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Executive Summary
Transparency International Georgia (TI Georgia) analysed how the Law on Conflict of Interest and 
Corruption in Public Institutions (CoI) works in practice at the central level, at the ministries, identified 
prevailing challenges, and developed recommendations to improve both the legislation and its 
enforcement in practice.

Key Findings

 ~ Violations of the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions are not being 
identified in practice. In most cases, the mechanisms needed to fulfil the requirements of this 
law are not in place at all.

 ~ The development, implementation monitoring and coordination of the National Anti-
corruption Policy as well as the work of the Anti-Corruption Council have been suspended. 
The Secretariat of the Anti-Corruption Council does not actually exist. Currently, the Government 
of Georgia (GoG) has no interest in carrying out anti-corruption reforms.

 ~ Practice demonstrates that the system of asset declaration monitoring in Georgia has not become 
a powerful tool for combating corruption and conflict of interest. The existing monitoring 
system mainly serves to check whether the declared information is complete and correct, not to 
identify and prevent possible corruption-related offences.

 ~ The obligation to submit asset declarations does not apply to all prosecutors, investigators of 
anti-corruption cases and advisors to state-political officials.

Number of violations of the Law on Con�lict of 
Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions in 2016-2020:

Corruption-Related 
Offences

Accepting Offers 
Prohibited by Law

Con�lict of 
Interest

Violating 
Restrictions on Gifts

Unexplained 
Wealth

Only 1 case of Incompatibility of Duties was identi�ied.

*Out of 12 ministries, 2 did not respond to TI Georgia’s FOI request (Ministries of Finance and Culture).

*
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 ~ The whistleblower protection mechanism does not exist in practice. Public institutions have 
not introduced a unified standard of identifying whistleblower statements, responding to them and 
collecting information. The whistleblowing regulations still do not apply to the Ministry of 
Defence and the Ministry of Internal Affairs; corresponding regulations were supposed to be 
developed as early as seven years ago.

 ~ The restrictions concerning gifts are not given appropriate consideration and are often 
ignored altogether.

 ~ The flawed practice of disregarding public information requests has become a regular 
occurrence for public institutions. Two ministries (Ministries of Finance and Culture) and 
Administration of the Government ignored TI Georgia’s FOI request.
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Introduction
This study aims to evaluate the implementation in practice of the main anti-corruption law of Georgia – 
the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, and to develop recommendations 
for its further improvement.

Within the framework of the study, the anti-corruption system which is in place in Georgia, specifically, 
the existence of integrity mechanisms in the public sector and their operation in practice, is analysed from 
several angles. First and foremost, based on the analysis of cases identified during the five-year period, 
the study evaluates the effectiveness of the institutional mechanisms responsible for detecting violations 
of the law. It also assesses the functioning of the asset declaration system, including identification of 
legal shortcomings involving risks, evaluation of the current monitoring system, regulation of issues 
related to whistleblowing and their practical enforcement, restrictions imposed by the law on receiving 
gifts and their practical implementation. In addition, the study evaluates the institutional infrastructure 
critically important for the development, implementation and monitoring of the country’s national 
anti-corruption policy – the operation of the Anti-Corruption Council and its Secretariat, and identifies 
challenges that exist in this regard.

The Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions regulates prevention, identification 
and combating conflict of interest and corruption in public institutions and the main principles 
concerning the responsibility of perpetrators of corruption-related offences. The law also establishes 
the conditions and mechanisms of asset declaration submission by public officials, of monitoring 
submitted declarations, and the fundamental principles of whistleblower protection, ethics and general 
rules of conduct.

Identifying and resolving instances of conflict of interest is critically important for good governance 
and preservation of trust in public institutions. The expectations of ordinary citizens, business and civil 
society representatives that governments would introduce high standards of integrity in public service, 
public institutions and publicly owned enterprises are raising every day throughout the world.1

The absence of appropriate recognition and control mechanisms can undermine the fundamental 
integrity of officials, their decisions, public agencies or a government as a whole.2

The enforcement of the law in practice and the flaws of the legislative framework are assessed from five 
different angles:

 Ã Identification of Corruption-related Offences, Conflict of Interest and Incompatibility of Duties 

 Ã Development, Implementation and Monitoring of Anti-corruption Policy

 Ã Asset Declarations and their Monitoring

 Ã Whistleblowing in Public Sector

 Ã Gifts and related Restrictions

1  Managing Conflict of Interest in the Public Sector: A Toolkit, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2005, available here.
2  Ibid.

https://www.oecd.org/governance/ethics/49107986.pdf
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Given the scale of the study, each sphere that has been selected plays a critical role in combating conflict 
of interest and corruption in public institutions as well as in building integrity in the public sector in 
general.

The implementation of the law in practice in 2016-2020 is evaluated at the central level, at the Georgian 
Ministries and Office of the State Minister – 12 institutions in total. Two ministries (Ministries Finance 
and Culture) ignored TI Georgia’s FOI request.

The study is based on the analysis of the Georgian legislation, reports published by local non-
governmental organisations, studies and assessments of international practices conducted by reputable 
international anti-corruption organisations as well as monitoring reports by the Anti-Corruption 
Network of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD/ACN) and evaluation 
reports by the Council of Europe’s Group of States against Corruption (GRECO). The statistical data and 
information received as a result of public information requests from the Georgian Government agencies 
(ministries, LEPL Civil Service Bureau, LEPL National Agency of State Property, State Security Service, 
Public Defender’s Office) have also been used.

In addition, based on the analysis of the shortcomings identified as a result of examining the 
practical implementation of the law and the legislative framework, the study offers the government 
recommendations for each direction.
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Detection of Corruption-Related Offences, Conflict 
of Interest and Incompatibility of Duties
The Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption establishes the key restrictions and, in a number of cases, 
the mechanisms of their enforcement and response to their violation as well. According to the official 
information requested and received from ministries, it becomes clear that the violations envisaged by 
the law are not being detected in practice; the effectiveness of the appropriate mechanisms that 
are in place to ensure the enforcement of the requirements of the law is also questionable.

Structural Bodies Responsible for Detecting Violations
Based on the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, it is the internal 
audit departments that are usually responsible for detecting, studying and responding to the 
instances of conflict of interest and corruption in public institutions. According to the public 
information requested and received from ministries, only a few agencies are an exception. For example, 
at the Ministries of Internal Affairs and Justice, the Department of General Inspection performs this role 
along with its other duties, while at the Office of the State Minister, this is done by the Department for 
Administrative and Legal Support. As for the Ministry of Defence, according to the ministry - General 
Inspection Department and Military Police Department of the Defense Forces perform the above-
mentioned duties.

In one agency, the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure, there is no structural unit 
performing this role. “If needed, the ministry shall be guided by the regulations stipulated in the Law 
of Georgia on Civil Service and the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public 
Institutions, and, on the basis of a correspondent legislative act issued by the minister, shall form 
a commission to discuss this issue,” states the letter from the ministry.3 The agency’s response makes 
it clear that the ministry does not have a mechanism to detect and prevent violations of the law, while 
the creation of a commission is envisaged “if needed”, presumably, to study respond to the cases that 
had already happened and were detected. Given the fact that no violation of the law occurred at the 
ministry in the course of 11 years (2010-2020)4, the efficiency of this approach is questionable.

