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About 

The OECD  

The OECD is a forum in which the governments compare and exchange policy experiences, identify good 

practices in light of emerging challenges, and promote decisions and recommendations to produce better 

policies for better lives. The OECD’s mission is to promote policies that improve economic and social well-

being of people around the world.  

Find out more at the OECD website.  

The OECD Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia  

Established in 1998, the main objective of the Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central 

Asia (OECD/ACN) is to support its member countries in their efforts to prevent and fight corruption. It 

provides a regional forum for the promotion of anti-corruption activities, the exchange of information, 

elaboration of best practices and donor coordination via regional meetings and seminars, peer-learning 

programmes, and thematic projects. ACN also serves as the home for the Istanbul Anti-corruption Action 

Plan.  

Find out more at the OECD Website.  

The Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan  

The Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan (IAP) is a sub-regional peer-review programme launched in 2003 

in the framework of the ACN. It supports anti-corruption reforms in Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, the 

Kyrgyz Republic, Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Tajikistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan through country reviews and 

continuous monitoring of participating countries’ implementation of recommendations to assist in the 

implementation of the UN Convention against Corruption (UNCAC) and other international standards and 

best practice.  

Find out more at the OECD website. 

 

 

  

http://www.oecd.org/
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/istanbulactionplan
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Executive Summary 

The progress of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine towards the targets of EaP 20 

Deliverables for 2020 in the area of rule of law and anti-corruption mechanisms has been uneven in 

recent years. While some important reforms have been implemented across the five countries, all 

countries continue to face significant challenges in terms of eliminating gaps in their relevant legal 

frameworks and ensuring their effective application in practice. 

Most of the reviewed EaP countries have asset and interest declaration systems in place, Azerbaijan 

being the only exception. The other four countries collect and publish the asset declarations of public 

officials and conduct verification, although challenges remain in terms of the effectiveness of the 

verification process. 

GRECO’s Fourth Round of Evaluation included 18 recommendations for Armenia, 21 for Azerbaijan, 16 

for Georgia, 18 for Moldova, and 31 for Ukraine. The track record of the implementation of these 

recommendations across the countries is mixed, with only Azerbaijan having implemented over half of 

the recommendations satisfactorily. 

There are considerable differences among the five countries in terms of their approach to the 

establishment of specialized anti-corruption bodies. None of the five countries have a standalone multi-

role anti-corruption agency combining the functions of criminal investigation and prosecution with that of 

prevention, but some of them have established dedicated bodies responsible either for 

investigation/prosecution or prevention. Undue political influence and pressure on such bodies remains a 

challenge. 

Gaps in available statistics are a key challenge for assessing the track record of the EaP countries in 

terms of investigations and convictions in high-level corruption cases. Countries still tend to publish only 

aggregated data on corruption investigations and prosecutions, with no separate figures on high-level 

corruption. 

Countries across the EaP region have legal frameworks in place to allow seizure, confiscation, and 

management of crime proceeds, although the legislations of Georgia and Azerbaijan lack provisions on 

non-conviction-based confiscation. Of the five reviewed countries, currently only Ukraine has a 

standalone asset recovery office. Moldova has a similar body within its National Anticorruption Centre, 

while Armenia and Azerbaijan have bodies responsible for asset recovery within their prosecutor’s 

offices, although their roles do not include asset management. Little information is available to assess 

the performance of the relevant bodies in these three countries. Georgia has no specialized asset 

recovery body. 

None of the five countries have centralised register of bank accounts, although, in some countries, the 

relevant data is available through the tax authorities. Use of FIU reports to detect corruption remains 

limited across the region, especially in Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Moldova. 
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Ukraine is currently the only EaP country with a public registry of beneficial ownership in place. Other 

countries either lack a general requirement of beneficial ownership disclosure or do not make this 

information public. 

Subsequent sections of this report provide a review of the performance of the five countries in terms of 

progress toward the eight targets. Recommendations for addressing the remaining gaps are provided at 

the end of each section. 
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Introduction 

This report assesses the progress of five Eastern Partnership (EaP) countries – Armenia, Azerbaijan, 

Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine – in reaching the targets of Deliverable 9 of the 20 Deliverables for 2020. 

The OECD/ACN secretariat prepared this report based on the OECD/ACN Summary Report Anti-

Corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Progress and Challenges, 2016-2019, as well as 

the monitoring reports under the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan (IAP)1. The assessment is thus 

focused on the issues covered in those reports and provides recommendations for addressing outstanding 

issues concerning the relevant EaP targets. 

Where available, the assessment includes information from the ongoing pilot of the IAP 5th Round of 

Monitoring. The 5th Round of Monitoring under the IAP, to be launched in 2022, will be based on indicators 

and will, through its annual reviews, allow for the tracking of the progress of implementation of the EaP 

post-2020 anti-corruption commitments and targets in five EaP countries2 as a part of the IAP peer review 

programme. 

The assessment in the section concerning the implementation of GRECO’s recommendations is based on 

GRECO’s most recent evaluation reports for the five EaP countries.  

                                                
1 The Summary OECD Report, “Anti-Corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, Progress and 

Challenges, 2016-2019” summarizes results of the fourth round of the anti-corruption monitoring under the Istanbul 

Anti-Corruption Action Plan. The monitoring reports and other information on the ACN is available at the OECD 

website. 

2 Currently, out of six EaP countries, only Belarus is not a member of the IAP. 

https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn
http://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn
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Disclosure of assets and interests is a powerful anti-corruption tool. It can help identify and prevent conflict 

of interest and detect illicit enrichment as well as support financial investigations, enhance accountability, 

transparency and public trust in government. Public access to asset and interest declarations may also 

boost civic activism and empower investigative journalists with information to uncover unjustified wealth of 

public officials and other violations of integrity. 

