not communi-
cate with the council. 

   � �Also, in the period of audit, risk evaluation methodology document was not finalized, which 
would facilitate the parties engaged in the risk evaluation to assess corruption risks homoge-
neously. 

   �Statistical information on corruption offence is requested by the secretariat as needed. Ac-
cordingly, regularly updated, fully and homogeneous statistics are not produced on corruption 
offence, which would allow stakeholders to analyze corruption offence from different prospec-
tive (regional, institutional and occupational distribution, indicator of investigation etc.). Based 
on the statistics collected from the particular entities by the audit team, about 70% of regis-
tered corruption offence is attributed to the regions, however, out of 62 municipalities only 3 
were involved in the activities of the council in 2018 (In 2019, 13 municipalities were included 
in the council). Also, 2 researches held by the secretariat in the audit period, do not fully cover 
the analytical research needs in terms of corruption prevention.   

•	 Out of the targets envisaged by the action plans of the Anti-Corruption Council,3 34% were 
not fully accomplished, which does not give sufficient information on the status of imple-
mentation of the measures; in some cases, evaluation indicators are of general nature. 

   �With the aim to eradicate above-indicated shortcomings and approximate the corruption pre-
vention system in the public sector with the best international practice, the State Audit Office 
has issued the following recommendations: 

The Civil Service Bureau: 

•	 For the purpose of conducting sound analysis of the public servant ethics and conduct rules 
application/introduction in practice, should conduct monitoring of practical application of 
the code of ethics, also monitoring of development and practical application of the rules of 
conduct of the public servants, should ensure analysis of the indicated information and re-
flection of the improvement needs in the action plan. 

 

1 Thematic working groups are composed of the council members, which, on the other hand, determine strategic priorities in the 
spheres of their competence. 

2 This finding is topical for the following period policy documents. Out of 11 Ministries effective in 2019, 8 are members of the 
Anti-Corruption Council. 

3 Targets are sub-components of the measures to be exercised.  
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Ministry of Justice/Secretariat: 

•	 With the aim to develop maximally effective strategic and action plans, which shall adequate-
ly respond to the challenges of corruption prevention existing in the country, should ensure 
engagement and coordination of all stakeholders, implying: 

-	 Their participation in risk evaluation process.

-	 �Proactive use and analysis of statistics collected by various entities while developing the 
action plan. 

•	 In order to evaluate risk at the public sector, shall ensure development approval and intro-
duction of the risk evaluation methodology, also implementation of the analytical researches.

•	 For evaluating action plan and achieved results of the Council, shall ensure determination of 
targets and outcome indicators so that the evaluator shall have the opportunity to identify 
completeness of exercised measures and measure achieved result.

 

1.	
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1. Introduction

1.1 Motivation of the Audit 

Corruption with its essence is the abuse of power for gaining the personal benefit.4 Corruption 
reduces trust of public towards the state, creates hazard to the supremacy of the law, increases 
poverty and weakens institutional capacities. Eradication of the corruption is necessary for main-
tenance of the economic stability and development, for safety, human rights and environment 
protection for reduction of poverty and offence.5

The necessity of fighting corruption in the country was emphasized by the commitment under-
taken in the scope of EU association agreement, according to which the following are required: 

•	 Fighting corruption in the country and improvement of the preventive mechanisms;
•	 Continuation of the national anti-corruption strategy and action plan implementation;
•	 Reinforcement of the mechanisms needed for prevention of the conflict of interests etc. 

Also, in 2018 Georgia has become the chairman country of the “Open Governance Partnership” 
one of the key priorities of which is to fight corruption. 

State audit organizations can significantly contribute to corruption prevention by reinforcing 
fiscal transparency, ensuring compliance of the budget process with the law and making audit 
results public. 

In an effort to strengthen institutional capacity of the indicated organizations in terms of fighting 
corruption, the INTOSAI Development Initiative – IDI exercises the international project - The 
Global Programme on SAI Fighting Corruption 2015-2020.6 

The subject audit was held in the scope of the above-indicated project in a form of the International 
Parallel Audit7 which envisages evaluation of the anti-corruption environment at own countries by 
the Supreme Audit Institutions participating in the project and producing the uniform report.

1.2 Purpose and Key Question of the Audit 

In the framework of the audit, anti-corruption environment of the country has been studied, 
mechanisms created by the state in this direction and the implemented measures, which are 
aimed at prevention-reduction of the corruption risks at the institutional level. 

4 World Bank; the Civil Law Convention on Corruption by the Council of Europe; Transparency International, Anti-Corruption  
Glossary.

5 Anti-Corruption Summit – London 2016, Communique, May 12, 2016.

6 http://www.idi.no/en/idi-cpd/sai-fighting-corruption-programme.

7 In which more than 60 INTOSAI member states participated. 
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For this purpose, audit has responded to 2 questions: 

•	 How efficient is the anti-corruption framework existing in the country to ensure corruption 
prevention? 

•	 Does the Anti-Corruption Council have effective mechanisms to exercise activities with due 
quality? 

In the process of responding to these questions, shortcomings regarding the subject of the audit 
review have been identified and respective recommendations have been prepared, implemen-
tation of which will facilitate efficiency of the corruption prevention mechanisms and their rap-
prochement with the better practice. 

1.3 Evaluation Criteria 

Main sources of criteria used in the report are: 

•	 Law of Georgia “On Conflict of Interests and Corruption at the Public Institutions“ and other 
relevant legislative acts;

•	 Anti-corruption strategy and the action plan;
•	 Charter of the Anti-Corruption Council, internal regulations and reports;
•	 Evaluation reports of the international organizations (OECD, GRECO, TI);
•	 UN Convention against the Corruption (UNCAC);
•	 Manual on protection of whistleblower.

1.4 Scope of Audit and Methodology 

Audit covers the period from 2015 through the first half of 2018. In the scope of audit, the follow-
ing has been studied: 

•	 The process of practical introduction of the anti-corruption framework;
•	 Existing mechanisms for cooperation and information sharing of the bodies involved in the 

corruption prevention;
•	 Prerequisites, which are necessary for efficient functioning of the Anti-Corruption Council.

Objects of the audit: 

•	 Ministry of Justice of Georgia – chairman of the Anti-Corruption council is the Minister of 
Justice, Analytical Department of the Ministry of Justice exercises the activities of the secre-
tariat of the Council;

•	 Civil Service Bureau – within the scope of its activities, supports and is engaged in enforce-
ment of the anti-corruption policy of the country.

Delimitation: anti-corruption activities exercised by the individual ministry or other state or-
ganization at the level of particular organization has not been studied in the scope of the audit. 

Performance  Audit  REPORt    9



Also, audit does not directly deal with disclosure of the corruption offence and functions of investiga-
tion. 

Methodology: 

For the purpose to become familiar with the activities of the structures operating in the sphere of 
audit the interview has been conducted with the representatives of the Anti-Corruption Council, 
secretariat, Civil Service Bureau, entities furnished with the investigation functions and NGOs.8

The group followed effective anti-corruption legislative norms, for which has studied respective 
legislative base. 

Anti-corruption Council and Secretariat 

Inasmuch as UN Convention against Corruption determines main components of the national 
anti-corruption system, this document has been used as a general criteria, and anti-corruption 
framework document of Georgia has been analyzed following OECD evaluation reports and the-
matic documents.

In order to assess the activities of the Anti-Corruption Council (in the part of Ministry of Justice 
and secretariat), the following key documents have been studied: 

•	 Anti-corruption strategy and action plan;
•	 Annual reports of the activities of the Anti-Corruption Council;
•	 Progress reports on implementation of the anti-corruption action plan;
•	 Monitoring and evaluation reports of implementation of the anti-corruption action plan; 
•	 Monitoring framework of anti-corruption action plan;
•	 Guideline principles of leading activities of the Council, minutes of the meetings of the An-

ti-Corruption Council.