It is noteworthy that, as early as in 2017, the Institute for Development of Freedom of Information 
(IDFI) supported the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure in developing a Strategy 
for Transparency and Integrity and a corresponding action plan. One of the Objectives envisaged in the 
2017-2018 action plan was the improvement of ethics and integrity mechanisms and, specifically, the 
introduction of the mechanisms of control over regulation implementation.5

Despite the fact that the detection of conflict of interest among the employees of the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs is the duty of the General Inspection Department,6 according to the ministry, “the General 
Inspection does not process the statistical data in the form requested in the letter”.7 Same response was 

3  Letter № 01/3453 by the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure, 5 October 2021.
4  Ibidem, the statistics for 2016-2020; also, for the 2010-2015 statistics, see Transparency International Georgia, 
Georgian Anti-Corruption Legislation: Implementation in Practice, 7 December 2015, available here. 
5  Institute for Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI), The Ministry of Regional Development and 
Infrastructure Adopted the Transparency and Integrity Strategy and Action Plan, 1 May 2017,  available here.
6   Order №123 of the Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia, dated 23 February 2015, on the approval of the Statute 
of the General Inspection (Department) of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, available here.
7  Response № MIA 5 21 02675746 by the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia, 11 October 2021.

https://www.transparency.ge/en/post/report/implementing-georgia-s-anti-corruption-laws-practice-remains-problem
https://idfi.ge/ge/the_ministry_of_regional_development_and_nfrastructure_adopted_the_transparency_and_ntegrity_strategy_and_action_plan
https://idfi.ge/ge/the_ministry_of_regional_development_and_nfrastructure_adopted_the_transparency_and_ntegrity_strategy_and_action_plan
https://www.matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/2737879?publication=7
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received from the Ministry of Defence.8 The agency’s response that the statistical data are not processed 
“in the form requested in the letter” is vague, as our FOI letter requested data on specific violations and, 
at the same time, the request did not raise issues for other institutions.

Violation Detection Statistics

It turns out that, in 2016-2020, only 1 case of violation of the CoI Law was detected in ministries. 
In a five-year period, only one institution - the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development of 
Georgia - identified 1 case of incompatibility in 2017, resulting in the dismissal of one civil servant.9

It is noteworthy, that in 2016-2020, no violation of corruption-related offences, conflict of 
interest in public institutions, and/or unexplained wealth was identified.

To assess the enforcement of the law in practice, it is worth noting a study published by TI Georgia in 
2015, according to which no violation of the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption was detected 
in 2010-2015.10 The fact that, in the course of 11 years between 2010 and 2020, only 1 case of CoI 
law violation was detected in  the ministries11 creates grounds for suspicion that the agencies do not 
properly enforce the law in practice and no appropriate monitoring is in place. 

The fact that violations were not officially detected in the ministries does not mean that they did not 
take place. In the meantime, numerous alleged cases of conflict of interest and corruption12 have 
been detected by local non-governmental organisations and journalists in recent years.

In addition, the very fact that two ministries (Ministries of  Culture and Finance) ignored public 
information requests is a direct violation of Article 133 of the law under discussion as it obligates heads 
of public institutions to ensure access to public information and unhindered operation of the mechanism 
of issuing such information.

Implementation of Other Requirements of the Law

The law compels public officials to recuse themselves if they have property or other personal interest 
in a decision that they have to make individually (Article 11, para. 2). Based on the information received 
from the agencies, it turns out that no self-recusal was exercised by public servants in 2016-2020.13

It should also be noted that this requirement of the law does not apply to the President of Georgia, the 
Prime Minister, MPs, members of the supreme representative bodies and heads of their executive bodies 
of the Autonomous Republics of Abkhazia and Adjara (Article 11, para. 4). To improve the legislation 
and compliance with international good practice, it is important to establish clear guidelines for high-
ranking officials’ self-recusal by including appropriate provisions into the law.

8  Letter of the Ministry of Defense of Georgia № MOD 9 21 01240096, November 26, 2021.
9  Letter of the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development of Georgia № 08/7844, November 17, 2021.
10  Transparency International Georgia, Georgian Anti-Corruption Legislation: Implementation in Practice, 7 December 
2015, available here.
11  Transparency International Georgia’s public information request requests have been ignored by: Ministry of 
Finance and Ministry of Culture.
12  Transparency International Georgia, Uninvestigated Cases of Alleged High-Level Corruption in Georgia — A 
Periodically Updated List, available here.
13  Transparency International Georgia’s public information request requests have been ignored by: Ministry of 
Finance and Ministry of Culture.

https://www.transparency.ge/en/post/report/implementing-georgia-s-anti-corruption-laws-practice-remains-problem
https://transparency.ge/ge/blog/magali-donis-savaraudo-korupciis-gamouziebeli-shemtxvevebi-ganaxlebadi-sia
https://transparency.ge/en/blog/uninvestigated-cases-alleged-high-level-corruption-georgia-periodically-updated-list
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The law also obligates public servants to disclose within one month from their appointment (or 
election) to a post, and then – by 1 February of each following year whether any persons related to 
them are employed at the same public institution (Article 134, para. 3). A public servant must submit 
an appropriate written statement to a structural unit responsible for managing human resources within 
the same public institutions and, in addition, indicate in their statement the identifying information 
concerning a person related to them as well as the information about the nature of their relationship.

The information about this kind of statements was available only from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
and the Ministry of Regional Development and Infrastructure. At the Ministry of Infrastructure, in 2018, 
two employees declared about the persons related to them and working at the same institution, while 
over 100 such statements are recorded at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs each year. In other ministries, 
no such statement was recorded in 2016-2020, which might point to weakness in monitoring and to 
the problem with the enforcement of this requirement of the law.

Number of statements made by public servants about persons related to them and 
employed at the same public institution at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

110 112 108 106 108

Furthermore, the law also stipulates that public servants are to use their official powers, certificates 
of official power, symbols and other means of identification of official authority in good faith – 
solely for official purposes and not for gaining any sort of advantage (Article 132, para. 7). According to 
the letters received from ministries, no violation of this article was recorded in 2016-2020.

The violation of the principle of integrity most frequently manifests itself in the form of abuse of power. A 
clear expression of this is the use of official certificates and/or passes for personal purposes or gain. For 
example, when a public servant commits a traffic violation and tries to avoid the resultant administrative 
responsibility by using their official status and connections for personal gain.14 The information about 
such violations has been disseminated by the media on numerous occasions. This includes one of the 
most high-profile recent cases concerning a brother of Levan Izoria, a former high-ranking official of the 
government.15

As for the law enforcement agencies, the response of the Ministries of 
Internal Affairs and Defence (“Statistics are not processed in the form 
requested by the letter”) confirms the view that the Ministries do not 
have an effective internal enforcement mechanism for the Law on 
Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions.

14  Aghapishvili I., Beselia G., Tsukhishvili G., “Decree of the Government of Georgia on Ethics and General Rules 
of Conduct in Public Institutions: A Commentary”, Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), 
Tbilisi, 2018, available here.
15  Outgoing Intelligence Chief Izoria, Interior Minister Gomelauri on Ex-Cop’s Allegations, civil.ge, 28 January 2020, 
available here.

http://lawlibrary.info/ge/books/2018giz-ge-sajaro-samsax-etikis-wesebis-komm.pdf
https://civil.ge/ka/archives/336334
https://civil.ge/ka/archives/336334
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It is important that the conflict between a public servant’s personal interest and public interest is 
correctly identified, properly managed and effectively resolved. Otherwise, an unresolved conflict of 
interest might cause corrupt actions, misuse of power, misdemeanour, loss of trust or other unlawful 
actions.16

16  Managing Conflict of Interest in the Public Sector: A Toolkit, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2005, available here.

https://www.oecd.org/governance/ethics/49107986.pdf
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Development, Implementation and Monitoring of 
Anti-Corruption Policy
As of November 2021, the development, implementation monitoring and coordination of the 
National Anti-corruption Policy in Georgia as well as the work of the Anti-Corruption Council 
are suspended. The development of the anti-corruption policy and the implementation of necessary 
reforms is not a priority for the Government of Georgia.

Anti-Corruption Council without a Secretariat

To facilitate an efficient and coordinated fight against corruption, the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency 
Coordination Council (Anti-Corruption Council) was established by the order17 of the President 
of Georgia in 2008. As a result of amendments implemented on 21 July 2008, the provisions 
regulating the work of the Anti-Corruption Council became part of the Law on Conflict of Interest 
and Corruption in Public Institutions.18

Determining the general policy of combating corruption, elaborating Georgia’s National Anti-
corruption Strategy and Action Plan for its implementation, updating it periodically, and 
monitoring its implementation were defined as the primary objective of the Council.