Target by 2020 

Effective systems of declaration of assets and conflict of interest developed and implemented for at 

least Members of Parliament (MPs), politicians and high ranking officials developed and implemented 

in at least four Partner Countries, including: 

 an electronic, easily searchable public registry of interests and assets 

 effective verification mechanism 

 dissuasive sanctions 

1.1. Summary of progress  

Most of the reviewed EaP countries have asset and interest declaration systems in place, Azerbaijan being 

the only exception. Azerbaijan introduced a law on asset disclosure as early as 2005, but the relevant 

secondary legislation is yet to be adopted, so the system is currently not operational. In the rest of the 

region, effective verification tends to be a challenge in practice. 

In all countries that have such systems (Armenia, Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova), the requirement to disclose 

assets and interests extends to politicians and high-ranking officials, including MPs. All four countries 

provide public access to asset declarations through searchable electronic systems, although the data is 

not always published in a machine-readable format, which makes large-scale processing and analysis 

difficult. 

All four countries that have asset declaration systems have also implemented systems for their verification, 

although there are considerable differences in their approaches. In three countries, the responsibility for 

verification is assigned to the national authority for the prevention of corruption (the Commission for 

Prevention of Corruption in Armenia, the National Agency on Corruption Prevention in Ukraine, and the 

National Integrity Authority in Moldova). In Georgia, which has no dedicated corruption prevention agency, 

the Civil Service Bureau conducts the verifications. 

Certain shortcomings of the verification process have a negative impact on its effectiveness in these 

countries. Currently, only Ukraine has a comprehensive risk assessment procedure for the selection of 

declarations for verification (more limited risk-assessment is applied in Georgia and Armenia). In Armenia 

and Moldova, the relevant agencies appear to have insufficient resources for effective verification, while 

1 Asset Declarations 
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the legislature in Moldova has proposed legislative amendments which could complicate the verification 

process by shortening the time frame allocated for it. In Ukraine, there are issues concerning the 

transparency of the asset declarations of the Security Service’s officers and their verification. 

Armenia, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine have appropriate dissuasive sanctions in place for violation of 

the rules of asset and interest disclosure. Available evidence suggests that these sanctions (usually fines) 

are also applied in practice, albeit with some notable gaps (see Figure 1). 

Table 1.1. Track record of results of verification of asset declarations in the five EaP countries 

Number of cases per 1 million of population 

 Arm  Aze Geo Mol Ukr 

      

Cases referred to law enforcement bodies based on the 
verification of declarations 0.3 n/a 0.3 12.3 0.4 

Sanctions imposed for non-submission or late 
submission of declarations  19.7 n/a 2.7 67,7 1 

Sanctions (measures) imposed for conflict of interests 
(including for violation of rules on incompatibilities, gifts, 
divestment of corporate rights, post-employment 
restrictions) based on the detection through verification 
of declarations 

0 n/a 0 6,5 n/a 

Sanctions (measures) imposed for illicit enrichment 
(unjustified assets) based on the detection through 
verification of declarations  

0 n/a 0 0 0 

Administrative sanctions for false or incomplete 
information in declarations imposed on high level 
officials 

0.7 n/a 15.9 0 0.8 

Criminal sanctions for false or incomplete information in 
declarations imposed on high level officials 0 n/a 0 0 n/a 

Sanctions following verification of declarations based on 
media or citizen reports 0.7 n/a 15.4 0 n/a 

1.2. Recommendations 

 Azerbaijan must establish a system for the declaration of assets and interests of public officials. 

 Armenia, Georgia, and Moldova must: 

o Ensure that the agencies responsible for the verification of asset declarations have the 

necessary powers and resources, while being protected from undue political influence and 

operating in an unbiased manner 

o Develop comprehensive procedures for risk-based selection of declarations for verification 

o Publish asset declarations in a machine-readable format 

o Conduct evaluations of the verification process, collect, and publish relevant statistics in order 

to assess its effectiveness of the process in practice. 

 Ukraine must ensure that the NACP has appropriate powers to fulfil its mandate in practice and 

that dissuasive and proportionate sanctions are applied routinely in practice for violations of asset 

disclosure rules.  
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GRECO’s recommendations for the fourth round of evaluations concern important anti-corruption reforms 

in terms of integrity among members of parliaments, as well as in the judiciaries and in the prosecutor’s 

offices. They cover a range of important issues, including the accountability of the relevant officials and 

safeguards against undue influence. The assessment below is based on GRECO’s most recent evaluation 

reports for the five EaP countries. 

Target by 2020 

Steps taken to implement GRECO recommendations on the prevention of corruption in respect of 

members of parliament, judges and prosecutors, based on the outcome of the fourth round of GRECO 

evaluations 

2.1. Summary of progress 

GRECO’s Fourth Round of Evaluation included 18 recommendations for Armenia, 21 for Azerbaijan, 16 

for Georgia, 18 for Moldova, and 31 for Ukraine. The record of the implementation of these 

recommendations across the countries is mixed, with only Azerbaijan having implemented over half of the 

recommendations satisfactorily. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 Implementation of GRECO’s Fourth 

Evaluation Round Recommendations 
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Figure 2.1. Compliance with GRECO recommendations 

 

In terms of the recommendations concerning parliaments and their members, some of the countries 

(Georgia, Azerbaijan, Armenia) have made progress toward greater transparency of the legislative 

process, inter alia, by improving the practices concerning the publication of proposed legislation. However, 

none of the five countries currently have a sufficiently robust procedure for public consultation on legislative 

issues. Fast-tracking of laws remains a problem, especially in Armenia and Ukraine. 