Civil Service Bureau

The audit team has studied activities of the Civil Service Bureau with regard to monitoring of 
property declaration of Government officials, also with regard to introduction of the public sec-
tor ethics and the general conduct rules. 

To this extent obligations of the Bureau envisaged by the anti-corruption strategy action plan, 
annual reports of the Bureau, code of ethics and guidelines prepared over various issues have 
been studied. 

8 Ministry of Internal Affairs, State Security Service, Office of the General Prosecutor Georgia, IDFI, GYLA.
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Questionnaire of the Entities 

In order to study disclosure of violations of corruption prevention mechanisms and ethics, norms 
regulating incompatibility of interests and corruption, the audit team, on the basis of relevant 
Articles of the law “On Public Service” and “Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service”9 
has prepared a questionnaire, which had been sent to 11 organizations.10 Audit team took into 
consideration the following factors while selecting the organizations: 

•	 Organizations whose audit results were sent to the Prosecutor’s Office by the State Audit Of-
fice due to presence of possible signs of offence envisaged by the Criminal Code;

•	 Large spending organizations, local self-governing cities and those LEPLs which provide dif-
ferent services to the state, physical and legal entities;

•	 Audit objects pertaining to different spheres entered in the audit plan of 2018 by the State 
Audit Office as a result of risk evaluation.

Statistics of Corruptive Offence 

Audit team has conducted quantitative analysis of the cases received from the Analytical Depart-
ment of MIA filed by the competent bodies in 2015-2017 through May 2018 and their opening 
statuses under respective Articles of the Criminal Code. 11 

The State Audit Office has asked respective bodies who are responsible for investigation of each 
case to confirm the above-indicated information.12 

With the object of regional distribution of the corruptive offence, audit team used the base pro-
vided by the Analytical Department of the MIA on the basis of which territorial distribution of 
more than 1000 cases has been determined. Due to lack of generally accepted classification of 
the corruptive offence, classification of these articles as corruptive offence has been done based 
on OECD – “Anti-Corruption Reforms in Georgia” fourth round evaluation report and agreed opin-
ion with respective security forces. 

9 See annex N3.

10 To the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure, Ministry of Defense, Ministry of Internally Displace Persons from 
the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs, LEPL – Service Agency of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. To LEPL Reve-
nues Service of the Ministry of Finance, LEPL – Service Agency of the Ministry of Finance, LEPL – Agency for Emergency Manage-
ment, Kutaisi Municipality City Hall, Rustavi Municipality City Hall, Poti Municipality City Hall, Tbilisi Municipality City Hall.

11 Crime envisaged by the “Criminal Code of Georgia“, according to Articles 1641, 182, 194, 220, 221, 332, 333, 337, 338, 339, 3391, 
340, 341, 355. For more details see annex 2. 

12 In the scope of the procedure, request was sent to the General Prosecutor’s Office of Georgia to confirm completeness and 
accuracy of the data related to investigated cases, however the information has not been confirmed by them. 
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2. General Information 

2.1 Anti-Corruption Practice 

According to the guidelines of the independent commission for fighting the corruption, state 
anti-corruption policy should accumulate regulations and mechanisms existing in this direction, 
determine respective goals and respective measures for reduction of the corruption risks at the 
responsible public entities.13

UN Convention against Corruption14 , which was enforced in 2005, taking into consideration 
its approaches, is the universal standard and covers wide spectrum of anti-corruption issues, 
among them: corruption prevention, corruption criminalization, international cooperation and 
reimbursement of assets generated as a result of the corruption. 

According to this convention, its signatory countries15 are committed to introduce such special-
ized institute(s), which will be responsible for corruption prevention and fighting through the 
law enforcers. 

Preventive functions may include the following functions or their part: 

•	 Ethical norms and in case of their breach, introduction of respective disciplinary responsibil-
ity (measures);

•	 Prevention of the conflict of interests;
•	 Introduction of the property declaration mechanisms, their monitoring and publicity; 
•	 State financial control;
•	 Anti-money laundering mechanisms;
•	 Regulations on public procurements and license/permit issuance;
•	 Availability of public information;
•	 Monitoring and control of funding political parties16.

In addition, the agency specialized in the corruption prevention has significant responsi-
bility in terms of developing and monitoring anti-corruption policy, exercising respective 
researches in this direction, as well as facilitating education and awareness of the public and 
public servants. 

13 Independent Commission against Corruption – Public Sector Anti-Corruption Framework Manual. 2009.

14 UNCAC.

15 Georgia has joined this convention in 2008. 

16 Specialized Anti-Corruption Institutions, Review of Models, Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 
  OECD, p. 10.
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2.2 Anti-Corruption Institutional Framework in Georgia 

The function of fighting corruption in Georgia is distributed among various state organizations. 
Bodies furnished with the corruption prevention and corruption offence investigation functions 
may be segregated from those. 

The diagram below shows those entities which are furnished with significant anti-corruption 
functions. 

Diagram 1. Anti-Corruption preventive and investigation functions 

* Comment: according to current regulations, authority of the Civil Service Bureau includes ensuring property dec-
laration publicity and monitoring. 

State Entities Furnished with Corruption Prevention Function 

In practice, corruption prevention may include many regulations and be related to many state 
entities, however, due to the interests of the audit, the report covers those preventive measures 
which are assigned to the specialized agencies for corruption prevention. These are: 

Anti-corruption Preventive Functions

Main EntitiesFunctions of Investigating 
Corruption Offenses

Restriction, revealing, 
investigation, criminal prosecution 

of corruption crimes

Main Entities

Introduction code of ethics, prevention of conflict of 
interests, ensuring property declaration publicity and 

monitoring* 

Investigation Unit of the Office of the Prosecutor 
General - Division of the Criminal Prosecution of 

Corruption Crimes

Development of anti-corruption policy

Anti-Corruption Agency of the SSS

Anti-Corruption Council

Civil Service Bureau

State financial control

Investigation Service of the Minister of Finance

Ministry of Finance

Monitoring and control of funding political parties

General Inspection of the Ministry of Defense

Audit Office

Public procurement cotrol

Investigation Department of the Ministry of Corrections

General Inspection of the Ministry of Justice

Procurements Agency
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•	 Exercising researches of corruption;
•	 Evaluating corruption risks;
•	 Monitoring and coordination of state anti-corruption strategy and action plans;
•	 Evaluation and preparation of respective legislation;
•	 Monitoring of regulations related to conflict of interests and property declaration;
•	 Development and introduction of the code of ethics;
•	 Training of public officials;
•	 Supporting international and public cooperation17.

Basic part of the above-indicated functions is distributed between two significant entities in 
Georgia – Civil Service Bureau and interagency coordination council for Fighting Corruption 
(hereafter – Anti-Corruption Council). 

Civil Service Bureau 
LEPL – main directions of the Civil Service Bureau (hereafter – Bureau) activities are: 

Diagram 2. Key directions of the Bureau activities 

In the scope of its activities, Bureau is supporting anti-corruption policy of the country, among 
them, the functions of the Bureau include: 

Developing draft ethical and disciplinary norms for the public officials: 

•	 Participating in the process of development and implementation of the state programs as 
well as particular measures for fighting corruption at the public services;

•	 Receiving, storing property declarations of the public officials, monitoring their publicity and 
compliance with the legislation18.

17 Specialized Anti-Corruption Institutions, Review of Models, Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 
  OECD, p. 33.

18 Law of Georgia “On Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service”, art. 12, part 2, clause “U”.

EMPLOYMENT
DECLARATIONS REFORM

Coordination of human 
resources management in the 
public service and providing 

methodical assistance

Collecting property 
declarations of government 

officials, ensuring their 
publicity and monitoring their 

compliance with legislation

Establishing an efficient and 
effective public service within 

the framework of public service 
reform
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Interagency Coordination Council for Fighting Corruption 

Interagency coordination council for fighting corruption (hereafter – Anti-Corruption Council) 
was established in 2008 for the purpose to facilitate development of the anti-corruption state 
policy in the country and fight corruption in a coordinated manner. 