The composition of the Anti-Corruption Council is determined by the GoG. Representatives of 
international organisations, independent experts as well as representatives of Non-Entrepreneurial 
(Non-Commercial) Legal Persons working in a relevant sphere and academics may participate in the 
work of the Council along with representatives of state institutions.

The organisational and administrative work for the Council – the role of a Secretariat – was performed 
by the Analytical Department of the Ministry of Justice but, on 16 March 2021, the Administration of 
the Government was defined as the Council’s Secretariat.

Correspondingly, since March 2021, the Administration of the GoG has been the agency responsible for 
coordinating the work of the Anti-Corruption Council, providing analytical and organisational support 
to the working groups created under it, administration of the Council’s work as well as developing 
and updating the national anti-corruption strategy and corresponding action plan and monitoring its 
implementation.

It is noteworthy that consultations with regard to the changes to the Secretariat did not take place 
at the Anti-corruption Council meeting with civil society members or any other working format. The 
explanatory note presented to the Parliament concerning the amendments to the law reads:

17  Order №622 by the President of Georgia, dated 26 December 2008, On the Approval of the Composition and 
Statute of the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency Coordination Council, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 21 
September 2021, available here.
18  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, Article 121, Legislative Herald of 
Georgia, accessed on 21 September 2021, available here.

https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/104218?publication=0
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
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“Given the fact that the Government of Georgia is involved in key aspects of the [Anti-Corruption] 
Council’s work, while, according to Article 13 of the Law of Georgia on the Structure, Authority and 
Rules of Operation of the Government of Georgia, the Administration of the Government of Georgia 
was established to provide organisational and analytical support to the work of the Government, 
prepare informational and other materials as well as facilitate control over the implementation of the 
Government decisions, it is expedient for the Administration of the Government of Georgia to provide 
organisational support and administration of the work of the Council.”

According to this explanation, the Government Administration is supposed to administer the work of 
all other multi-sector reform or inter-agency coordination councils in the country (perform the role of 
their secretariat), which, in turn, confirms the view that the changes concerning the Anti-Corruption 
Secretariat were not based on situation analysis, analysis of the secretariat’s functions and capabilities, 
and problem identification. It is clear that the decision was not evidence-based. It is noteworthy that 
the discussion of these changes took less than two minutes per hearing at the leading parliamentary 
committee19 sessions and MPs did not ask any clarifying questions.20

Transferring the duties of the Secretariat from the Ministry of Justice to the Government Administration 
was not based on an international recommendation either. It should also be noted here that the 4th 
round of monitoring report by the Anti-Corruption Network of the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD/ACN) talks about the need to strengthen the existing Secretariat 
(the Analytical Department of the Ministry of Justice), set it apart as an independent sub-structural unit 
and mobilise adequate human resources, rather than transfer the Secretariat to a different agency.21

It is striking that, only four months after the law was amended, a new structural unit was created 
within the Government Administration – the Anti-Corruption Secretariat, whose main objective 
was defined as the implementation of the duties of a secretariat for the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency 
Coordination Council.22 It is noteworthy that the Government Administration has ignored TI Georgia’s 
public information request concerning the staffing of the Secretariat23 because the Secretariat has not 
yet been staffed, and the head of the new structural unit is not appointed as well.

As for the positions within the staff composition, a closed competition for only one position (senior 
specialist of the first category) was announced on the hr.gov.ge website administered by the Civil Service 
Bureau on 12 October 2021 with the deadline expiring on 15 October. Interestingly, in addition to the 
template requirements, the competition conditions did not include [the knowledge of] any national 
or international anti-corruption documents, such as the national strategy and action plan, evaluation 
reports by GRECO and OECD/ACN, UNCAC24 compliance report and others. At the same time, for some 
reason, the vacancy required the knowledge of an outdated Public Administration Reform (PAR) 
strategy.25

19  Legal Issues Committee of the Parliament of Georgia.
20  On Amendments to the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, № 07-
2/24/10, 10 February 2021, available here.
21  Report on the 4th round of monitoring of the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan by Georgia by the Anti-Corruption 
Network (ACN) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2016, Recommendations 3.2 
and 3.5, available here.
22  Decree №279 of the Government of Georgia, dated 9 June 2021, On Amendments to the Decree №340 of the 
Government of Georgia, dated 26 June 2018 On Approval of the Statute of the Administration of the Government of 
Georgia, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 21 September 2021, available here.
23  Request № 03-7565, dated 17 September 2021.
24  United Nations Convention against Corruption, Adopted by the UN General Assembly October 31, 2003 by 
resolution 58/4, available here.
25  Vacancy № 6745.

https://parliament.ge/legislation/21482
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/OECD-ACN-Georgia-Round-4-Monitoring-Report-ENG.pdf
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/5188204?publication=0
https://www.unodc.org/documents/treaties/UNCAC/Publications/Convention/08-50026_E.pdf
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The fact that the structural unit of the Anti-Corruption Secretariat does not have a head, while competition 
was held to fill only one (rather than all) positions on staff, indicates that, eight months after the 
transfer to the Government Administration, the Secretariat of the Anti-Corruption Council does 
not actually exist.

Suspended Anti-Corruption Policy

According to the statute of the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency Coordination Council, the Council has to 
meet at least twice a year.26 However, in 2020 and 2021, the Council did not gather at all. Its last session 
was held in 2019. As a result, the new Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan have not yet been 
approved, while the 2019-2020 Action Plan expired on 31 December 2020.

The fact that the Council has not held a meeting in two years indicates that there is no “facilitation of 
an efficient and coordinated fight against corruption” at the government level, and the Council does not 
serve to implement the key functions for which it has existed since 2008. Over the past two years, no 
monitoring reports on the implementation of the National Anti-Corruption Strategy and Action Plan 
were presented at the Council sessions and discussed together with civil society organisations and 
donors, no prevailing challenges were assessed or future steps planned.

Moreover, since the time the anti-corruption secretariat was moved from the Ministry of Justice to the 
Government Administration, the composition and the statute of the Council have not been updated. 
According to the current statute, the chairperson of the Council is still the minister of justice of Georgia.27

These circumstances confirm the view that the Government is not currently interested in carrying 
out anti-corruption reforms.

The quality of development and monitoring of the implementation of national anti-corruption strategies, 
and corresponding action plans is also problematic. For example, the 2019-2020 Action Plan of the 
Anti-Corruption Strategy which was approved by the GoG on 4 October 201928 repeats the activities 
envisaged by other government action plans, including various obligations undertaken by the 2018-
201929 OGP Georgia’s Action Plan approved as early as in November 2018 and the 2019-202030 Action 
Plan of the Public Administration Reform approved in June 2019. Carbon copying obligations from one 
Action Plan to another points to artificially increasing the volume of anti-corruption plans and to the 
lack [of effort] in terms of implementing real, result-oriented reforms in this respect.

Furthermore, the action plans do not meet the minimum standards established for policy documents 
in general. One of the recommendations of the 2016 Report of the 4th round of monitoring by OECD/

26  Decree №390 of the Government of Georgia, dated 30 December 2013, On the Approval of the Composition and 
Statute of the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency Coordination Council, Article 6, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 
21 September 2021, available here.
27  Ibid, Article 1.
28  Decree №484 of the Government of Georgia, dated 4 October 2019, On Approval of the National Anti-Corruption 
Strategy of Georgia and the 2019-2020 Action Plan of Implementation of the Anti-Corruption Strategy, Legislative 
Herald of Georgia, accessed on 21 September 2021, available here.
29  Decree №537 of the Government of Georgia, dated 12 November 2018, On Approval of the 2018-2019 Action 
Plan for Georgia’s Open Government Partnership, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 21 September 2021, available here.
30  Decree №274 of the Government of Georgia, dated 10 June 2019, On Approval of the 2019-2020 Action Plan for 
Public Administration Reform, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 21 September 2021, available here.

https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/2177485?publication=6
https://www.matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/4674422?publication=0
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/4586360?publication=0
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/4586360?publication=0
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ACN31 emphasises the need to develop so-called impact indicators. The monitoring reports prepared 
by the Secretariat need to not just demonstrate the implementation rate of activities but to analyse 
the impact that was made by the implementation of each activity. This also provide grounds for the 
preparation of new strategies and action plans in accordance with the evidence-based approach (the 
comprehensive analysis of the existing environment and identification of genuine problems). These 
OECD/ACN recommendations were not considered in the two action plans developed after 2016 (2017-
2018 and 2019-2020).