Armenia, Moldova, and Ukraine have no codes of conduct for MPs. Azerbaijan and Georgia have 

adopted the codes, although the latter still lacks appropriate mechanisms for its enforcement. 

Effective regulation of the engagement of MPs in business activities is currently a challenge for all five 

countries, while Azerbaijan also lacks a system for the disclosure of the MPs assets and interests. 

Ukraine took an important step toward improving the accountability of MPs by limiting their immunity. 

Moldova, however, is yet to implement a similar reform. 

With regard to the prevention of corruption among judges, some countries have implemented important 

positive changes in the legislation, particularly in the areas of recruitment and protection from undue 

influence. In Armenia, a judge can no longer be transferred to a different court without their consent, while 

certain decisions in the recruitment process can now be challenged in court. Similarly, Georgia has 

improved its legislation in terms of the possibility of review of recruitment decisions and the criteria for such 

decisions, although subsequent appointments to its Supreme Court have demonstrated that significant 

shortcomings remain in practice. Meanwhile, Azerbaijan is yet to establish an objective and transparent 

procedure for the selection of judges. GRECO noted similar problems in Moldova too. 

 

Disciplinary proceedings against judges are another area where the five EaP countries continue to face 

challenges despite some progress. Armenia still lacks an appropriate appeal mechanism in disciplinary 

cases. Georgia took a positive step by introducing clearer definitions of disciplinary offences, while 
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Ukraine is yet to implement a similar reform. In Moldova, further steps are necessary to ensure objectivity 

of the disciplinary process. 

In line with GRECO’s recommendation, Ukraine has implemented measures to limit the immunity in 

judges. Georgia, on the other hand, has failed to follow a similar recommendation. 

GRECO has noted positively the efforts by Armenia and Ukraine to provide judges with integrity training.  

In terms of integrity among prosecutors, there has been progress toward increasing the transparency of 

recruitment in Armenia, while Ukraine has improved the procedure of appointment of the Prosecutor 

General, and Georgia has taken steps to reduce the influence of the government and the parliamentary 

majority over the appointment of the Chief Prosecutor and the Prosecutorial Council. At the same time, 

GRECO has expressed concern over the Prosecutor General’s excessive powers vis-à-vis the 

commissions responsible for the appointments in Ukraine. Azerbaijan has so far failed to establish 

sufficient safeguards against undue influence over the Prosecutor’s Office. Moldova did not follow the 

recommendation to remove political officials from the Superior Council of Prosecutors. 

Georgia has adopted a Code of Ethics and taken steps toward its practical implementation. GRECO has 

noted Moldova’s failure to follow a similar recommendation. Provision of confidential counselling to 

prosecutors has not been ensured either in Moldova or Armenia, and both countries, as well as Georgia, 

need to take steps to improve the system of disciplinary liability of prosecutors.  

2.2. Recommendations 

 All five countries must implement the remaining GRECO recommendations in order to establish 

strong integrity mechanisms in their parliaments, judiciaries, and prosecutor’s offices. 
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International treaties, including the UN Convention Against Corruption (UNCAC), require states to ensure 

existence of a body or bodies or persons specialised in combatting corruption through law enforcement. 

Essential elements of effective specialisation include independence, necessary powers and resources, 

and adequate training. 

UNCAC also requires the state parties to ensure the existence of a body (or bodies) that prevent corruption, 

including by implementing, overseeing and coordinating anti-corruption policies, as well as raising 

awareness and disseminating knowledge about the prevention of corruption. States should grant such 

bodies the necessary independence to carry out their duties effectively and free from any undue influence. 

Target by 2020 

Independent specialised high-level anticorruption bodies fully operational in at least four Partner 

Countries 

3.1. Summary of progress  

There are considerable differences among the five EaP countries reviewed in this report in terms of their 

approach to the establishment of specialized anti-corruption bodies. None of the five countries have a 

standalone multi-role anti-corruption agency combining the functions of criminal investigation and 

prosecution with that of prevention, but two countries (Ukraine and Moldova) have established standalone 

bodies responsible either for investigation/prosecution or prevention of corruption. Undue political influence 

and pressure on such bodies remains a challenge. 

Ukraine has made important progress towards establishing independent centralised anti-corruption 

bodies, including for the investigation, prosecution, and prevention of corruption, as well as adjudication of 

corruption cases. The National Anti-Corruption Bureau (NABU) is responsible for investigation, while the 

Specialised Anti-Corruption Prosecution Office (SAPO) conducts prosecution on NABU’s cases. The two 

agencies have exclusive jurisdiction over high-level corruption cases but specialization is not ensured in 

other types of corruption cases. The High Anti-Corruption Court (HACC) has jurisdiction over cases 

investigated by NABU and prosecuted by SAPO. 

Both NABU and SAPO heads are selected through an open competition conducted by selection 

commissions, which include international experts and civil society representatives. NABU has significant 

guarantees of independence, including through protected tenure of its director. However, both agencies 

have come under political pressure, including attempts to amend the legal provisions on dismissal of NABU 

Director, as well as criminal investigations against both the detectives and top management of NABU. The 

last SAPO head resigned in 2020 and the appointment of a replacement has been delayed in a possible 

3 Specialised Anti-Corruption Bodies 
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attempt to reduce the body’s independence. There is a growing negative trend of circumventing of NABU 

and SAPO jurisdiction without any apparent legal justification. 