 The composition of the council is determined by the GoG and in addition to the state body rep-
resentatives, its members may be NGOs and international organization representatives, indepen-
dent experts, also, representatives of the non-commercial legal persons performing activities in 
the respective field and the scientists.19

As of 2018,20 there are 55 members of the council, out of which 17 are NGOs and international 
organization representatives, 6 from local self-government. Minister of Justice is the chairman of 
the Anti-Corruption Council.21 Main tasks of the council are: 

Diagram 3. Main tasks of the Anti-Corruption Council 

Activities of the Anti-Corruption Council are distributed among three main entities: the council 
itself, secretariat of Anti-Corruption Council (secretariat) and experts working group (working 
group). 

19 Law of Georgia “On Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service”, Article 121, clauses: 3, 4.

20 May 2018.

21 Resolution of GoG as of December 30, 2013 №390 “On Approval of the Composition and Charter of the Inter Agency Coordi-
nation Council for Fighting Corruption”, Article 1. 

Determining general policy for fighting corruption. 

Development of the anti-corrpution strategy and its implementation action plan, 
periodical revision and monitoring of implementation and evaluation of teh plan.

Taking into considerations recommendations of the respective international 
organizations in the process of development and implementation of teh anti 
corruption strategy and its action plan.

In the process of development of the anti corruption strategy and its 
implementation action plan, coordinating interagency activities for the purpose 
to facilitate implementation of respective measures.

Ensuring performance of recommendations prepared by the international 
organizations, preparing state report on their implementation and providing 
information. 
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The function of the secretariat is assumed by the Analytical Department of the Ministry of Justice, 
which ensures analytical and organizational support of the working groups established under the 
Anti-Corruption Council and itself, also administers activities of the Anti-Corruption Council. 

Working groups established under the Anti-Corruption Council are composed of the representatives 
from the state entities, NGOs and private sector. Unlike from the Council, which is mainly composed 
of the deputy ministers (higher circle), the group of experts include officials of the intermediary unit. 
Meetings of the working groups, due to its specifics, are more intensive than the council meetings. 

Diagram 4. Anti-Corruption Council structure and functions 

According to Anti-Corruption Council charter, meetings of the council are held at least twice a 
year.22 

Development of anti-corruption strategic documents 

The purpose of anti-corruption strategy is to develop and introduce uniform anti-corruption pol-
icy. Consistent with the priorities determined based on this document, strategy implementation 
action plan is being developed. 

 For achievement of the goals set out in the strategy, the action plan envisages the following: 

•	 Priorities;
•	 Performance indicators;
•	 Anticipated results and risks;
•	 Tasks and targets;

22 Resolution of GoG N 390 as of December 30, 2013 “On Approval of the Composition and Charter of the Anti-corruption Inter-
agency Coordination Council”, Article 6, sub clause 3. 

-Function of the secretariat
-Support of secretariat and 
working groups
-Monitoring and evaluation of 
the plan

Anti-Corruption 
Interagency Council

-Anti-corruption state policy
-Anti-corruption strategy and action plan

Working 
Group

-Anti-corruption measures
-Reports, proposals

Analytical 
Department
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•	 Implementing and partner organizations; 
•	 Financial resources; 
•	 Performance time for each target.

Anti-corruption strategy along with the action plan is renewed once in 2 years. In the process of de-
veloping these documents, representatives of Anti-Corruption Council member organizations, do-
nor/international organizations, NGOs sector and independent experts are involved. In the format of 
the working group, representatives of the above-mentioned organizations develop those measures, 
which during upcoming 2 years will be implemented in the scope of eth anti-corruption action plan. 
Developed documents shall be submitted to the Anti–Corruption Council for approval. 

Monitoring and Evaluation of Anti-corruption Strategic Documents 

The secretariat has also developed methodology for monitoring and evaluation of the anti-cor-
ruption strategic documents23 which aims at evaluating the implementation process of the ac-
tivities envisaged by the anti-corruption strategy and by its implementation action plan, also 
achieved results, their efficiency and revealing existing shortcomings. 

Monitoring and evaluation mechanism includes 3 components: 

1. Report on progress and framework for anti-corruption action plan monitoring;
2. Monitoring report;
3. Evaluation report.

Diagram 5. Anti-Corruption Council reporting and periodicity 

23 Anti-corruption strategic documents performance monitoring and evaluation methodology: approved by the Interagency 
Coordination Council for fighting corruption04.03.2015.

Strategic documents and action 
plans

Monitoring report (1 year)
Evaluation report (2 year)

Progress report (6 month)
Monitoring framework (6 month)

Anti-Corruption Council     

Secretariat 

Working Group 
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Progress report which is produced once in every 6 months by the working groups for respective 
entities, reflects the process of performance of measures by the entity determined by the action 
plan during the reporting period and the achieved results. In line with the progress report, in ev-
ery 6 months, the responsible working groups also prepare framework document for monitoring 
of the current action plan. 

Monitoring framework envisages baseline data, the outcomes determined for measures 
planned in the scope of each priority, particular terms and determines the structure of monitor-
ing. Firstly, the information is indicated in the monitoring framework by the responsible entity, 
which per each measure, evaluates both achieved progress as well as the existing challenges. 
Afterwards, monitoring framework and progress report are delivered to the representatives of 
the NGOs which are members of the Anti-Corruption Council, who on the other hand evaluate 
the progress of each measure. The final monitoring results are processed and the rating/status is 
assigned by the Secretariat and then submitted to the Anti-Corruption Council.

Monitoring report represents the anti-corruption action plan monitoring component. The re-
port reflects the process of performance of the measures determined by the action plan by the 
responsible entities and the achieved results. The report is based on the progress report sub-
mitted by the responsible entities to the secretariat in every six months regarding implemented 
measures, also on the results achieved by means of monitoring framework. 

Evaluation report is the component of the action plan evaluation and is aimed at evaluating 
results achieved by the responsible entities by means of the determined measures and their ef-
ficiency during 2 reporting years. As a result of the report, existing situation, shortcomings and 
challenges can be revealed which are related to each priority trend. The report is prepared by the 
secretariat and is submitted to the council members. 
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Audit Findings 

3. Prerequisites Existing for Corruption Prevention  

3.1 Structural shortcomings of Implementation of the Anti-Corruption 
Legislation 

The law on corruption establishes key principles for prevention, revealing and restriction of con-
flict of interests and corruption at the public service as well as responsibility of the offenders.24 
This law regulates the following directions: 

Diagram 6. Spheres of the law regulation   Developing  Anti-­Corruption  Environment  in  the  Country  |2020                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

State  Audit  Office  of  Georgia  |  Performance  Audit  Report                                                                                                                                                                18  

  

Breach  of  the  norms  of  the  indicated  law  may  incur  disciplinary,  administrative  and  criminal  
responsibility.   The   law   defines   principles,   which   by   means   of   the   preventive   mechanisms  
ensures  reduction  of  the  risks  of  corruption  at  the  public  service.    

For  observance  of  the  above-­indicated  principles  that  are  addressed  by  the  law,  the  following  
persons  are  responsible  within  the  scope  of  their  competences:    

› Head  of  the  public  entity;;  
› Public  official;;  
› Civil  Service  Bureau;;    
› Anti-­Corruption  Council.      

    

At the Organization Level  

Head of the Public Entity  

Head  of  the  organization  is  responsible  for  the  corruption  prevention  at  the  institutional  level  
and  compliance  of  activities  with  the  ethical  requirements.  Namely,  according  to  the  law  “On  
Public  Internal  Financial  Control”,  head  of  the  respective  public  entity  is  responsible  for  risk  
identification,  evaluation  and  management  at  the  organization  (among  them  corruption  risk).    