31  Report on the 4th round of monitoring of the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan by Georgia by the Anti-
Corruption Network (ACN) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2016, available here.

https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/OECD-ACN-Georgia-Round-4-Monitoring-Report-ENG.pdf
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Asset Declarations and Their Monitoring
Although the law defines the rules of submitting asset declarations, the list of officials who are obligated 
to declare their assets, the content of information to be submitted as well as the rules of checking 
(monitoring) submitted declarations, practice demonstrates that the declaration monitoring 
system in Georgia has failed to become a powerful instrument of combating corruption and 
conflict of interest.

Shortcomings in the Legislation
The obligation for officials in Georgia to submit asset declarations has existed since 1998,32 it has 
been possible to submit declarations electronically by means of the website www.declaration.gov.ge 
administered by the Civil Service Bureau since 2010, while the obligation to monitor declaration has 
been in force since 2017.

According to the current legislation, the definition of an “official” is broad and unites persons of various 
legal statuses. About 6,000 people have an obligation to submit an asset declaration during a year. For 
example, according to the 2020 data, 5,700 persons submitted asset declarations.33

In Georgia, persons who hold positions that involve elevated risks of conflict of interest and/or potential 
corruption, as well as abuse of power, are exempt from an obligation to declare their assets. For example, 
the obligation to submit asset declarations does not apply to low-ranking prosecutors.34 Both local 
(for example, TI Georgia’s studies35) and international organisations have been pointing out this legal 
shortcoming to the GoG for years now.

According to the Fourth Evaluation Round report by the Group of States against Corruption (GRECO) 
of the Council of Europe, only a very small part of prosecutors in Georgia (less than 8%, according 
to the 2016 data) are under the obligation to submit asset declarations, which is problematic. The 
mission “cannot see any convincing reasons for this limitation”36. In addition, “Bearing in mind the 
context in Georgia which is marked by a low level of trust in the criminal justice system including the 
prosecution service, and where calls for more accountability are numerous, [GRECO evaluation team] 
is of the firm opinion that for the sake of consistency, transparency and corruption prevention, all 
prosecutors [100% of prosecutors] need to be covered by the declaration regime.”37 It is noteworthy 
that, in the corresponding report published in 2021, GECO once again called on the GoG to implement 
the aforementioned recommendation.38

32  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, Chapter IV: Declaring and Publishing 
Economic Interests, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.
33  Report on the results of monitoring 2020 asset declarations, Civil Service Bureau, 31 December 2020, accessed 
on 30 September 2021, available here. 
Note: The report does not include the number of declarations submitted by secret officials; according to the 2020 data, 
there were 661 of them.
34  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, Chapter IV: Declaring and Publishing 
Economic Interests, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.
35  Transparency International Georgia, The Georgian Asset Declaration System is in Need of an Update, 29 September 
2020, available here.
36  Fourth Evaluation Round Georgia: Corruption prevention in respect of members of parliament, judges and 
prosecutors, Group of States against Corruption (GRECO), Council of Europe, Adopted by GRECO 74th Plenary Meeting, 
December 2, 2016, published on January 17, 2017, p. 51.
37  Ibid.
38  Second Compliance Report Georgia, Fourth Evaluation Round: Corruption prevention in respect of members 
of parliament, judges and prosecutors, Group of States against Corruption (GRECO), Council of Europe, Adopted by 
GRECO 74th Plenary Meeting, March 25, 2021, published on April 12, 2021, p. 13.

http://www.declaration.gov.ge
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
http://www.csb.gov.ge/news/2020-%E1%83%AC%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%97%E1%83%90%E1%83%9C%E1%83%90%E1%83%9B%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%9D%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9E%E1%83%98%E1%83%A0%E1%83%97%E1%83%90-%E1%83%A5%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%95%E1%83%98-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%93%E1%83%92%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9B%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%94%E1%83%9D%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%99%E1%83%9A%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%90%E1%83%AA%E1%83%98%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%98%E1%83%A2%E1%83%9D%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%9C%E1%83%92%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%A8%E1%83%94%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%92%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%90%E1%83%9C%E1%83%92%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%A8%E1%83%98/
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
https://transparency.ge/en/blog/georgian-asset-declaration-system-need-update
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The OECD/ACN mission in 2016 also issued a recommendation39 concerning the need to expand the 
circle of declarants and to apply the obligation to submit declarations to prosecutors of all levels.

Apart from prosecutors, the obligation to submit declarations in Georgia does not apply to investigators 
of anti-corruption cases and advisors to political officials (for example, advisors to the prime minister, 
president and so on). According to international best practice, it is important that the circle of declarants 
include all of the positions which involve a high risk of conflict of interest and/or corruption or may 
influence public trust. It is noteworthy that applying the obligation to submit asset declarations to 
investigators of anti-corruption cases, prosecutors, and advisors to state-political officials appears on 
the list of pilot monitoring indicators40 of OECD/ACN as well.

Shortcomings in the List of Information for Submission

The declaration form must cover quite a broad area of information in order to uncover conflict of interest 
as well as possible cases of unlawful enrichment. A declaration needs to contain all types of income 
with indication of sources, financial liabilities and expenses, including information about beneficial 
ownership in companies, investment funds and assets.41

According to the 2020 World Bank report, contemporary systems of asset and interest declaration 
should cover new forms of money laundering and corruption as well. It is imperative that a declaration 
system exposes beneficial ownership of public servants and persons related to them.42 A beneficial 
owner is an individual who, directly or indirectly, owns a certain share of a company’s income or assets, 
or directs, or influences its activities.43 For example, the issue of beneficial ownership is particularly 
topical when companies registered offshore participate in public procurement and we do not know who 
are their ultimate (real) owners.

In accordance with good practice, a declaration system should also provide for presenting information 
about paid and unpaid work as well as declaring online assets (for example, cryptocurrency). Despite 
the fact that several declarants indicated in the securities section the type and amount of cryptocurrency 
in their ownership, the law does not clearly define the obligation to declare online assets.

It is a significant legal shortcoming that the information about paid work done by an official prior to 
their first appointment and after their dismissal is not publicly available.44 The openness of this kind 
of information is part of international good practice. Furthermore, this limitation restricts a possibility 
for civil society representatives and investigative journalists to expose one of the types of conflict of 

39  Report on the 4th round of monitoring of the Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan by Georgia by the Anti-Corruption 
Network (ACN) of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2016, Recommendation 9.1, 
available here.
40  Istanbul Anti-Corruption Action Plan 5th Round Monitoring: Pilot Performance Indicators, Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Anti-Corruption Network for Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 
2021, available here.
41  Anti-corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia Progress and Challenges 2016-2019, Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2020, available here.
42  Enhancing Government Effectiveness and Transparency: The Fight Against Corruption, World Bank, 2020, 
available here.
43  Beneficial ownership in law: Definitions and thresholds, Policy Briefing, Open Ownership, October 2020, available here.
44  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institution, Article 19, para. 1, Legislative Herald 
of Georgia, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.

https://www.oecd.org/corruption/acn/OECD-ACN-Georgia-Round-4-Monitoring-Report-ENG.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/Istanbul-Anti-Corruption-Action-Plan-5th-Round-Monitoring-Pilot-Performance-Indicators-OECD-Anti-Corruption-Network-for-Eastern-Europe-and-Central-Asia.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/governance/publication/enhancing-government-effectiveness-and-transparency-the-fight-against-corruption
https://www.openownership.org/resources/beneficial-ownership-in-law-definitions-and-thresholds/
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
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interest and corruption – cases of a “revolving door”.45

A 2019 amendment to the law, according to which it is no longer considered a violation if an official fails 
to indicate in their declaration an enterprise which “did not have any turnover or made any transactions 
or had an annual turnover of not more than GEL 500 for six or more years prior to the date of submitting 
a declaration” merits a negative assessment.46

Inefficient Monitoring System

According to the law, the asset declaration monitoring in Georgia serves two key purposes: checking 
that the information declared by a public official is complete and correct, and detecting and preventing 
conflict of interest and corruption-related offences.47

The Civil Service Bureau is responsible for the organisational aspect of the declaration monitoring 
process. The following can become grounds for starting monitoring:

   Random selection of officials by the electronic monitoring system;

   A substantiated written statement presented by any interested person; and

   Selection of public officials by an independent commission based on the position (state-political 
figures) or special factors.