The HACC, which was established in 2018, is widely seen as a successful model and an example of high 

professionalism and independence both internally and internationally, operating in a highly transparent 

manner and according to high standards of integrity, and producing high-quality decisions. Judges of the 

HACC have been selected through an independent and transparent process, based on objective criteria 

clearly defined by law, with the decisive role played by international experts in the selection process. On 

the negative side, there have been attempts (by the Constitutional Court and the High Council of Justice) 

to undermine the work of HACC. 

The main prevention body, the National Agency on Corruption Prevention (NACP), has a broad mandate 

including policy coordination, awareness raising and enforcement of anti-corruption regulations 

(concerning asset declarations, conflict of interest, incompatibilities, political party financing, etc.). 

Widespread criticism from civil society organizations over NACP’s poor performance and lack of 

impartiality led to the Agency’s “re-launch” in 2019, including the selection of a new head by a panel 

comprising international experts and civil society representatives following an open, competitive process. 

The NACP’s ability to enforce the relevant regulations in practice is limited due to some gaps in its powers 

under the law, such as the fact that it cannot participate in judicial proceedings concerning alleged 

violations. 

Moldova has adopted an approach somewhat similar to Ukraine’s. It has a dedicated agency responsible 

for investigating potential cases of corruption, the National Anti-Corruption Centre (NAC), as well as one 

responsible for anti-corruption prosecutions – the Anti-Corruption Prosecutor’s Office (APO). However, 

there is some overlap between the mandates of the two bodies since APO also has investigative powers. 

The Prosecutor General can assign a corruption case to another body, so the APO does not have exclusive 

jurisdiction over anti-corruption prosecutions. Moreover, the APO only represents cases in first-instance 

courts. In addition, while the procedures through which the heads of these agencies were selected were 

competitive, they were not sufficiently transparent and inclusive. There is a strong perception among CSOs 

that the agencies investigating and prosecuting corruption are not free from undue political influence, due 

to selective investigations and termination of investigations in high-level corruption cases. Both agencies 

suffer from a lack of appropriate resources, which has resulted in backlogs and subsequent reallocation of 

cases to other bodies. 

The National Integrity Authority (NIA) is Moldova’s central body responsible for the prevention of corruption. 

Its responsibilities include collection and verification of the asset declarations of public officials and review 

of potential conflict of interest cases. While the NIA has conducted a significant amount of work in terms 

of detecting and sanctioning violations of relevant regulations, it is experiencing a considerable shortage 

of resources, as nearly half of the positions in the agency are currently vacant. 

In the other three countries, there are no standalone dedicated law enforcement bodies responsible for the 

investigation and prosecution of corruption. Instead, these responsibilities are spread among different 

agencies or assigned to anti-corruption units within agencies with broader mandates.  

In Azerbaijan, the Anti-Corruption Directorate (ACD) of the Prosecutor General’s Office is responsible for 

the detection and investigation of corruption and related crimes. Investigation of corruption can also be 

delegated to other investigative bodies based on grounds specified by the law. The ACD’s prosecutors do 

not represent prosecution in the corruption cases at the trial stage. There is no body, unit or a group of 

prosecutors specialised in the prosecution of corruption cases. Appointment and dismissal of the head of 

the ACD is carried out based on the Constitution of the country. It is not specifically addressed by the 

primary law in order to ensure explicitly transparency and merit-based procedure. There is no clear 

evidence that the ACD effectively utilises available internal resources to conduct analytical work and 

financial investigations for detection and investigation of corruption crimes. 
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Azerbaijan also has a dedicated agency for the prevention of corruption, the Commission on Combating 

Corruption (CCC). However, despite the body’s broad mandate, its activities in practice are limited to policy 

coordination.  

In Armenia, there are plans to establish a specialized, standalone anti-corruption body (the Anti-Corruption 

Committee) in 2022. Once operational, the committee will have an exclusive competence for conducting 

pre-trial criminal proceedings and carrying out criminal intelligence operations in cases of alleged 

corruption. Currently, there are a number of bodies which can investigate potential cases of corruption:  

the Investigation Committee, the Special Investigation Service, the Investigation Department of the State 

Revenue Committee, and the Investigation Department of the National Security Service. The Special 

Investigation Service has exclusive jurisdiction over certain types of corruption offences, including those 

committed by high-level officials. The Investigative Committee investigates all corruption-related offences 

that are not specifically assigned for investigation to the Special Investigation Service. The Investigation 

Department of the National Security Service investigates the offences committed by employees of Special 

Investigation Service.  

The specialisation in practice is nominal, as anti-corruption investigators and prosecutors often deal with 

other types of crimes. In terms of prosecution, the Prosecutor General’s Office has a specialised anti-

corruption unit, the Department for Combating Corruption Crimes, but there is no proper specialization in 

practice as prosecutors from other departments can also present corruption-related cases in court. Current 

legislation does not guarantee a transparent and competitive process for the selection of the heads of the 

anti-corruption investigative bodies, although the situation might improve after entry into force of the Law 

on the Anti-Corruption Committee, which foresees specific rules for the selection of its future head. The 

Law regulates each step and defines clear criteria for selection and appointment of the Chairman of the 

committee.  

Armenia’s civil society has a strong negative opinion on the independence and impartiality of the 

specialised anti-corruption investigative units. Non-governmental stakeholders have raised concerns 

regarding political and other undue interferences in the work of the Special Investigation Service and the 

National Security Service. They have expressed concerns regarding the relevant prosecutorial bodies. 