Head  of   the  entity   is  obliged   to   introduce  such   financial  management  and  control   system  at  
the   organization,   which   will   facilitate   legitimate   and   efficient   guidance   of   the   activities,  
secure  assets   and  ensure   reliability  of   the   significant   information.  Head  of   the  entity   is   also  
obliged  to  make  available  and  introduce  to  the  servants  of  the  respective  public  entity  general  
and  special  rules  of  conduct  by  the  public  officials.    

Public Official     

Public  official  should  conduct  its  activities  on  the  basis  of  Georgian  legislation.  In  the  scope  
of  the  law  on  corruption,  he/she  is  obliged  to  observe  general  and  special  rules  on  restricting  
action,   occupational   incompliance,   conduct   of   public   officials,   also   perform   assigned  

Restriction of the actions of the public official 

Occupational incompliance  

General rules on public official behaviour   

Declaring and publishing  economic interests   

Responsibility for violation of the requirements of this 
 law  

Protection of the wistle-blower   

Breach of the norms of the indicated law may incur disciplinary, administrative and criminal re-
sponsibility. The law defines principles, which by means of the preventive mechanisms ensures 
reduction of the risks of corruption at the public service. 

For observance of the above-indicated principles that are addressed by the law, the following 
persons are responsible within the scope of their competences: 

•	 Head of the public entity;
•	 Public official;
•	 Civil Service Bureau; 
•	 Anti-Corruption Council. 

24 Law of Georgia “On Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service”” Article 1. 
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At the Organization Level 

Head of the Public Entity 

Head of the organization is responsible for the corruption prevention at the institutional level 
and compliance of activities with the ethical requirements. Namely, according to the law “On 
Public Internal Financial Control”, head of the respective public entity is responsible for risk iden-
tification, evaluation and management at the organization (among them corruption risk). 

Head of the entity is obliged to introduce such financial management and control system at the 
organization, which will facilitate legitimate and efficient guidance of the activities, secure assets 
and ensure reliability of the significant information. Head of the entity is also obliged to make 
available and introduce to the servants of the respective public entity general and special rules 
of conduct by the public officials. 

Public Official 

Public official should conduct its activities on the basis of Georgian legislation. In the scope of 
the law on corruption, he/she is obliged to observe general and special rules on restricting ac-
tion, occupational incompliance, conduct of public officials, also perform assigned occupational 
obligation fairly and in good faith. Public official must pay attention to any existing, or possible 
incompatibility of interests and undertake respective measures. 

At the National Level 

Specialized Entities 

Specialized entities have special function in the framework of anti-corruption institutional frame-
work due to the fact that their activities at the national level are aimed at corruption prevention 
and are not limited to particular public organizations. 

Correspondingly, in order to successfully determine the policy at the national level and create 
prerequisites for corruption prevention at the public sector, they need to possess full information 
over the issues pertaining to their competence in the public sector. 

Such issues are: mechanisms existing at the public sector for prevention of corruption and mon-
itoring of their efficiency, status of implementation of the code of ethics etc. 

Control Mechanisms Existing in Terms of the Corruption Risk Require Improvement 

Audit team, by means of the questionnaire evaluated corruption risks at 11 selected public 
entities. The purpose of this inquiry was to reveal status of introduction of the internal control 
mechanisms aimed at corruption prevention as envisaged by the law on corruption at the public 
entities. Presence of these mechanisms means revealing, studying cases envisaged by diagram 
N6 and imposing disciplinary responsibility measures (these mechanisms could be functioning 
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as particular structural units, also in a form of granting particular authorities by the head of the 
organization to particular units/employees). 

The result of inquiry demonstrated that at the selected entities baseline preventive mechanisms 
of corruption are partially introduced. 

Diagram 7. Structural units at the selected 11 entities responsible for revealing and studying the 
corruption prevention norm violations and imposing responsibility 

More details: at those public entities, which noted that they have the structural unit responsi-
ble for revealing and studying corruption signs, majority indicates Internal Audit Department or 
General Inspection (table 1). 

Table 1. Structural units responsible for revealing and studying corruption signs at selected 11 
public entities 

Selected Entity 
Responsible Structural Entity  

Revealing Studying 

Ministry of Defense General Inspectorate General Inspectorate 

Ministry of Infrastructure Internal Audit Department Internal Audit Department 

Ministry of Health Care X Internal Audit Department

Revenues Service Professional Ethics and Monitoring 
Department  

Professional Ethics and Monitoring 
Department  

Service Agency (Ministry of Finance) X X

Service Agency (MOIA) X X

Emergency Management Service X X

Tbilisi City Hall X Internal Audit and Monitoring City 
Service 

Kutaisi City Hall Internal Audit Department Internal Audit Department 

Rustavi City Hall Structural Units of the City Hall Internal Audit Service of Rustavi City 
Hall

Poti City Hall X X

Structural unit 
responsible for 

revealing

Structural unit responsible for 
studying

Yes No

Person/Structural unit 
responsible for imposing 

responsibility
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As seen from the table above, out of selected 11 entities, only 2 has indicated relevant re-
sponse regarding the person/structure responsible for revealing corruption signs. Results of 
the questionnaire also indicate incorrect awareness of the functions of the internal audit (as 
mentioned above, in the scope of managerial responsibility, evaluation of this kind of risks 
and introduction of respective mechanisms is the obligation of the organization manage-
ment).25

The inquiry revealed that the strategy of the significant part of the selected entities does not 
include corruption eradication goals, corruption risk evaluation and analysis is not conducted at 
the entities. 

In 4 cases out of 11, organizations have not developed code of ethics, training of staff on general 
and special rules on conduct has been carried out at only 3 entities. 

Table 2. Result of inquiry of selected 11 public entities 26

Selected entity If there a code of 
ethics provided 

Does the entity 
strategy include 

corruption 
eradication goals 

Number of trained 
staff in the issues of 
general and special 
rules of conduct 26

Is corruption risk 
evaluation and 

analysis conducted 
at the public entities  

Ministry of Defense yes yes 37 no

Ministry of 
Infrastructure no yes 93 no

Ministry of Health 
care no no 0 yes

Revenues service yes no 3200 no

Service agency 
(Ministry of 
Finances) 

yes yes 4 no

Service agency (MIA) yes no 0 no

Emergency 
Management 
Service 

no yes 0 no

Tbilisi City Hall yes yes 0 yes

Kutaisi City Hall no yes 0 no

Rustavi City Hall yes yes 0 no

Poti City Hall yes no 0 no

At the selected entities, weaknesses of those particular control mechanisms have been revealed 
by means of which corruption risks have to be prevented. See examples below: 

25 Law of Georgia “On Public Internal Financial Control”

26 2015, 2016, 2017 years and the first half of 2018.
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Taking into consideration public service and corruption laws, public officer is obliged 
within one month after appointment and afterwards until February 1 of each subse-
quent year, to address the human resources management unit of respective public 
entity with the respective written application indicating related persons’ identifica-
tion and other information reflecting their connection. 

Human Resources Management Unit should reflect this information in the respective 
registry. The purpose of maintaining registry is to reveal possible incompatibility of 
interests and other corruptive risks in case of necessity. 

As a result of inquiry it was identified that out of selected 11 entities27  none have 
introduced the indicated mechanism which creates risk that incompatibility of inter-
ests and other significant corruptive risks may not be revealed and prevented at the 
public entity.  

 

Taking into consideration the norms of the law on corruption it is recommended that 
the state entity reviews exposure application within one month after its submission, 
according to the rule determined by Georgian legislation and own charter.  

Charter or respective act of none of inquired public entities do not include the rule on 
review of application on exposure. 

The rule on exposure application review introduced at the public entity increases trust of 
the public servant (whistleblower) to the structure and also ensures raising awareness of 
the employees with regard to exposure mechanism.  The circumstance that as a result of 
inquiry at the selected 11 entities in the first half of 2018, only one case of exposure was 
identified, may be indicative of the exposure mechanism weakness. 

According to the law on corruption, when the public servant does not know whether 
he/she has the right to accept offered gift or benefit, he/she is obliged to make dec-
laration at the respective structural unit or entity.