According to the law, the number of officials identified based on random selection principle by the Civil 
Service Bureau for the purpose of annual monitoring as well as the number of officials selected by an 
independent commission should not exceed 5% of the total number of public officials in each case. 
In addition, the commission selects one half from among state-political officials and the second half 
– based on special factors (especially high corruption risk, heightened public interest and violations 
uncovered through monitoring).48

Since the obligation to monitor declarations came into effect (in 2017), the Civil Service Bureau conducted 
monitoring of 1,695 declarations.49 At the same time, an independent commission comprising 
representatives of non-governmental organisations and academia was formed only once, in 2018.

The current monitoring system is marred by several kinds of shortcomings regarding which TI Georgia 
regularly publishes its detailed opinions.50 However, given the purposes of this study, it is important to 
once again emphasise the key flaws of the current system.

45  Please, see Transparency International Georgia’s June 2021 blog post for additional information on the “revolving 
door” problem: Revolving door regulation continues to be nonexistent in Georgia, available here.
46  On Amendments to the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, 4 April 2019, 
Legislative Herald of Georgia, available here.
47  Decree №81 of the Government of Georgia, dated 14 February 2017, On Approval of Instruction for Monitoring 
Asset Declarations of Public Officials Who Need To Be Checked, Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 30 September 
2021, available here.
48  Ibid.
49  The number of declarations checked in 2017 was 287, in 2018 – 449, in 2019 – 607, in 2020 – 352. Source: Report 
on the results of declaration monitoring carried out by the Civil Service Bureau.
50  Transparency International Georgia, Monitoring of 2020 Asset Declarations: Worsened Results and Lack of Focus 
on Uncovering Corruption, 22 March 2021, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.

https://transparency.ge/en/blog/revolving-door-regulation-continues-be-nonexistent-georgia
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/4526259?publication=0
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/4526259?publication=0
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/3578912?publication=2
https://transparency.ge/en/blog/monitoring-2020-asset-declarations-worsened-results-and-lack-focus-uncovering-corruption
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Selection of Declarations for Monitoring

Only half of the number determined by the law is submitted to monitoring each year; in addition, 
a risk-based approach is ignored in the process of random selection. Due to the failure to form 
an independent commission, only the declarants identified electronically through random selection by 
the Bureau are being checked. The programme cannot group declarants by risk-categories considering 
their positions and roles and perform random selection after that. According to the OECD assessment, 
the specific positions/roles that should be submitted to monitoring supposed to be defined clearly by 
the law. 

This, certainly, does not imply that declarations submitted by all high-ranking officials should be checked 
every time, however, the law needs to establish which officials should be checked without fail and assign 
priority to high-risk officials.51

Contrary to international best practice, the current system, in the event of a failure to form 
an independent commission, disregards state-political officials and officials whose positions 
involve high risk of corruption. As for the failure to form a commission, “the real reason may lie with 
the flawed procedure of member selection as well as inadequate communication on the part of the Civil 
Service Bureau, rather than in the lack of interest on the part of the civil society or academia.”52

In addition, it is important to link the system of declarations to the main state databases (for example, 
the Immovable Property Registry, Revenue Service database and so on) so that the data stored in these 
databases and those provided by declarants are automatically compared. According to the Civil Service 
Bureau, the system has been linked to the key state databases since June 2021 and access to declarants’ 
information is automated. It is noteworthy, however, that the updated system still allows an official 
to refrain from indicating complete information since the declaration only shows information 
where the declarant “ticks the box” allowing publishing rather than the complete information 
stored in the government databases.53

Furthermore, the law does not envisage launching monitoring on the basis of an anonymous report. 
Neither does the Civil Service Bureau check the accuracy of the reports published by various 
open sources or start monitoring declarations when media outlets disseminate information 
about alleged violations.

The existing electronic system does not provide for an automated risk-based selection (Red Flag 
analysis) which is geared to detect declarations with a high probability of violations. Such an instrument 
facilitates the process of checking and makes the work of an agency responsible for this process more 
effective and purposeful.54

51  Anti-corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia Progress and Challenges 2016-2019, Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2020, available here.
52  Transparency International Georgia, Monitoring of 2020 Asset Declarations: Worsened Results and Lack of Focus 
on Uncovering Corruption, 22 March 2021, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.
53  Handbook on Submission and Monitoring of Public Officials’ Asset Declarations, Nino Tsukhishvili,  EU programme: 
Support to the Public Administration Reform in Georgia, May 2020, available here.
54  Anti-corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia Progress and Challenges 2016-2019, Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2020, available here; 

https://www.oecd.org/corruption/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
hhttps://transparency.ge/en/blog/monitoring-2020-asset-declarations-worsened-results-and-lack-focus-uncovering-corruption
http://www.csb.gov.ge/media/2920/%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%99%E1%83%9A%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%90%E1%83%AA%E1%83%98%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%AC%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%93%E1%83%92%E1%83%94%E1%83%9C%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1%E1%83%90-%E1%83%93%E1%83%90-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%98%E1%83%A2%E1%83%9D%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%9C%E1%83%92%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%A1%E1%83%90%E1%83%AE%E1%83%94%E1%83%9A%E1%83%9B%E1%83%AB%E1%83%A6%E1%83%95%E1%83%90%E1%83%9C%E1%83%94%E1%83%9A%E1%83%9D.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
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The Goal and Results of Monitoring

As a result of analysing the reports on the results of declaration monitoring implemented by the Civil 
Service Bureau, we can conclude that the current monitoring system is designed to check the 
completeness and correctness of declared data. Out of 207 declarations that received a negative 
assessment in 2020 (60% of checked declarations), violations were linked to the failure to indicate 
and/or incorrect indication of immovable property as well as incorrect/incomplete declaration of bank 
accounts, entrepreneurial activities, received income and contract-based material gain.55 The 2020 report 
says nothing about uncovering incompatibility of duties, conflict of interest in public institutions 
and/or unexplained wealth. The 2017, 2018 and 2019 reports do not talk about uncovering such 
cases or alleged instances either.

It is also interesting that the Civil Service Bureau’s letter in response to TI Georgia’s public information 
request states that “within the framework of monitoring asset declarations of public officials, incompatibility 
of duties was uncovered in four declarations in 2017, eight declarations in 2018, two declarations in 2019, 
and three declarations in 2020. Three cases of possible unexplained wealth were also detected.”56

In the Bureau’s final reports for 2017-2020, no report mentions uncovered/alleged cases of 
incompatibility of duties, conflict of interest and/or unexplained property, while the main and 
number one goal of monitoring should, in fact, be precisely detecting of and responding to such cases.