Armenia also established a dedicated body responsible for prevention, the Commission for the Prevention 

of Corruption (CPC) in 2019. The CPC is an autonomous collegial body, accountable to the Parliament, 

comprising five commissioners appointed for six-year terms by the Parliament with a special competition 

conducted by the Competition Board set up specifically for the selection of Commissioners. The CPC is 

facing staff shortages and, while it has made good efforts to address public allegations concerning conflicts 

of interest among high level officials, no dissuasive sanctions have been applied yet due to loopholes in 

legislation. 

In Georgia, there are two specialised units dealing with investigation of corruption in Georgia: Anti-

Corruption Unit (ACU) of the Prosecutor’s Office of Georgia and Anti-Corruption Agency (ACA) of the State 

Security Service of Georgia. The two bodies have overlapping and competing mandates in terms of 

investigating corruption. The placement of the responsibility to investigate corruption within the State 

Security Service has been criticized by both domestic and international actors since, according to Council 

of Europe standards, internal security services should not be allowed to run criminal investigations. The 

current heads of the two main anti-corruption investigative bodies were not selected through a transparent 

and competitive procedure. Moreover, there is a strong perception among civil society organisations that 

agencies investigating and prosecuting corruption are not free from undue political influence as they have 

failed to respond to numerous public allegations of high-level corruption. 

Georgia has no dedicated agency responsible for the prevention of corruption. The Anti-Corruption Council 

deals exclusively with policy coordination, while the Civil Service Bureau has some limited enforcement 

powers (mainly with regard to asset disclosure). 



   17 

  REACHING ANTI-CORRUPTION TARGETS IN ARMENIA, AZERBAIJAN, GEORGIA, MOLDOVA AND UKRAINE © OECD 2022 

 

  

3.2. Recommendations 

 Ukraine must ensure that its specialised anti-corruption agencies remain independent and 

protected from undue external influence and pressure, and that they have appropriate and 

sufficient powers. 

 Armenia must proceed with the plans to establish a specialised central anti-corruption investigative 

institution, while ensuring appropriate specialisation and independence of the prosecutors dealing 

with corruption. It must also ensure that the CPC has sufficient resources and powers to perform 

its role effectively. 

 Azerbaijan must improve the coordination procedures between investigative and trial prosecutors 

and ensure proper specialization of prosecutors working on corruption cases. In order to turn the 

CCC into a more effective body, Azerbaijan must consider enhancing the statutory functions, 

capacity, skills, performance and visibility of the Secretariat, while improving its transparency and 

accountability. 

 Georgia must ensure that the heads of the main investigative anti-corruption bodies are selected 

through a transparent and competitive procedure, and protect these bodies from any undue 

external influence, while clarifying the roles of different institutions in the enforcement of conflict of 

interests and other anti-corruption restrictions. 

 Moldova must ensure the independence of the NAC and the APO and their protection from undue 

influence, inter alia through a transparent process of appointments, while addressing the problem 

of staff shortages at the specialised anti-corruption bodies. 
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Addressing high-level corruption is a significant challenge for EaP countries, even where success has been 

achieved in combating corruption at other levels. Since tackling cases of high-level corruption effectively 

requires a set of strong and independent institutions, success of such efforts is also a good indicator of 

where a country stands in terms of the broader goal of ensuring effective democratic accountability. 

Target by 2020 

Track record of investigations and convictions of high-level corruption cases 

4.1. Summary of progress  

Gaps in available statistics are a key challenge for assessing the track record of the EaP countries in terms 

of investigations and convictions in high-level corruption cases. Countries still tend to publish only 

aggregated data on corruption investigations and prosecutions, with no separate figures on high-level 

corruption. They also tend not to treat high-level corruption as a separate and special type of problem in 

their anti-corruption policy documents. 

Ukraine has been more active than other EaP countries in pursuing cases of high-level corruption through 

its specialized investigative, prosecutorial, and judicial bodies – NABU, SAPO, HACC. Following the 

establishment of these bodies, hundreds of cases were launched against high-level officials, including 

MPs, although some of the investigations appeared to have stalled subsequently. While many high-level 

corruption allegations have been dealt with in accordance with the applicable law, there are some worrying 

recent examples of aggressive interference and attempts to manipulate the system to accomplish the result 

of preventing the authorized independent anti-corruption bodies from handling certain politically sensitive 

matters. 

In Armenia, a number of investigations against former high-level officials have been opened in the last 

couple of years, although a lack of relevant information currently makes it impossible to assess the extent 

of progress towards effectively combating high-level corruption. 

Similarly, Azerbaijan has increased the number of investigations of high-level corruption in recent years, 

although, according to civil society organizations, these investigations are not impartial but tend to be 

selective, with the authorities failing to respond to a number of serious allegations concerning the 

4 Track Record of Investigations and 

Convictions of High-Level 

Corruption Cases 
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involvement of senior public officials in corruption. No statistics are collected on cases of high-level 

corruption. 

In Georgia and Moldova, civil society organizations have highlighted the failure of the authorities to follow 

up on public allegations of high-level corruption with investigations and prosecutions. 

Table 4.1. Track record of convictions for high-level corruption in five EaP countries 

 Armenia Azerbaijan Georgia Moldova Ukraine 

Convictions for high-level corruption  

Total N/A N/A 1 N/A 23 

Per 1 million of population N/A N/A 0.27 N/A 0.52 

 

Convictions of high-level officials in office at the 
beginning of investigation 

 

Total N/A N/A 2 N/A 2 

Per 1 million of population N/A N/A 0.54 N/A 0.04 

4.2. Recommendations 

All five countries must: 

 Collect and publish detailed statistics on the investigation and prosecution of cases of high-level 

corruption. 

 Devote appropriate resources to such investigations. 

