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ABSTRACT 

 

Since 2014, the European Union (EU) has in place a Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Area (DCFTAs) 
with Georgia and Moldova as part of the Association Agreement. The European Commission has 
commissioned a consortium led by the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS) to undertake an 

evaluation of the implementation and impact of the DCFTAs. The evaluation will be carried out between 
February 2021 and April 2022 and will analyse the economic, social and environmental, and human rights 
(including labour rights) effects which the DCFTAs have had since their application. In terms of the 

evaluation criteria, as requested by the Terms of Reference (ToR), the study will assess the effectiveness, 
impact, efficiency, coherence and relevance of the DCFTAs.  

This draft Inception Report provides a brief summary of the DCFTAs, the political and economic context in 
which they have been negotiated and in which they operate. The report also presents the literature findings 
on the effects and implementation of the DCFTAs and outlines the methodology and the assessment 
framework for this ex-post evaluation.  
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1 INTRODUCTION: EVALUATION CONTEXT, SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES 

The Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Areas between the EU and its Member States and 

Georgia and the Republic of Moldova (the DCFTAs) are the economic and trade pillars of the EU-

Georgia and the EU-Moldova Association Agreements (AAs). The general purpose of the AAs is 

to deepen political association and economic integration between the EU and its associated 

partners. To achieve this objective, the DCFTAs provide far-reaching and progressive regulatory 

approximation to EU law in trade-related areas and foresee gradual reciprocal market opening. 

With these distinctive components they go beyond the 'new generation' FTAs and represent “a 

unique type of trade agreements”1.  

In this sense, the present study undertakes a standard good practice while providing the 

European Commission with an analytical document for the Commission´s Staff Working 

Document2. In particular, it supports the European Commission’s own evaluation of the 

Agreement; the Directorate-General (DG) for Trade has awarded a contract for the “Ex-post 

evaluation of the implementation of the DCFTAs between the EU and its Member States and 

Georgia and Moldova” to a consortium led by the Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS). 

The evaluation is being carried out by a team involving experts from CEPS, IPRE, Reformatics 

and several independent senior experts, all of whom have a high level of expertise in EU trade 

policy and Georgia and Moldova. The evaluation started in late February 2021 and will continue 

until April 2022.  

The objective of this study is to evaluate the economic, social and sustainable effects of the 

DCFTAs and to determine their relevance to the current trade and economic needs and 

challenges of the EU, Georgia and Moldova. The study also aims to assess the extent to which 

the DCFTAs contributed efficiently and effectively to reaching the objectives set out in the 

Association Agreements as well as the objectives of the EU’s trade and neighbourhood policies.  

The scope of the evaluation can be presented as follows: in terms of the period covered, it 

covers the period from the date of the provisional application of the DCFTAs, which is 1 

September 2014. The study, nonetheless, will undertake statistical analysis that may require the 

examination of longer periods of data in order to fully assess the effects of the implementation 

of the DCFTAs, e.g. going back at least five years prior to 2014. Geographically, the study will 

cover the EU, Georgia and Moldova. The evaluation of the EU-Moldova DCFTA will include the 

Transnistrian region as the Agreement applies to the whole territory of Moldova. The evaluation 

of the EU-Georgia DCFTA will not cover Georgia's breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South 

Ossetia as the DCFTA does not currently apply to these regions. The tasks concerning the 

DCFTAs´ effects on trade liberalisation will also cover the UK to draw some preliminary 

conclusions for the post-Brexit period. The analysis will also include the EU’s other free trade 

partners in the European Neighbourhood including members of the European Free Trade 

Association (EFTA) and Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA), another DCFTA 

country – Ukraine – and Turkey. To assess the DCFTA effects on the other main trade partners 

of Georgia and Moldova, the evaluation will also cover the members of the Eurasian Economic 

Union (EAEU), Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS, CIS FTA) and China. In terms of the 

types of effects of the DCFTAs the evaluation will cover economic effects of trade liberalisation 

and regulatory approximation, as well as the DCFTAs’ effects on sustainable development 

including economic, social, human rights and environmental dimensions. The study will look at 

the underlying factors influencing the performance, possible unintended consequences as well 

as the costs and benefits incurred in the implementation of the DCFTAs. 

Given the time period of the evaluation, both qualitative and quantitative assessments will 

consider the data and observations prior to the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic. In terms of 

the quantitative examination, we will consider the latest data. However, the data collected from 

2020 onwards will be treated with caution. In terms of the qualitative assessment, we will also 

consider that the views expressed by the stakeholders could also be affected by the current 

pandemic situation. Consultations with stakeholders will be mostly affected by Covid-19 

restrictions, but we will remain flexible and will aim to conduct the activities online or in hybrid 

 
1 European Commission, Report on Implementation of Free Trade Agreements, COM(2017) 654.  
2 Terms of Reference (Rfs. TRADE 2020/E1/E01). Request for services TRADE 2020/E1/E01. Multiple Framework Contract 
TRADE/2017/A5/01.  
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format mixing physical and online meetings. The study will engage with seven different types of 

stakeholders: public sector, private sector, international organisations, civil society, think tanks, 

and research centres and academics.  