If the indicated gift does not meet the criteria defined by the law, the official must 
within 3 days inform immediate supervisor in writing and the entity should maintain 
registry where the facts of prevention of the gift or service receipt norm violations are 
recorded.

However, at half of the inquired public entities, there is no such person or structural unit, 
which would consult public servant with regard to above indicated issue, and none of the 
inquired entities conducts the registry of acceptance of prohibited gifts or benefits. 

27 According to the law, this norm/regulation does not apply to LEPLs.
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3.2 Disclosing Breach of Ethics, Conflict of Interests and Incompatibility 
Norms 

In the framework of the indicated questionnaire, the audit team has also studied indicators of 
revealing violations of norms regulating ethics, restriction of action, conflict of interests and in-
compatibility at the selected public entities. 

The level of revealing violations of the indicated regulatory norms at the selected public entities 
is low. 

Diagram 8. Facts of violation of occupational incompatibility norms and general rules on con-
duct disclosed by the selected 11 public entities (first half of 2018)

Diagram 9. Facts of violations of action restricting norms revealed by 11 selected public entities 
(first half of 2018)28 

28 Selected organizations are of different size and have different activity specifics. At LEPL – Revenues Service about 3800 em-
ployees are occupied, at The Ministry of Health – 3300, at LEPL – Service Agency – 600. 

Ministry of Defense
Ministry of Infrastructure

Ministry of Health care
Revenue service 

Service agency (MOF)
Service agency (MIA)
Emergency situations

Tbilisi City Hall
Kutaisi City Hall
Rustavi City Hall

Poti City Hall

Ministry of Defense
Ministry of Infrastructure

Ministry of Health care
Revenue service 

Service agency (MOF)
Service agency (MIA)
Emergency situations

Tbilisi City Hall
Kutaisi City Hall
Rustavi City Hall

Poti City Hall
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Revenue Service 

Analysis of the results demonstrated that at LEPL Revenue Service (hereafter – Revenue Service) 
corruption preventive mechanisms work better than at other 11 public entities. Revenue Service 
has the Department of Professional Ethics and Monitoring, which reveals studies and evaluates 
violations of rules of ethics and conduct. 

3,200 persons were trained in general and special rules of conduct at the Revenue Service, and 
the indicator of disclosing general norms of ethics and conduct is higher compared to other en-
tities. 

The above-indicated control mechanisms envisaged by the law on corruption are significant and 
minimal prerequisites for prevention of corruption at the public entities by means of which con-
trol mechanisms oriented on particular targets are introduced at the public entities. Results of 
inquiries indicate inadequacy and weakness of control mechanisms existing for the purpose of 
corruption prevention at the selected entities. 

Given that this result is systematic, it is important to study and evaluate the implementation of 
the anti-corruption framework in public agencies periodically by specialized agencies responsi-
ble for the prevention of corruption in the country.

Results of the evaluation should be envisaged in the anti-corruption policy documents such as 
anti-corruption strategy and action plan. 

Performance  Audit  REPORt    25



4. Specialized Entities Responsible for the Corruption 
Prevention  

4.1 Anti-Corruption Framework in Different Countries   

Comparative researches conducted by OECD include diverse approaches and solutions which 
are summarized in the following 3 basic models of specialized anti-corruption institute:29

•	 Multifunctional agency with law enforcement power and preventive functions;
•	 Law enforcement entities and departments/units;
•	 Mainly – preventive, policy making and coordinating institute; law enforcement agencies/

departments.

The first model integrates into one institute preventive, investigation and awareness functions. 

Law enforcement entity model also may include corruption prevention and coordination func-
tions, however, is distinguished from the preventive model mainly by different degree of inde-
pendence and visibility, which as a rule, is integrated in the structure of the already existing se-
curity force entities. 

Preventive agency model (to which the system existing by the period of audit is closer) is more 
diverse and includes various institutes – with different degree of independence and structure.30

The document emphasizes coordination, monitoring and research as they are necessary func-
tions to introduce sound national anti-corruption strategy. 

Anti-corruption agencies, aiming to reduce the risk at the public entities, use different methods 
and instruments at different countries. One of the most widely spread and successful means is 
entity of the structural unit responsible for introduction of the program of ethics,31 which 
in close cooperation with the anti-corruption agency facilitates entity of fair, ethical and respon-
sible environment and conduct among employees and respective institutions. 

Anti-corruption agencies, in order to evaluate the existing situation at the public entities, use the 
questionnaire prepared on the topics of good faith, which are filled by the persons responsible 
for the program of ethics with relevant periodicity. 

By means of such questionnaire, corruption risks are evaluated at the public entities and weakness-
es of mechanisms existing for their prevention are revealed. Correspondingly, by relying on the re-
sults of this questionnaire, anti-corruption agency, in coordination with the responsible entity, shall 
develop national anti-corruption policy documents, among them anti-corruption scheme. 

29 OECD – Specialized Anti-Corruption Agencies, p. 24.

30 Preventive model key functions are described in sub chapter − 2.2.1.

31 Integrity and Prevention of Corruption Act, Slovenia. p. 40.
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4.2 Role of the Civil Service Bureau in the Process of Supporting 		
Anti-Corruption Policy 

Code of Ethics 

According to 2015-2016 anti-corruption action plan32 the Bureau was responsible for improve-
ment of the norms regulating ethics, conflict and incompatibility of interests of the public offi-
cials, the Bureau, for this purpose, has exercised various measures, among them: 

•	 Norms regulating disciplinary responsibility procedure and basis of the public officials have 
been developed;

•	 By indicating respective sanctions, general rules of ethics and conduct of the public officials 
have been developed and their enforcement mechanisms have been established.

In the framework of the latter effort, draft resolution for “Determining General Rules of Ethics 
and Conduct at the Public Entity” (hereafter – code of ethics), guidelines and practical man-
ual have been developed. The indicated code of ethics was approved by the government in 
2017. The purpose of the code of ethics is to create ethical environment at the public entity 
and introduce professional standards of the public official which will facilitate development 
of fair, unbiased and collegial public entity, also increase trust of public towards the public 
service.33 

Code of ethics along with other issues determines the following issues regulated in the scope of 
the law on corruption at the public sector: 

•	 Good faith at the public sector; 
•	 Abuse of power; 
•	 Conflict of interests; 
•	 Rotating door (movement of public officials among private and public sectors);
•	 Nepotism;
•	 Disclosure;
•	 Gift.

The Bureau, with the aim to study practice related to disclosing unethical conduct and evalu-
ate the exposure mechanism efficiency, in 2017 requested information from the public entities34 
about the number of unethical conduct cases disclosed at the organizations. 

As a result of inquiry by the Bureau, 1083 unethical conduct cases have been revealed in the 
public sector according to 2017 data. 

32 Action plan of following 2017-2018 years envisaged training of the managers for the purpose to introduce uniform system of 
evaluation at the public service on the issues of ethics, conflict of interest and incompatibility, conducting trainings for the public 
servants and officials.

33 Guidelines of ethics and general rules on conduct at the public entities, Civil Service Bureau. 

34 Administration of the President of Georgia, Parliament of Georgia, Ministries/Sub-Agencies, Autonomous Republics, Courts, 
Self-Governments, Independent Organizations, where the activities are considered as public service. 

Performance  Audit  REPORt    27



However the Bureau has not studied/analyzed the issue as to which unethical conduct catego-
ry (envisaged by the law) relates to the aforementioned circumstances and to what extent are 
norms envisaged by the law on corruption and code of ethics enforced at the country level. 

Bureau, in the scope of its responsibilities, should evaluate the state of introduction of those 
mechanisms at the public entities, which are determined by the code of ethics and the law on 
corruption. 

Such evaluation will facilitate Bureau to reveal weaknesses existing in the direction of conflict 
and incompatibility of interests at the public sector based on which the Bureau should develop 
measures to be introduced in the anti-corruption action plan. Evaluation of the corruption risks 
at the public sector increases the role of the Bureau in developing anti-corruption policy. 