 Ensure the independence of the bodies responsible for these investigations and their protection 

from undue external influence. 

 Provide the relevant investigators and prosecutors with appropriate training on complex forms of 

corruption. 

 Follow up on credible public allegations of high-level corruption and inform the public about the 

findings of such investigations. 
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Confiscation of the proceeds of corruption is a powerful tool for combating corruption as it deprives those 

involved in these types of crimes of their illicit gains, thereby producing a deterrent effect as well. 

Target by 2020 

Legal framework allowing for the effective seizure, confiscation and management of crime proceeds 

across the EaP region 

5.1. Summary of progress  

At least four EaP countries3 have general legal framework in place to allow seizure, confiscation, and 

management of crime proceeds, although the legislations of Georgia and Azerbaijan lack provisions on 

non-conviction-based confiscation. 

Armenia’s criminal law provides for two regimes of confiscation: forfeiture, which is an enforcement tool 

under the Criminal Code, and confiscation -- a sanction to be applied according to the Criminal Code. 

Confiscation can be used as a sanction for a number of crimes, such as money laundering and bribery, 

although proposed amendments to the Criminal Code include removal of confiscation as a sanction. The 

2020 Law on Civil Forfeiture of Illegal Assets introduced a mechanism of non-conviction-based 

confiscation. 

In Azerbaijan, according to the Criminal Code, a court may, upon conviction, confiscate the tools and 

means used to commit an offence, the property obtained in a criminal fashion, and the property resulting 

from the transformation of the property obtained through crime. If the property to be confiscated is not 

available, property of equivalent value may be seized from the convicted. The country’s legislation also 

provides for the possibility of civil confiscation, but non-conviction confiscation is not possible. 

In Georgia, the law provides for confiscation of assets in connection with all offences which are predicate 

offences for money laundering, as well as all instrumentalities of crime. Civil confiscation is possible after 

criminal conviction, whereupon a prosecutor can apply to the court for confiscation of property derived from 

the proceeds of crime. After a prosecutor has established prima facie evidence of unexplained property, 

the burden of proof shifts to the convicted individual (or related persons). If they fail to prove the lawful 

                                                
3 Moldova was not part of the previous rounds of monitoring under the IAP, while the ongoing pilot does 

not assess the legal framework for effective seizure, confiscation and management of crime proceeds, so 

this section only assesses the progress of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Ukraine toward this target. 

5 Effective Seizure, Confiscation and 

Management of Crime Proceeds 
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origin of the property and the court concludes that there is a reasonable doubt as to its lawful origin, it 

orders the confiscation of such property. The law does not provide a non-conviction-based confiscation 

mechanism. 

Ukraine’s Criminal Code provides for two types of confiscation: confiscation as a sanction of all property 

directly belonging to the convicted person (regardless of the origin of assets), as well as confiscation of 

proceeds and means of crime. There is also an additional type of extended confiscation that may be applied 

by court in case of conviction for corruption crime or money laundering. When a person is convicted of a 

criminal offence, the court should also order confiscation of assets (including proceeds from them) 

belonging to the convicted person or to a legal entity related to the convicted person, if the legal grounds 

for acquiring such assets have not been established in the court. Civil confiscation provisions are also in 

place: A prosecutor may file a lawsuit with a civil court after the criminal conviction of a public official for 

corruption or money laundering. The court will recognise the assets as unjustified if, based on the evidence 

submitted, it cannot establish that the assets or the money used to acquire the assets was obtained on a 

legal basis. Provisions on non-conviction-based confiscation of unjustified assets which are not subject to 

confiscation under the criminal offence of illicit enrichment were introduced in 2019. 

5.2. Recommendations 

The EaP countries must: 

 Monitor the effectiveness of their seizure and confiscation regimes, inter alia by collecting and 

analysing accurate statistics on the type and amount of property that is seized and confiscated, 

and on the disposition of such property 

 

 

  



22    

  REACHING ANTI-CORRUPTION TARGETS IN ARMENIA, AZERBAIJAN, GEORGIA, MOLDOVA AND UKRAINE © OECD 2022 

 
  

 

Existence of a specialized designated body can facilitate the tracing, freezing or seizure of the proceeds 

and instrumentalities of corruption. When such bodies are established, it is important to ensure that they 

have the necessary resources and powers for effective performance of their role. 

Target by 2020 

AROs in place with a track record for identification, freezing, management and confiscation of 

criminal/unjustified wealth across the EaP region 

6.1. Summary of progress 

Of the five reviewed countries, currently only Ukraine has a standalone agency responsible for the 

identification, freezing, management and confiscation of criminal assets with a proven track record of 

enforcement. Moldova has a similar body within its National Anticorruption Centre, while Armenia and 

Azerbaijan have bodies responsible for asset recovery within their prosecutor’s offices, although their roles 

do not include asset management. Little information is available to assess the performance of the relevant 

bodies in these three countries. Georgia has no specialized asset recovery body. 

Ukraine has made significant progress in reforming its asset recovery and management legislation. The 

Asset Recovery and Management Agency (ARMA) was established as a dedicated body of specialized 

practitioners who conduct financial investigations to find, trace and manage assets. ARMA has access to 

most of the relevant types of information and enjoys broad authority in terms of the management of seized 

assets. Civil society organizations have expressed concern over alleged external attempts to exert undue 

influence over the agency’s operations. Available statistical data on the recovery of assets in corruption 

cases remains limited. 