The current system in Georgia is unable to ensure the detection of conflict of interest and/
or unlawful enrichment. This is indicated by the nature of violations uncovered as a result of 
monitoring and a small number of cases sent to the law enforcement bodies.57

It is striking that information about alleged cases of illicit enrichment of public officials is becoming 
increasingly prevalent in the media. For example, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty’s journalistic 
investigation exposed three high-ranking officials - former Minister Economy and Deputy Prime-
minister Dimitri Kumsishvili; Chairman of the Tbilisi Court of Appeal Mikheil Chinchaladze; and Deputy 
Defense Minister Lela Chikovani - who, on the one hand, did not disclose real estate and/or information 
about their family members in the declaration; on the other hand, the expensive property purchased by 
their family members raises questions of illicit enrichment.58 In addition, Transparency International 

55  Report on the results of monitoring 2020 asset declarations, Civil Service Bureau, 31 December 2020, available here.
56  Letter № გ11581 by LEPL Civil Service Bureau, 30 September 2021.
57  Ibid.
58  Hidden property of high-ranking officials, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Freedom Monitor, March 9, 2019, 
available here.
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http://www.csb.gov.ge/news/2020-%E1%83%AC%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%97%E1%83%90%E1%83%9C%E1%83%90%E1%83%9B%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%9D%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9E%E1%83%98%E1%83%A0%E1%83%97%E1%83%90-%E1%83%A5%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%95%E1%83%98-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%93%E1%83%92%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9B%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%94%E1%83%9D%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%99%E1%83%9A%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%90%E1%83%AA%E1%83%98%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%98%E1%83%A2%E1%83%9D%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%9C%E1%83%92%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%A8%E1%83%94%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%92%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%90%E1%83%9C%E1%83%92%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%A8%E1%83%98/
https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/%E1%83%9B%E1%83%90%E1%83%A6%E1%83%90%E1%83%9A%E1%83%A9%E1%83%98%E1%83%9C%E1%83%9D%E1%83%A1%E1%83%9C%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%93%E1%83%90%E1%83%9B%E1%83%90%E1%83%9A%E1%83%A3%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98-%E1%83%A5%E1%83%9D%E1%83%9C%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%90/29812348.html
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Georgia has developed a regularly updated information resource that collects alleged cases of high-level 
corruption.59 

The declaration platform itself – declaration.gov.ge, is also in need of improvement. In addition, the 
system does not allow for efficient use of the data generated based on submitted declarations either. 
The information presented by declarants is not available in a machine-readable (open data) format, 
which, according to the OECD and World Bank explanation60, is a necessary instrument for effective 
monitoring of declarations.

59  Uninvestigated Cases of Alleged High-Level Corruption in Georgia — A Periodically Updated List, Transparency 
International Georgia, available here.
60  Anti-corruption Reforms in Eastern Europe and Central Asia Progress and Challenges 2016-2019, Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2020, available here; Enhancing Government Effectiveness and 
Transparency: The Fight Against Corruption, World Bank, 2020, available here.

https://transparency.ge/en/blog/uninvestigated-cases-alleged-high-level-corruption-georgia-periodically-updated-list
https://www.oecd.org/corruption/Anti-Corruption-Reforms-Eastern-Europe-Central-Asia-2016-2019-ENG.pdf
https://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/governance/publication/enhancing-government-effectiveness-and-transparency-the-fight-against-corruption
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Whistleblowing in Public Service
Despite the fact that the law establishes the fundamentals of whistleblower protection, the whistleblower 
protection mechanism exists only on paper. Further improvement and refinement of the law is 
needed as well as the introduction of mechanisms for its enforcement in practice, monitoring 
and supervision of its implementation.

Shortcomings in Legislation

The main issues concerning whistleblowing in public service and whistleblower protection are governed 
by Chapter V1 of the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions.61

In accordance with the law, whistleblowing is a report submitted by any person (whistleblower) 
concerning a violation of the Georgian legislation or ethics or general rules of conduct by a public servant, 
which has harmed or may harm public interest or the reputation of a corresponding public institution.62

The law states that a whistleblower can address their statement to the relevant internal structural 
subdivision of a public institution (usually, internal audit department or general inspection) as well 
as to an investigator, prosecutor and/or the Public Defender of Georgia. In addition, a whistleblower 
informing civil society or media organisations shall be considered whistleblowing, however, this will 
occur only after a relevant public institution, investigator or prosecutor consider the whistleblowing 
statement and make their decision about it.

It is important that civil society and media representatives are reported about whistleblowing without 
hindrance, even without making the aforementioned decision, and that the latter does not influence 
enjoying the status of a whistleblower and corresponding protection guarantees.

As for the Public Defender’s Office, it explained63 that, in compliance with the Organic Law of Georgia 
on Public Defender and other legislative acts, the Office of the Public Defender does not have an 
internal structural subdivision that would be responsible for accepting, examining, and responding to 
whistleblower reports. Given the fact that the current legislation does not establish a procedure for 
considering whistleblowing reports, the Public Defender does not record this type of report separately 
from others.

Making an exception and allowing the issues of whistleblowing within the systems of the Ministry of 
Internal Affair and the Ministry of Defence to be regulated by special legislation is also a flaw in the 
legislation. Seven years after corresponding amendments to the Law on Conflict of Interest and 
Corruption in Public Institutions came into effect64, special legislation regulating issues related to 
whistleblowing within the internal affairs and defence systems still does not exist. As for the State 
Security Service, the whistleblowing issues are regulated by the order issued by the head of the State 
Security Service on 13 April 2021.65

61  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, Chapter V1: Whistleblower Protection, 
Legislative Herald of Georgia, accessed on 30 September 2021, available here.
62  Ibid.
63  Letter №24/9318 by the Georgian Public Defender’s Office, 30 September 2021.
64  On Amendments to the Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, 2 April 2014, 
Legislative Herald of Georgia, available here.
65  Order №5 of the Head of the State Security Service of Georgia, dated 1 August 2015, On Approval of the Code of 

https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/2314710?publication=0#DOCUMENT:1;
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Identifying whistleblower reports, distinguishing them from other types of reports by content and 
maintaining corresponding statistics are among the key factors [whose absence is] hampering the 
enforcement of the law in practice. The legislation does not establish a unified standard for 
identifying whistleblower reports, responding to them and collecting data.

In addition, the law in Georgia does not determine a state agency that would be responsible at 
the central level for supervising the enforcement of the legislation related to whistleblowing, 
regular collection, processing, analysis and proactive publishing of detailed statistics about 
whistleblowing cases, whistleblower protection and other information; also, for preparing 
corresponding recommendations within the framework of the anti-corruption policy, on the basis of 
regular evaluation of active legislation and practice in this area. Considering the best practice, this role 
should be assigned to an independent institution or, for example, be placed, along with other duties, 
under the authority of an independent anti-corruption agency.

There are shortcomings concerning whistleblower protection, too. Specifically, the law protects 
the lives, health and property of a whistleblower, their close relatives and witness to whistleblowing 
only at the stage of criminal proceedings, using special measures of protection envisaged by the 
Criminal Procedure Code of Georgia. In addition, special measures under the Criminal Procedure Code 
are used with regard to the participants of the proceedings and do not apply to the whistleblowers 
who do not have a status of a participant of the proceedings (for example, witnesses). According to 
international best practice, the existence of witness protection mechanisms does not exempt countries 
from introducing whistleblower protection mechanisms.66

Whistleblowing in Practice

The lack of proper regulation of whistleblowing issues at the level of legislation renders its implementation 
in practice even more flawed.

At the central level, none of the ministries that were examined had developed internal 
whistleblowing procedures.67 Since there are no internal mechanisms of accepting (identifying) 
whistleblower reports, it is difficult to talk about real statistics of whistleblowing. A study68 on 
whistleblowing published by TI Georgia in 2020 clearly demonstrates the challenges existing in this 
respect, including various approaches to keeping whistleblowing statistics, discrepancies between 
the data provided by the State Audit Office and [other] institutions, suspicious differences between 
comparable public institutions, a small number of anonymous reports and other.