This draft Inception Report is the first deliverable under the contract. The report is based on the 

tender proposal, feedback from the Commission during the kick-off meeting and preliminary 

consultations with stakeholders to identify the limitations to the proposed consultation activities. 

The report comprises the first eight tasks of the evaluation (as established in the Terms of 

Reference (ToR)) and focuses on a presentation of the evaluation methodology and is structured 

as follows: Chapter 2 provides a descriptive summary of the DCFTAs and the political and 

economic context in which they have been negotiated and in which they currently operate (Task 

5), followed by a brief literature review of relevant studies on the effects of the DCFTAs in 

Chapter 3 (Task 3). Chapter 4 presents a concise summary of the key macroeconomic indicators 

(Task 4). Chapter 5 puts forward the evaluation framework (Task 1) and Chapter 6 proposes the 

methodology for this ex-post evaluation (Task 2). Chapters 7 and 8 refer to the consultation 

strategy (Tasks 6-9; presented as a separate document in Appendix B) and the evaluation work 

plan. The draft outline of the final evaluation reports is presented in Appendix A; other 

appendices provide further details on certain elements of the report. 

 

Figure 1. Our understanding of the study 

 

 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

The next report to be delivered is the draft interim report, scheduled for the end of October 

2021.  
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2 DESCRIPTION OF THE EU GEORGIA/MOLDOVA DCFTAS  

2.1 Concise description of the DCFTAs, their institutional structure and its degree of 

implementation 

On the basis of a textual analysis of the Association Agreements (AAs, the Agreements), this 

section first outlines the main substantive commitments undertaken by the signatory parties. 

This will provide the stepping stone for an evaluation of the timely legal approximation of the 

domestic regulatory framework to the EU acquis mentioned in the annexes of the Agreements 

(see Task 12 and the exploratory meeting with the project Facility in Georgia about tables of 

concordance and equivalence). In the description of the substantive commitments entered into 

under the DCFTAs, more attention is paid to the key areas covered by the evaluation: customs, 

TBT, SPS, public procurement and services. Separate attention is paid to the dispute settlement 

mechanisms provided under the AA/DCFTAs. 

In a second instance, this section presents an overview of the institutional framework created 

by the Association Agreements. The supporting institutions in each of the partner countries will 

be identified, as further research in the implementation phase will examine the links with 

domestic agencies tasked with the implementation of trade-related commitments.  

 

Substantive commitments3  

The EU-Georgia/Moldova DCFTAs4, with detailed texts and extensive annexes, are vital parts of 

the Association Agreements which were signed in June 2014. The DCFTAs have been 

provisionally applied since September 2014 and have been in force since July 2016. This section 

briefly reviews the main provisions of the DCFTAs.  

 

Market access for goods 

The DCFTAs establish free trade areas for trade in goods by abolishing import duties in nearly 

all products (Chapter 1 of the Agreements). In the case of Moldova the DCFTA provides transition 

periods for asymmetric trade liberalisation which implies the EU’s immediate abolition of import 

duties on all industrial goods and most agricultural imports from Moldova, and Moldova’s gradual 

(from 3 to 10 years) removal of tariffs on goods.5 The DCFTA for Georgia does not include 

transitional periods for the elimination of import duties because of Georgia’s reforms in terms of 

its trade liberalisation undertaken since 2006, which eliminated import tariffs for most products. 

For both countries the DCFTAs see a few exceptions to the full liberalisation of trade in 

agricultural products. These are tariff rate quotas (TRQs), an “entry price” system and anti-

circumvention mechanism. The EU imposes TRQs on a limited number of sensitive products and 

imports exceeding TRQs are subject to the MFN customs duties. For Moldova TRQs apply on 

several agricultural products such as apples, grapes and tomatoes and for Georgia only on garlic. 

“Entry prices” refer to import duties, with the exemption of the ad valorem component of the 

import duties on certain types of fruits and vegetables (e.g. tomatoes, courgettes and peaches). 

Anti-circumvention mechanisms define an average annual volume (i.e. a “trigger level”) of 

imports for each category of products listed in Annex II-C for Georgia and in Annex XV-C for 

Moldova. If imports from Georgia and Moldova into the EU reach 70 % of this trigger level in a 

given year, then the EU must notify the partners about the volume of imports of the products 

concerned. If 80 % of the trigger volume is reached, the DCFTA countries are obliged to provide 

the EU with a sound justification for the increase of imports. Only when 100 % of the trigger 

volume is reached may the EU temporarily suspend the preferential treatment of the products 

concerned for six months. This requirement implicitly prevents frauds committed by other 

countries trying to avoid customs duties by importing to the EU through the DCFTA countries. 