In Armenia, the Department for Confiscation of Illicit Assets within the Prosecutor General’s Office (which 

was established in 2020) is the designated asset recovery body. However, its powers are restricted to the 

recovery of assets in civil proceedings. While the legal framework sets out the basis for criminal 

confiscation in corruption cases, there is no track record of application of seizure and confiscation 

measures in practice. Asset recovery practitioners have direct access to information about company 

shares, as well as tax and customs data, and they can obtain further financial information via court orders. 

There are no specialised practitioners in the management of recovered assets. The Department can 

transfer the assets to state or local government bodies that have the necessary equipment, premises and 

specially qualified staff for the maintenance of the assets. 

Azerbaijan established the Special Confiscation Coordination Department under the Prosecutor General 

in 2020. The responsibility to identify, trace and organise return of corruption proceeds (asset recovery 

function) is still assigned to investigators, while the mandate of the Department is limited to coordination 

6 Asset Recovery Offices 
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and support for investigators. Azerbaijan therefore currently has no dedicated bodies, units, or groups of 

specialised practitioners dealing with identification, tracing and return of corruption proceeds. 

Consequently, the identification and tracing of corruption proceeds is still not effective in practice. The 

relevant authorities do not have direct access to different sources of information or mechanisms to obtain 

bank data without obstacles. Active and secure exchange of information among financial intelligence unit, 

investigative and prosecutorial bodies is not ensured in practice. Cooperation in practice comprises special 

requests of the investigative units and communication on an ad hoc basis. There is a lack of evidence that 

seizure and confiscation are routinely applied to the corruption crime instrumentalities and proceeds. 

Georgia has no designated asset recovery office. The responsibilities of identification, tracing and return 

of corruption proceeds are divided between the Prosecutor’s Office and the State Security Service which, 

according to the Georgian Government, have specialised anti-corruption investigators and prosecutors 

with proper expertise in financial investigations and asset tracing. These investigators and prosecutors are 

assisted by financial and IT experts. However, these functions are not separated within these institutions. 

Neither are there any dedicated bodies, units or groups of specialized practitioners for asset management. 

For seized and frozen assets, such functions are performed by investigators and prosecutors who deal 

with the relevant cases. For confiscated assets, the management function is assigned to the National 

Agency of State Property, for assets confiscated based on a mutual legal assistance request – to the 

National Bureau of Enforcement under the Ministry of Justice. Seizure and confiscation are routinely 

applied to the corruption crime instrumentalities and proceeds. However, there is no track record or a very 

low number of cases of more complicated confiscation measures (indirect proceeds, value-based 

confiscation, mixed proceeds, non-conviction based or extended confiscation). No assets were recovered 

from abroad in the past three years. Comprehensive statistics on the application of seizure and confiscation 

measures in corruption cases is not available and is not analysed or published online. 

In Moldova, the designated body is the Criminal Asset Recovery Agency (CARA) within the National 

Anticorruption Centre. The agency includes the Asset Management Office and the Asset Recovery Office. 

The agency has appropriate powers, including the right to access essential information. CARA has a high 

track record of the use of parallel financial investigations conducted with the involvement of financial 

analysts or financial investigators and other relevant experts in corruption cases. Its authorized staff have 

direct access to the necessary databases and they use mechanisms to obtain bank data without obstacles. 

However, the number of cases of assets recovered from abroad in the past three years is still very limited.  

There is no regular audit of the managed assets and a database of assets placed under CARA’s 

management is still at the design stage. Seizure and confiscation are reportedly applied in the first instance 

but there is no information on final decisions or executed orders. Moreover, there is no track record of 

cases of more complicated confiscation measures, even at first instance level (indirect proceeds, value-

based confiscation, mixed proceeds, non-conviction based or extended confiscation). Comprehensive 

statistics are not available and are not analysed.  

6.2. Recommendations 

 Georgia must consider establishing a dedicated asset recovery office. 

 Armenia and Azerbaijan must designate specialised bodies for the management of seized and 

confiscated assets. 

 Moldova must ensure that its new asset recovery body has sufficient resources to perform its role 

properly, as well as collect, analyse, and publish data on the application of the relevant measures 

in practice. 

 Ukraine must collect and publish comprehensive statistics on the use of asset recovery measures 

in corruption cases, while also providing ARMA with sufficient resources and legal powers, as well 

as protection from undue political interference. 
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Establishment of strong Financial Intelligence Units (FIUs) is an important step towards the development 

of a robust system for the detection of corruption. Centralised bank account registries, which the relevant 

agencies can access during their investigations, facilitate the operation of such systems. 

Target by 2020 

Effective tools for financial investigations are in place, in particular: 

 centralised bank accounts registries 

 reinforced Financial Intelligence and Investigation Units 

7.1. Summary of progress  

Four of the five countries do not have centralised bank account registries, although, in some countries, the 

relevant data is available through the tax authorities. The laws in all five countries allow investigative bodies 

to access financial information upon judicial approval. Only Ukraine and Armenia currently appear to 

actively use FIU reports for the detection of high-level corruption. 

Armenia does not currently have a centralised registry of bank accounts. Criminal prosecution bodies and 

asset recovery practitioners may obtain information constituting bank secrecy, official information on 

securities made by the Central Securities Depository, as well as information constituting insurance secrecy 

through a court decision on search or seizure. Banking and insurance data as well as information about 

security ownership can be requested only with regard to an accused or suspected individual. Access to 

this type of data is not conditioned by the status of the suspect or accused, if information is requested by 

the asset recovery practitioners. Upon receipt of the court decision, the bank should provide the information 

and the documents required by the criminal prosecution authority within two banking days. Armenia’s FIU 

forwarded 20 potential corruption cases to the investigative bodies in 2020. 