According to the information provided by the ministries, in 2020, whistleblowing occurred 
only in two ministries.69 At the Ministry of Health two internal and two external (received through 
mkhileba.gov.ge) whistleblowing reports were identified. The violation was detected in one case.70 In 

Ethics for Employees of the State Security Service, Annex 3: Order №14 of the Head of the State Security Service of 
Georgia, dated 13 April 2021, available here.
66 A Best Practice Guide for Whistleblowing Legislation, Transparency International, 2018, available here.
67 Transparency International Georgia’s public information request requests have been ignored by: Ministry of 
Finance and Ministry of Culture.
68 Transparency International Georgia, The dysfunctional whistleblowing mechanism in the Georgian public service, 
25 June 2020, available here.
69 Among the agencies which responded to our public information requests.
70 Letter № 01/15124 by the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs, 30 September 2021.

https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/2929654?publication=6
https://images.transparencycdn.org/images/2018_GuideForWhistleblowingLegislation_EN.pdf
https://transparency.ge/en/blog/dysfunctional-whistleblowing-mechanism-georgian-public-service
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2020, the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development received 3 reports: on the basis of one 
report, disciplinary sanction “a warning” was applied to one employee (head of the department), and in 
one case - two chief specialists were dismissed. One application was received from mkhileba.gov.ge, but 
the fact of misconduct was not found.

It is striking that there is a discrepancy between the information provided by the ministries and the Civil 
Service Bureau in the statistics of whistleblowing reporting through the mkhileba.gov.ge. In particular, 
according to the Bureau, in 2020 8 ministries received 17 cases through the mkhileba.gov.ge:

According to the Ministry of Health, 2 applications were received from mkhileba.gov.ge, but as reported 
by the Bureau, the agency should have received 3 applications through the platform. According to the 
Ministry of Economy and Sustainable Development, 1 application was received from mkhileba.gov.ge, 
and based on the Bureau statistics, 4 applications were sent to the agency. In addition, according to 
the Ministries of Regional Development and Infrastructure, Internal Affairs, Environment protection 
and Agriculture, as well as the Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sports there were no 
whistleblowing cases in 2020, while the Bureau-administered website shows that these agencies 
received at least 1 report.

It is alarming that the instances of whistleblowing are not being recorded separately at all at the Ministry 
of Internal Affairs and the State Security Service, due to which the cases of internal whistleblowing by 
persons employed by the power departments are not recorded as whistleblower reports; in case of the 
Ministry of Internal Affairs, whistleblowers are unable to benefit from corresponding legal protection 
guarantees either.

According to a study conducted by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in 2019, 44% 
of public servants in Georgia believe that they may be punished for lodging a complaint concerning 
a violation within an institution.71 Furthermore, according to a study conducted by the Institute for 
Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI):

‘An analysis of the practice of responding to cases of breaches of norms of ethics in the civil service shows 
that in many cases, civil servants do not use relevant disclosure mechanisms. This practice is significantly 

71  Georgian citizens’ and civil servants’ attitudes towards reforms, November 2019, available here.
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affected by the attitude of civil servants towards the existing mechanisms and specific instances. For 
example, 52% of respondents who did not respond to a fact of violation of norms of ethics said they knew 
the violation was not serious enough to warrant a response. Among 25% of the surveyed civil servants, the 
reason was the feeling that the fact would not be met with a proper response. Respondents with similar 
responses left comments like: “There is no point, because the “boss” is always right in this structure and if 
a subordinate is not satisfied, they are threatened with dismissal“.’72

In addition to eliminating legal shortcomings and properly enforcing the law, it is important to raise 
awareness about whistleblowing issues among public servants. International good practice 
indicates that there is a need for introducing a consulting mechanism (for example, a hotline), which 
would allow potential whistleblowers to confidentially receive free advice concerning actions, means of 
protection, procedures envisaged by the law for a whistleblower and about whistleblowing channels.73 
The platform mkhileba.gov.ge administered by the Bureau cannot be considered such a mechanism.

72  Institute for Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI), Challenges of Whistleblowing in Georgia – Legislation 
and Practice, 2021, available here.
73  Directive (EU) 2019/1937 of the European Parliament and of the Council on the protection of persons who report 
breaches of Union law, October 23, 2019, available here.

https://idfi.ge/public/upload/Analysis/GEO-Challenges of Whistleblowing in Georgia.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019L1937&rid=4
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Gifts and Related Restrictions
Monitoring the implementation in practice of the legislative framework concerning gifts, detecting 
possible violations and responding to them appropriately is one of the critical anti-corruption 
instruments. Gift policy is not a subject of appropriate attention in Georgia, and it is often ignored 
altogether. Restrictions on gifts are not being analysed and no unified statistics are kept.

Legislative Regulation of Policy on Gifts

The Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions establishes a ceiling amount of 
a single gifts and of the total value of gifts received in the course of one year by a public servant and 
their family members (spouse, minor child and stepchild as well as person permanently residing with 
them).

“[…] a ‘gift’ is property transferred or services provided to a public servant or his/her family members 
free of charge or under beneficial conditions, partial or full release from obligations, which represents an 
exception from general rules.” (Article 5, para. 1)

The goal of regulating policy on gifts is to reduce the risks of influencing the performance of official 
duties by a public servant. Influence can be direct or indirect. The risks of direct influence exist when a 
gift is presented directly to a public servant, while those of indirect influence when gifts are presented 
to their family member(s). A gift and/or service received by a public servant or their family member 
should not affect the performance of official duties by a public servant, should not cast doubts on their 
integrity, harm and undermine the reputation of a given public servant and of the public service.

According to the law, the total value of gifts received by a public servant in the course of one year must 
not exceed 15%, while the value of a single gift – 5% of their annual salary. As for gifts received by family 
members, the total value of gifts received by each individual family member separately must not exceed 
GEL 1,000, while a single gift must not cost more than GEL 500.74

If the value of a gift exceeds the amount defined as acceptable by the law, a public official as well as their 
family members, are under the obligation to declare the kind, estimated or exact value of the gift and 
the identity of the person who presented it to the LEPL Civil Service Bureau within three working days, 
and to hand over the prohibited gift to the LEPL National Agency of State Property under the Ministry 
of Economy and Sustainable Development.75

Furthermore, in the event a prohibited benefit is offered, a public servant is under the obligation to 
report this to their immediate supervisor and to LEPL Civil Service Bureau; it if is impossible to refuse 
or return a gift, hand it over to LEPL National Agency of State Property within three working days.76

74  Law of Georgia on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions, Article 5, Legislative Herald of Georgia, 
accessed on 27 September 2021, available here.
75  Ibid., Article 52.
76  Ibid., Article 135.

https://matsne.gov.ge/ka/document/view/33550?publication=77
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Gift’s Policy in Practice

Among those 10 ministries who responded TI Georgia’s FOI requests, not a single case of violating 
policy on gifts by a public servant or their family member was recorded in 2016-2020. In addition, in 
the course of five years, no case of offering an unlawful benefit was recorded in any of these institutions.

According to the information provided by the National Agency of State Property, in 2016-2020, no public 
servant addressed it in order to hand over a prohibited gift.77 However, according to the information 
provided by the Civil Service Bureau, “In 2018, the Administration of the President of Georgia informed 
the Bureau about a gift received by the President of Georgia. The Bureau issued a recommendation to hand 
over the gift to a relevant department in accordance with the current regulations.” This gift, however, 
was not handed over to the National Agency of State Property in 2018, which clearly indicates that a 
violation of the law occurred.

These reports directly point to the fact that the regulations and restrictions concerning receiving 
gifts exist only at the level of the law without being enforced in practice.

It is noteworthy that the law applies the regulation concerning gifts to the submission of asset declaration 
by a public servant. Specifically, a public servant is under the obligation to indicate in their asset 
declaration any gift (including those allowed by the law) received by him/her or their family member 
during the reporting period and whose value exceeds GEL 500. In addition, an official must also indicate 
in the declaration the identity of a person who received the gift, of a person who presented the gift78, 
how the two are related, the kind of gift, and its market value.79

A gift is one of the types of income. Indicating it in an asset declaration by a public official serves 
the purpose of detecting possible conflict of interest. Despite the fact that local non-governmental 
organisations and media representatives often point out violations of the law when gifts are at issue, the 
government is not interested in implementing an appropriate policy in this regard. For example, in April 
2020, Radio Liberty80 published investigative pieces about then Defence Minister Irakli Gharibashvili’s 
collection of wristwatches which was not indicated in any of his asset declarations, including in the 
section for declaring gifts and purchased items (worth more than GEL 10,000).