 
Prohibited Gift 

According to the information presented in chapter 3 of the report, accounting of the cases of 
accepting expensive gifts by the public servants and ensuring compliance of such cases with 
the law is characterized by number of shortcomings. 

According to the information provided by the Bureau, they have not received any application on 
prohibited gifts from 2015 through first half of 2018, which coincides with the audit evaluation 
results – there is no preventive mechanism regarding prohibited gift at the selected public enti-
ties. 

Property Declarations of the Public Officials 

From January 1, 2017, Bureau conducts monitoring of the property declarations of the officials. 
According to the instructions of monitoring35 declarations of officials randomly selected by the 
electronic system, justified written applications and declarations selected by the independent 
commission are subject to inspection. 

According to the law on corruption, number of randomly selected declarations and those select-
ed by the independent commission in each case should not exceed 5 % of the total number of 
the officials. 

Since the law establishes upper and lower threshold for checking declarations, theoretically it is 
possible to check symbolic number (very few) of declarations per year.36 

It is notable that 5% of the indicated declarations are selected not based on risk based approach, 
but on random selection basis. Electronic system of declarations monitoring allows seeking in-
formation necessary for checking accuracy and completeness of data declared by the official 

35 Resolution N 81 as of February 14, 2017 of GoG “On Approval of the Instructions for Monitoring Property Conditions of the 
Government Official”. 

36 However, 5% is checked systematically. 
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on property conditions at the electronic databases administered by the public entities.37 Sys-
tematized, risk based selection approach in the declarations monitoring process increases the 
possibility that among selected 5% will be those officials whose property declarations include 
substantial inaccuracy. 

4.3  National Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan Development Process  

Determining the national anti-corruption strategy and developing the action plan are one of the 
key issues of the national anti-corruption policy. 

According to information provided by secretariat of Anti-Corruption Council, anti-corruption 
strategic documents are developed in the following way: 

At the initial stage, the secretariat performs systemic evaluation of risk, which relies on the best 
international experience, recommendations of the international organizations and evaluation of 
performance of previous years’ strategic and action plans. 

At the second stage, development of anti-corruption policy documents continues with the 
request to the working group existing in the scope of Anti-Corruption Council, to submit an-
ti-corruption measures in the scope of specialization and competence, which are advisable to 
be planned and implemented in the period of the upcoming action plan (commitments are pre-
sented by the state and NGOs representatives of the working groups).

According to working group meetings (bilateral and multilateral) and electronic communication, 
draft anti-corruption policy documents will be developed. In this process, the function of the 
secretariat is to facilitate inclusion of the significant commitments in the action plan, to reflect 
the recommendations of the existing international and NGOs organizations and challenges iden-
tified through the analysis made by the secretariat in the new plan. 

Anti-Corruption Council relies on complex approach to the corruption and develops anti-corrup-
tion policy documents based on the coordination between the state entities: development of 
efficient anti-corruption policy requires joint and agreed efforts of the public entities. 

According to the national anti-corruption strategy, uniform approach, close coordination and 
exchange of information between the state entities is highly important for the purpose of plan-
ning, implementing successful preventive policy and achieving set goals.

2015-2016 anti-corruption strategy included 13 priorities, anti-corruption strategy of the follow-
ing period and 2017-2018 action plan covered 16 priority spheres. 

It is notable that anti-corruption strategy is gradually expanding, priorities are added as well as 
participant public sector organizations. 

37 Public Service Development Agency, National Agency of Public Registry, Service Agency of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, 
Revenue Service, State Procurements Agency.
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Prerequisites for Preparation of the High Quality Anti-Corruption Documents 

Risk Evaluation 

Results of risk evaluation should serve as basis for development of the anti-corruption priori-
ty, strategy and plan. Risk evaluation should facilitate Anti-Corruption Council for full, unbiased 
evaluation and disclosure of the anti-corruption risks vested in the entire public sector, on the 
grounds of which anti-corruption action plan has to be developed and evaluated. 

According to 2015-2016 action plan, in July 2016 the secretariat should have submitted to the 
council the methodology for evaluation of the corruption risks. This activity was shifted to 2017-
2018 action plan, however according to the information provided by the secretariat during the 
audit period, corruption risk evaluation methodology was not ready.38 

This is especially important taking into consideration circumstances described in chapter 3 of the 
present report. 

 
Engagement of the Public Sector in the Risk Evaluation 

Risk should be evaluated with participation of all significant spheres of public administration to 
avoid omission of the substantial risk spheres. 

Experts working groups are functioning in the framework of the council, which are staffed by 
public, NGOs and international organization representatives, according to 9 thematic directions. 

In 2015-2016, representatives of the following entities were not listed among the council mem-
bers: 

•	 Ministry of Corrections;
•	 Ministry of Agriculture;
•	 Ministry of Energy;
•	 Ministry of Culture and Monuments Protection;
•	 Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories, Accommodation and 

Refugees;
•	 Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
•	 Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources Protection ;
•	 Ministry of Sports and Youth.

Accordingly, in the said period out of 16 ministries, representatives of 8 ministries did not partic-
ipate in the process of determining priorities and developing action plan. 

It is notable that as a result of the structural changes made by the government, ministries were 
restructured. Out of 11 ministries in 2019, 3 were not members of the council. 

38 Risk evaluation document was sent to the council members by the end of 2019, its approval is anticipated in 2020. 
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Statistical Information, Coordination and Analytical Researches 

Corruption offence statistics is one of the prerequisites of planning anti-corruption policy. 

During the audit period, the secretariat as needed (to conduct own analysis, to provide to the 
international organizations etc.) requested from various entities corruption offence statistics, 
which mainly included the following information: 

1. Total and article-based amount of corruption offence per years; 

2. Number of corruption offence cases filed at the district (city) courts, number of not-guilty and 
guilty verdicts39;

3. Number of prosecuted persons.

In order to exercise the detailed analysis, audit team requested from respective bodies and 
processed statistics on corruptive offence, according to which in the country in 2015-2017 
there were 1,740 cases of corruption offences registered by the respective investigation bod-
ies. 

The purpose of this procedure was, in line with gathering of the general statistics of the cor-
ruption offence, to analyze its structure according to regional, institutional, occupational etc. 
type of offence. Such detailed analysis would allow the audit team to evaluate the dynamics 
of offence per particular regions, entities and circle of officials, also at the level of control 
mechanisms. 

Audit team did not receive detailed statistics of the corruption offences in the indicated form, 
and based on the study of brief descriptions of about 1,000 individual cases provided by the An-
alytical Department of the MIA, calculated only the regional distribution of the offences.  

The audit team was not able to count corruption offence facts in the state entities, also was not 
able to identify employees of which class and structural sub-divisions represent risk group, what 
control mechanisms are in place at those entities where there are frequent cases of the corrup-
tion offences, the extent of damage incurred to the state etc. 

 As of April 2018, out of 1,740 cases registered in 2015-2017, 12% was detected. 

 

39 The period of court hearing and that of committing an offence may be differing
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Diagram 10. Registered and detected corruptive offence cases (2015-2017) 

Distribution of the corruptive offence per entities is provided on the diagram below: 

Diagram 11. Statistics of corruptive offence per entities during 2015-2017 

Audit team has distributed corruptive offence statistics per regions.40 The analysis demonstrated that 
70% of corruptive offence is registered in the regions. Nevertheless, priority – facilitation of the corrup-
tion prevention at the municipalities was set in 2016 following OECD recommendations and by 2018, 
out of 62 self-governing units only 3 were involved in the uniform anti-corruption policy implemen-
tation, by the end of 2019, 13 municipalities were involved in the activities of the council. 