There is no central registry of bank accounts in Azerbaijan either. Investigative bodies do not currently 

have direct access to the relevant state databases or financial information. There are plans to undertake 

legislative and technical measures to ensure the Special Confiscation Coordination Department’s access 

to the property registration database, the database of the tax authorities, the vehicle registration database, 

and the customs database. No high-level corruption cases were detected based on FIU reports in 2020. 

Similarly, Georgia has no centralized register of bank accounts. Access to bank, financial or commercial 

records is obtained though search and seizure carried out in the respective institutions keeping these 

records within criminal proceedings based on a court order upon a prosecutor’s request. There is also a 

7 Effective Tools for Financial 

Investigations 
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procedure for the monitoring of bank accounts according to the Criminal Procedure Code where a 

prosecutor, with the approval of the Prosecutor General or Deputy Prosecutor General, is authorized to 

submit a motion to a court according to the investigative jurisdiction to issue a decision on the monitoring 

of bank accounts. Based on the court decision, the bank is obliged to cooperate with the investigation and 

to provide to it information concerning transactions in one or more bank accounts. For the interests of 

money laundering investigations, the Prosecutor General, Head of the State Security Service, Minister of 

Internal Affairs and their authorised deputies are entitled to address the Financial Monitoring Service of 

Georgia (FMS) with a justified request to provide confidential information (documents) under its 

possession. FIU reports were not used to detect high-level corruption cases in 2019 or 2020. 

In Ukraine too, there is no central registry of bank accounts, although the relevant investigative bodies 

have direct access to other databases and sources required to perform the functions of investigating, 

finding and tracing corruption proceeds and other assets, including tax and export information, as well as 

banking information on individuals and legal persons.  Ukraine’s FIU has worked actively in recent years 

to facilitate detection of corruption cases, sending hundreds of reports to the National Anti-Corruption 

Bureau. 

In Moldova, a central registry of bank accounts is maintained by the State Fiscal Service (SFS). It contains 

information regarding bank accounts of physical and legal persons, including the number and type of the 

account, name of the bank, opening date, currency, and closing date. Authorized officials can access it 

directly through accessing the information system of the SFS. Information, which constitutes a banking 

secret can be obtained by the investigative bodies in corruption cases with authorization from an 

investigative judge. Currently there are no investigations of possible cases of high-level corruption opened 

based on referrals from the FIU. 

7.2. Recommendations 

 Ukraine, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Armenia must consider the possibility of establishing centralised 

registries of bank accounts. 

 Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Moldova must ensure effective cooperation between their FIUs and anti-

corruption investigative bodies in detecting potential cases of corruption. 
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The disclosure of beneficial ownership and establishment of the central registries where the public can find 

relevant information is a positive emerging standard which facilitates detection of corruption and prevention 

of illicit enrichment. 

Target by 2020 

Public registries of beneficial ownership of legal entities and legal arrangements developed in at least 

three Partner Countries 

8.1. Summary of progress  

Ukraine is currently the only EaP country with a public registry of beneficial ownership in place, while 

Moldova has recently also adopted relevant legislation. 

Ukraine was one of the first countries globally to introduce mandatory registration of beneficial ownership 

of legal entities in 2015. Self-declared information about beneficial owners is registered and publicly 

disclosed online through a centralised platform. The information must include nature and extent (level, 

degree, share) of beneficial ownership (benefits, interests, influence). With few very narrow exceptions, all 

legal entities are obliged to maintain up-to-date information on the ultimate beneficial owners and 

ownership structure of the legal entity and to update such information on an ongoing and annual basis. 

The information is publicly disclosed through the Unified State Register in machine-readable and 

searchable format. However, there is no meaningful process for the verification of the self-declared 

information on beneficial ownership either at the time of registration or at a later point.  

In Armenia, companies are required to provide information on their beneficial owners during registration. 

However, this information is not consolidated in a unified public registry and is only provided to the 

members of general public upon request. No proper verification of beneficial ownership information which 

companies provide is conducted. There is further requirement to disclose information on beneficial 

ownership for the companies that win public procurement tenders and to certain types of transactions 

where the risk of money laundering or financing of terrorism exists.  

Azerbaijan and Georgia do not have public registries of beneficial ownership and do not require disclosure 

of this information by all companies. In Georgia, The Law on Facilitating the Suppression of Money 

Laundering and Terrorism Financing (AML/CFT law) sets out requirements for obliged entities – financial 

institutions, designated non-financial businesses and professions – to identify and verify beneficial owners 

of their customers. The obliged entities are required to conduct customer due diligence and identify the 

8 Public Registries of Beneficial 

Ownership 
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beneficial owner and verify their identity through reliable sources. If a customer is a legal person, non-

registered organizational entity, trust or similar legal arrangement, the obliged entity must examine the 

ownership and control (management) structure of a customer. The information at obliged entities is only 

available to special parties, such as national criminal and regulatory authorities. Similarly, in Azerbaijan, 

the “monitoring entities” under the AML law have a duty to collect and verify information on beneficial 

ownership but this information is not public. 

In Moldova, disclosure of information on beneficial owners is a mandatory part of a company’s registration, 

although a proper verification process appears to be missing. Until recently, the information was not public 

and was only made available to the relevant state bodies responsible for oversight, but the situation 

changed following the adoption in November 2021 of a legislative amendment regarding the publication of 

information on beneficial owners. 

8.2. Recommendations 

 Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia must establish public registries containing verified information 

on the beneficial owners of all companies. 

 Moldova must ensure proper implementation of the recent legislative amendments regarding the 

publication of beneficial ownership information. 

 All five countries must ensure proper verification of the information on beneficial ownership.  
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