77  Letter № 14/61654 by LEPL National Agency of State Property, 29 September 2021.
78  Although required by the law, the declaration form does not envisage the disclosure of identity of a person who 
made a present.
79  Ibid., Article 15 (m).
80  Irakli Gharibashvili and His Wristwatches, Radio Liberty, Giorgi Mgeladze, 22 April 2020, available here; Prime 
Minister and His Wife Wore Expensive Undeclared Wristwatches on Independence Day, Radio Liberty, Giorgi Mgeladze, 7 
June 2021, available here.

https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/%E1%83%98%E1%83%A0%E1%83%90%E1%83%99%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98-%E1%83%A6%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%91%E1%83%90%E1%83%A8%E1%83%95%E1%83%98%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98-%E1%83%93%E1%83%90-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1%E1%83%98-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%90%E1%83%AF%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%A1%E1%83%90%E1%83%90%E1%83%97%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98/30570494.html
https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/%E1%83%93%E1%83%90%E1%83%9B%E1%83%9D%E1%83%A3%E1%83%99%E1%83%98%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%9A%E1%83%9D%E1%83%91%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%93%E1%83%A6%E1%83%94%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9E%E1%83%A0%E1%83%94%E1%83%9B%E1%83%98%E1%83%94%E1%83%A0%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%93%E1%83%90-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%98%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%9B%E1%83%94%E1%83%A3%E1%83%A6%E1%83%9A%E1%83%94%E1%83%A1-%E1%83%AB%E1%83%95%E1%83%98%E1%83%A0%E1%83%A4%E1%83%90%E1%83%A1%E1%83%98-%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%90%E1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83%99%E1%83%9A%E1%83%90%E1%83%A0%E1%83%98%E1%83%A0%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%A3%E1%83%9A%E1%83%98-%E1%83%A1%E1%83%90%E1%83%90%E1%83%97%E1%83%94%E1%83%91%E1%83%98-%E1%83%94%E1%83%99%E1%83%94%E1%83%97%E1%83%90%E1%83%97/31294706.html
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TI Georgia’s Recommendations to the Government 
of Georgia
In addition to the specific recommendations listed below, it is necessary to establish an Independent 
Anti-corruption Agency in order to address a number of issues discussed in the study. International 
practice proves that an independent anti-corruption institution is an effective mechanism for 
combating systemic corruption. This model has been successfully implemented in many European 
countries and its establishment in Georgia will be a critically important institutional step towards 
strengthening the anti-corruption system.

Transparency International Georgia and its partner organizations have been calling on the Georgian 
government to implement this reform for years now. The relevant legislative package is currently 
initiated in the Parliament.81

Detection of Corruption-Related Offences, Conflict of Interest and Incompatibility of Duties

To ensure that the Law on Conflict of Interest and Corruption in Public Institutions is enforced in 
practice:

1. At the institutional level – introducing internal mechanisms and putting them into practice in 
order to detect, examine and respond to alleged violations of the law.

2. At the central level – determining a state institution responsible for supervising the enforcement 
of the law, collection, processing, analysis and practical application of statistical data.

Development, Implementation and Monitoring of Anti-Corruption Policy

3. Updating the statute of the Anti-Corruption Inter-Agency Coordination Council, restoring 
its operation and ensuring meaningful participation of civil society organisations in its work.

4. Staffing the Anti-Corruption Secretariat in full and equipping it with appropriate resources. 
Presenting recommendations to the Council concerning the implementation of the anti-
corruption policy based on the analysis of existing challenges and international best practice.

5. Launching without delay the process of developing the National Anti-Corruption Strategy 
and the corresponding Action Plan:

 • developing evidence-based and result-oriented policy papers;

 • facilitating meaningful participation of representatives of non-governmental organizations 
and academic circles in this process;

 • reflecting international recommendations and assessments in policy papers.

6. Regular monitoring and evaluation of strategies and action plans. Meeting the minimum 
standards of developing, monitoring and evaluating policy documents in accordance with the 
rule approved by Decree №629 of the GoG, dated 20 December 2019.

7. Coordinating the introduction of international recommendations at the national level and 
monitoring their implementation.

81  A legislative package can be found here.

https://info.parliament.ge/#law-drafting/22265
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Asset Declarations and Their Monitoring

Improving the system of submission and monitoring of public officials’ asset declarations, 
specifically:

8. Extending the obligation to submit asset declarations to prosecutors of all levels, investigators 
of anti-corruption cases, advisors to state-political officials.

9. Expanding the list of the types of information to be included in the declaration form:

 • declaration of beneficial ownership by public servants and persons related to them;

 • stipulating at the level of the law the obligation to declare online assets (for example, 
cryptocurrency);

 • disclosing paid and unpaid work performed prior to being appointed for the first time as 
well as after the dismissal;

 • declaring unpaid work.

10. Minimising the possibility of not forming an independent commission to monitor 
declarations. To this end:

 • starting consultations with representatives of civil society organisations and academic 
circles and developing an effective mechanism;

 • revising and improving the rule of staffing the commission and its membership criteria.

11. In the event of a failure to form an independent commission, using the 5% quota allocated 
to the commission for selection in order to monitor state-political officials and officials whose 
positions involve a particularly high risk of corruption.

12. Using asset declaration monitoring as a mechanism of detecting and preventing conflict of 
interest and incompatibility of duties.

13. The Civil Service Bureau starting to monitor declarations:

 • based on anonymous report;

 • based on checking various open-source reports, including information about possible 
violations disseminated by the media.

14. Updating the declaration platform:

 • introducing risk-based automatic selection mechanism;

 • publishing information provided by declarants in a machine-readable (open data) format.

Whistleblowing in Public Service

Improving and putting into practice the system of reporting corruption-related offences and 
whistleblower protection, specifically:

15. Determining by law a state body at the central level to be responsible for:
 • supervising the enforcement of the legislation related to whistleblowing;

 • regular collection, processing and analysis of detailed statistics and other information concerning 
whistleblowing and whistleblower protection; as well as for their proactive publishing.
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16. Developing a unified state standard for identifying a whistleblowing report, responding to it and 
collecting corresponding data.

17. The Ministry of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of Defence of Georgia promptly adopting the special 
whistleblower protection legislation based on international best practice, and enforcing it in 
practice to a full extent.

18. The Public Defender’s Office introducing a mechanism for identifying and responding to whistleblower 
reports.

19. In accordance with the OECD/ACN recommendation, evaluating the whistleblowing channels and 
the practice of responding to whistleblowing by law enforcement bodies.

20. Analysing the legislative framework regulating whistleblower protection and initiating and 
adopting corresponding amendments with the aim of its subsequent improvement.

21. Introducing a consulting mechanism (for example, a hotline) dealing with whistleblowing and 
whistleblower protection which would allow potential whistleblowers to confidentially receive free 
advice concerning actions, means of protection, procedures envisaged by the law for a whistleblower 
and about whistleblowing channels.

22. Raising awareness about whistleblowing among public servants.

Policy on Gifts

23. Evaluating the existing mechanism of monitoring the enforcement in practice of the restrictions on 
gifts by involving civil society organizations in the process; if needed, preparing legislative amendments, 
initiating, passing and enforcing them in practice.

24. The Civil Service Bureau conducting proper monitoring of restrictions on gifts at the stage of 
declaration monitoring.

25. Determining an agency responsible for enforcing restrictions on gifts, which will be responsible for:
 • supervising the enforcement of restrictions on gifts;

 • regularly collecting, processing and analysing detailed statistical and other data; also, proactively 
publishing them.
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