In 2015, division of the criminal prosecution of corruption crimes was established at the General 
Prosecutor’s office of Georgia one of the key tasks of which is to investigate facts of offence relat-
ed to corruption at full scale and prosecute.41

40 In 2015-2017, for about 70% of totally registered cases, regions were differentiated. 

41 Out of 36 cases filed by the Bureau in 2015-2017 none were opened by the end of 2018. 

Registered cases

Registered cases

Detected cases

Detected cases

Prosecutor MIA SSS Defense Corrections Finance Justice
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According to 2015-2016 anti-corruption action plan, conduct of the analytical researches by the 
secretariat was determined as one of the indicators, in the scope of which the secretariat should 
have exercised researches in the various priority spheres. 

The purpose of the research is to determine spheres and trends prone to corruption. According 
to the monitoring framework, the secretariat, through the first half of 2018, conducted 2 analyti-
cal researches42 which does not fully respond to the needs existing in this direction. 

According to regulations, Anti-Corruption Council meeting should be held twice a year. In 2018, 
the meeting of the council was held once, on December 27. 

 
Consultancy Banner 

Anti-corruption strategy emphasizes the transparency of policy development process. Accord-
ing to this principle, openness of the preparation of the strategic documents, considering their 
needs and opinions are important for raising public trust and facilitating public engagement. 

In order to facilitate public engagement in the anti-corruption policy document preparation pro-
cess, the council in 2016 has established electronic consultancy banner by means of which the 
citizen is given an opportunity to participate in policy development. The purpose of the mech-
anism is to allow the stakeholders to present their opinions to the council using the question-
naire regarding anti-corruption strategic priorities. The consultancy mechanism is posted at the 
web page of the Ministry of Justice (http://www.justice.gov.ge) and allows citizens to determine 
which priority trends should be the part of the anti-corruption policy. 

The audit revealed that from 2016 through first half of 2018, by means of the consultancy banner 
the feedback received from the citizens by the council was insignificant. 

This circumstance can be partially attributed to the fact that the Anti-Corruption Council does 
not have own web page, it is the part of the web page of the Ministry of Justice and the citizen 
has to undergo 5 steps to reach the consultancy banner at the indicated site: 1. The Ministry; 2. 
Departments; 3. Analytical Department; 4. Fighting Corruption; 5. National Anti-Corruption Strat-
egy and Action Plan Update. 

4.4 Process of Compiling and Evaluating the Anti-corruption Action Plan 

Outcomes and Indicators  

Experts working group is established in the scope of Anti-Corruption Council, which includes the 
representatives of the Anti-Corruption Council member entities. Experts group is responsible for 
preparation of the documents, reports and proposals for submission to the council. 

42 “Mechanism of engaging local self-government in the Anti-Corruption Council activities” in 2015 and comparative-legal re-
search of internal consumption regarding limits of publicizing public information, in 2017.
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Anti-Corruption Council member state entities are committed to develop and submit such mea-
sures to the council in the scope of the anti-corruption action plan, which will reduce corruption 
risks in the country against already determined priorities. 

Anti-corruption strategy and the action plan are reviewed at the Anti-Corruption Council, and 
afterwards approved by the Government. 

In 2015-2016 Action Plan, 13 priorities are presented43 and the second chapter of the plan -“Cor-
ruption Criminalization, Effective Disclosure of Corruption Offences and Prosecution”, which, for 
the purposes of this report, is considered as 14th priority. In the scope of the determined priority, 
the responsible entity should present the outcome, outcome indicator, measure and target. 

In 2017-2018 action plan, priority spheres have augmented and comprised 17 priorities.

Table 3. Structure of the action plan  

I. Priority 

1.1 Outcome – Indicators 

2015 2016

I II I II

1.1.1  Activity target target target target

Outcome indicator has the opportunity of efficient evaluation and monitoring system, which 
allows to reveal dynamics of the each indicator, impact on which might increase or decrease effi-
ciency indicator of the outcomes envisaged by the action plan.44 

Each indicator performance process is measured by the secretariat of the Anti-Corruption Coun-
cil by means of the targets, which are distributed among 2 year reporting periods. The secretariat 
evaluates targets with 5 criteria/rating: 

•	 Fully accomplished – the measure envisaged by the action plan is fully accomplished 
•	 Mostly accomplished – more than half of the measure envisaged by the action plan is fully 

accomplished and only minor part is remaining unfinished 
•	 Partially accomplished – less than half of the measure envisaged by the action plan is ac-

complished and most of it is remaining unfinished 
•	 Not accomplished – measure envisaged by the action plan is not performed 

2015-2016 anti-corruption action plan has been analyzed in the scope of audit which has 14 pri-
orities, 65 outcomes, 198 measures and 851 targets. 

Out of 851 targets evaluated by the council secretariat: 

43 14th priority was added in 2016, as a result of the plan renewal, however it is not reviewed in the monitoring framework. 

44 Anti-corruption documents performance monitoring and evaluation methodology, 2017.
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 Table 4. 2015-2016 action plan targets performance indicator  

Fully accomplished 59%

Not accomplished 11%

Partially accomplished 13%

Mostly accomplished 9%

Not evaluated 8%

At the data above it is shown that 33% of the total evaluated targets of the 2015-2016 action 
plan have not been fully accomplished, 8% of targets were not evaluated by the secretariat as the 
responsible entity did not provide the information. 

Since 33% of the fully unaccomplished targets are distributed among various entities, anti-cor-
ruption action plan analysis also revealed that 71% of 198 measures have not been fully ac-
complished. 

Indicators presented in the action plan are not evaluated, accordingly the outcome of each ac-
complished target cannot be identified. Indicators do not have due timelines and some of the 
important indicators evaluated by the audit team do not meet SMART criteria.45 

Correspondingly, the outcomes presented in the action plan – cannot be fully evaluated with the 
outcome indicators. The examples below analyze outcome indicators presented in the action 
plan. 

 

Outcome Indicator Example 1.

The outcome presented in 2015-2016 action plan: Information availability in the scope 
of judiciary system is ensured; Judiciary system reform is progressing transparently, with 
active participation of the civil society. 

  Outcome indicator: trust of population to the judiciary system has increased. 

Responsible entity: High Council of Justice of Georgia and Ministry of Justice of Geor-
gia. 

 Reviewed indicator does not meet SMART criteria, it is not particular and measurable, 
as in the planning and evaluation document particular information is not specified in 
terms of what and to what extent should the trust of population increase. 

The secretariat has not measured outcome provided in the action plan using this par-
ticular indicator.  

45 SMART – criteria means that all elements of the plan (goal, sub-goal, task, activity) should be particular, measurable, achiev-
able, result-oriented and have particular timelines. 
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Outcome Indicator Example 2.

Outcome presented in 2015-2016 action plan: Norms regulating ethics, conflict and 
incompatibility of interests at the law enforcement bodies: revised and are functioning 
efficiently.  

Outcome indicator: indicator for revealing breach of ethics, norms regulating conflict 
and incompatibility of interests has increased. 

Responsible entity: General Prosecutor’s Office of Georgia and Ministry of Internal 
Affairs of Georgia. 

Given outcome has not been evaluated by the secretariat using this particular indica-
tor. Also, similar to the example above, it is not specified, in terms of what and to what 
extent should the indicator of revealing breach of regulatory norms increase. 

Civil Engagement  

According to one of the principles of the anti-corruption strategy, efficient anti-corruption policy 
requires cooperation with governmental, NGOs and international organizations and the busi-
ness sector. Participation of the civil sector is important not only in terms of developing the stra-
tegic documents, but also in the planning and implementation of the various anti-corruption 
measures, as well as in their monitoring process.46 

According to the resolution of the Government,47 representatives of 17 civil sectors were asked 
to participate in the activities of the council, among them Institute for Development of Freedom 
of Information (hereafter – IDFI), “Transparency International – Georgia” (hereafter –TI) and Geor-
gian Young Lawyer’s Association (hereafter – GYLA). 

In the scope of monitoring framework, once in every 6 months, representatives of NGOs are 
given opportunity to evaluate targets presented in the anti-corruption action plan. The sec-
retariat, prior to granting the final evaluation status to the target, takes into consideration, 
evaluations provided by NGOs (if any). However, the final status of the target is granted by 
the council. 

2015 – 2016 action plan were not evaluated by NGOs in 2015, in 2016 only 9% of the total targets 
were evaluated. The action plan of 2016 was evaluated in one reporting period instead of two 
and mainly IDFI was involved in the monitoring process by the end of 2016, also 3 targets were 
evaluated by TI. 

46 Anti-corruption strategy of 2017-2018.

47 Resolution of GoG N 390 as of December 30, 2013 “On Composition and Approval of Charter of the Anti-Corruption Inter 
Agency Coordination Council”. 
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According to the held interviews and also comments reflected in the monitoring framework doc-
ument, IDFI 48 and GYLA assume that those documents should be enclosed with the monitoring 
framework document which will allow NGOs and other organizations undertaking monitoring 
to check performance of measures. Representatives of the NGOs consider that evaluation of 
the measures and targets reflected in the anti-corruption action plan based on the monitoring 
framework document and progress report provided by the secretariat do not allow to fully utilize 
their expertise, as for this purpose, the secretariat should present such documents, which would 
allow NGOs to make qualitative evaluations of the undertaken measures. 

During interviews of the audit team, NGOs (TI, IDFI and GYLA) also stated that, taking into consid-
eration lack of resources and priorities, they would find it hard to take more intensive part in the 
evaluation process of the anti-corruption action plan. 

The above circumstance indicates that the existing mechanism of the council, which envisages 
efficient participation of the NGOs, is not sufficient. Correspondingly, the strategic goal, which 
implies sound participation of the civil sector in the monitoring process, is not secured. 

48 Evaluation of IDFI on performance of 2015-2016 anti-corruption action plan, performance of 2016 activities, May 2017. 

Performance  Audit  REPORt    37



Recommendations: 

 Civil Service Bureau: 

•	 For the purpose to conduct sound analysis of practical implementation/application of eth-
ics and rules of conduct of public servants, should perform monitoring of development and 
practical implementation the code of ethics, also regulatory norms related to the rules of 
conduct of the public officials, analysis of the indicated information and refection of the im-
provement needs in the action plan. 

Ministry of Justice/Secretariat:

•	 In order to develop maximally effective strategic and action plans, which would adequately 
respond to the challenges existing in the country in terms of corruption prevention, should 
ensure engagement and coordination of all stakeholders (among them, ministries) implying: 

        -   Their participation in the risk evaluating process; 
        -   �Proactive use of statistics gathered by various entities and analysis while compiling the 

action plan. 
•	 With the object of full and homogenous evaluation of the risk at the public sector, ensure de-

velopment, approval and practical implementation of the risk evaluation methodology, also 
conduct of analytical researches 

•	 For realistic evaluation of the action plan and achieved results of the council, should ensure 
such determination of the targets and outcomes, which would allow the evaluator to identify 
completeness of exercised activity and to measure achieved result. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1. Composition of the Anti-corruption Council  
State entities: 

Minister of Justice of Georgia – Chairman of the Council 

Chairperson of the Legal Issues Committee of the Parliament of Georgia 

First Deputy Chairperson of the Legal Issues Committee of the Parliament of Georgia 

Deputy President of the Supreme Court of Georgia 

Parliamentary Secretary of the Government of Georgia 

First Deputy Minister of Justice of Georgia 

Deputy Prosecutor General of Georgia  

Deputy Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia 

Deputy Head of the State Security Service of Georgia

First Deputy Minister of Defense of Georgia 

Deputy Minister of Regional Development and Infrastructure of Georgia 

Deputy Minister of Internally Displace Persons from the Occupied Territories, Labor, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia

Deputy Minister of Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia 

Deputy Minister of Education, Science, Culture and Sports of Georgia 

Deputy Minister of Finance of Georgia 

Head of Investigation Service of the Minister of Finance of Georgia 

Business Ombudsman of Georgia  

Auditor General of the State Audit Office of Georgia  

President of the National Bank of Georgia 

Personal Data Protection Inspector 

Chairperson of the Central Election Commission of Georgia 

Head of LEPL – Financial Monitoring Service of Georgia 

Chairman of LEPL – State Procurements Agency of Georgia 

Chairman of LEPL – Competition Agency of Georgia  

Head of LEPL – Revenue Service of Georgia 

Head of LEPL – Civil Service Bureau 

Chairman of the National Communication Commission of Georgia 

Chairman of the National Energy and Water Supply Regulatory Commission of Georgia

Public Defender of the Interests of Consumers Existing at the National Communication Commission of Georgia 

Public Defender of the Interests of Consumers Existing at the National Energy and Water Supply Regulatory 
Commission of Georgia

Head of the Analytical Department of the Ministry of Justice of Georgia, Secretary of the Anti-Corruption Council 
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The following entities may also participate in the activities of the council: 

Representative of „Transparency International – Georgia” 

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity – Georgian Young Lawyer’s Association

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity- Business Association of Georgia 

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity of the IDFI

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity - Caucasian Institute for Peace, Democracy and Development 

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity - the Elections and Political Technologies Research Center 

Representative of European Council Office in Georgia 

Representative of Delegation of the European Union to Georgia

Representative of American Bar Association (ABA) in Georgia 

Member of the Representation of the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) to Georgia

Representative of the “Open Society Foundation Georgia” 

Representative of the Georgian Foundation for Strategic and International Studies 

Representative of Non-commercial Legal Entity – Economic Policy and Research Center 

Representative of United States Agency for International Development (USAID)

Representative of the International Chamber of Commerce 

Representative of the American Chamber of Commerce of Georgia 

Representative of the International Society of Fair Elections and Democracy Georgia

Deputy Chairman of the Tbilisi City Municipal Assembly

Deputy Mayor of Tbilisi

Deputy Chairman of the Rustavi City Municipal Assembly

Mayor of Rustavi Municipality

Chairman of Telavi City Municipal Assembly

Vice-Mayor of Telavi
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Annex 2. Investigatory Subordination of the Criminal Offense Cases 

Article 
of CC of 

Geor-
gia

Title of the Article SSS

Bureau of Cor-
ruption of the 
General Prose-
cutor’s Office of 

Georgia 

Office of In-
vestigation of 
the Ministry of 

Finance 

General 
Prose-
cutor’s 
office 

General 
Inspectorate 
of the Minis-
try of Justice 

1641 Bribing electors √ √

182 (2, 
„d“)

Misappropriation or pecu-
lation by abusing power  √ √

194 Legalizing illegal revenues  √

1941

Using, acquiring, possess-
ing and selling property 

obtained by means of 
legalization of the illegal 

revenues

√

220 Abuse of power √ √

221 Commercial bribery √ √

332 Abuse of power √ √ √

333 Exceeding power √ √ √

337 Illegal participation in the 
entrepreneurial activities √ √ √

338 Taking bribes √ √ √

339 Giving bribes √ √ √

3391 Trading with influence √ √ √

340 Receiving gift prohibited 
by the law √ √ √

341 Occupational bribery √ √ √

355

Not submitting property 
declaration or entering 

incomplete or inaccurate 
data in the declaration

•	 Ministry of Internal Affairs investigates offences envis-
aged by Article 355 of CC of Georgia 
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Annex 3.

Law of Georgia “On Public Service“:

•	 Rule on competition for the public official and contract based appointments consistent with 
clause 3, Article 38 and clause 1, Article 83; 

•	 Revealing facts of breaching ethics and general rules of conduct according to article 85, 
clause 1 sub clause “c”.

Law of Georgia “On Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Service”
•	 Issuance of accepting gift by the official at the public entity, according to Article 5, 52, 134, 

135;
•	 Issues of restricting action from Article 7 through 11;
•	 Issues of occupational incompatibility, according to Article 13;
•	 Issues related to general conduct rules, according to chapter III1 ;
•	 Issues of exposure according to Article 203 and 206.
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