 
3 This section is based on the third revised editions of the CEPS handbooks on “Deepening EU-Georgian/Moldovan 
Relations: Updating and upgrading in the shadow of Covid-19”, ed. by Emerson, Kovziridze resp. Cenusa, forthcoming 
via https://3dcftas.eu/publications/. 
4 Title IV for EU-Georgia and Title V for EU-Moldova Association Agreement. 
5 This includes specific timelines of the implementation of the various parts of the DCFTAs. 

https://3dcftas.eu/publications/
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Both DCFTAs prohibit export duties and include a standstill clause (Article 28 in the EU-Georgia 

and Article 149 in the EU-Moldova AA) stating that neither party may increase any existing 

customs duty or adopt any new customs duty on goods originating in the territory of the other 

party. Quantitative restrictions on imports and exports are also prohibited by the DCFTAs, except 

if allowed by the relevant WTO rules (i.e. Art. XI GATT).  

 

Rules of origin  

Rules of origin are detailed in Protocol I of the EU-Georgia and Protocol II of the EU-Moldova AAs 

and specify when a product is wholly produced in the territory of one of the parties or when 

products have been “sufficiently worked or processed” in order to obtain the movement 

“certificate [of origin] EUR.1”. An annex to each protocol defines four different criteria for 

‘sufficient processing’ for each product (i.e. tariff heading). Apart from the basic bilateral 

cumulation between the EU and the DCFTA partners, the protocols to the AAs envisage ‘diagonal 

cumulation’ among countries which have free trade agreements with each other and are at the 

same time members of the Regional Convention on Pan-Euro-Mediterranean (PEM) preferential 

rules of origin. However, this requires the DCFTA countries and their respective FTA partners 

first to amend their bilateral FTAs to align them with the EU’s system of rules of origin. The PEM 

Convention allows a much wider scope for diagonal cumulation between the EU, Turkey and the 

countries of the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), the Mediterranean countries covered 

by the European Neighbourhood Policy and the Western Balkans, providing that FTAs are in 

place, including protocols on rules of origin with identical rules.  

  

Trade remedies 

The chapters on trade remedies (Chapter 2) include rules on ‘trade defence’ measures that the 

EU and the DCFTA countries can take against imports from the other party that cause or threaten 

to cause injury to the domestic industries, notably anti-dumping, anti-subsidy and safeguard 

measures.  

Safeguard measures (both global and bilateral) rely on Art. XIX of GATT (1994) and the WTO 

Agreement on Safeguards. The DCFTA provisions on anti-dumping and countervailing measures 

rely on Art. VI of GATT (1994), the WTO Anti-Dumping Agreement and the WTO Agreement on 

Subsidies and Countervailing Measures. The DCFTAs contain specific features such as the “public 

interest” and the “lesser duty” rules. The former implies that a party may decide not to impose 

anti-dumping or countervailing measures when it is not in the public interest to do so (for 

example when the interests of consumers or the employment situation would be negatively 

affected). The latter stresses the remedial, rather than punitive, character of the EU’s approach 

to trade defence by stating that the amount of a (provisional) anti-dumping duty shall not be 

higher than what is appropriate to remove the injury in the domestic industry.  

 

Technical standards for industrial goods 

Chapters on technical barriers to trade (TBT) (Chapter 3) envisage commitments of the DCFTA 

countries to approximate the principles and practices of the relevant, horizontal EU legislation. 

Important horizontal EU laws that are included in this list annexed to the Agreements (Annex 

III-B for Georgia and Annex XVI for Moldova) are two legal acts of 2008 known as the ‘New 

Legislative Framework’, namely Decision No 768/2008/EC on a common framework for the 

marketing of products, and Regulation (EC) No 765/2008 on the requirements for accreditation 

and market surveillance. In addition, the DCFTA countries are required to approximate Directive 

2001/95/EEC on general product safety and Directive 85/374/EEC on liability for defective 

products.  

In terms of sectoral directives, Georgia is committed to approximate 21, and Moldova 20 sectoral 

directives covering a wide range of products, such as machinery, lifts, the safety of toys, medical 

devices and simple pressure vessels (Annex III-A for Georgia and Annex XVI for Moldova).  

The DCFTAs also envisage the adoption of the corpus of 25 000 European standards (i.e. all the 

standards developed by CEN, CENELEC and ETSI, including the 5 000 harmonised standards), 
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and repealing any conflicting national standards, including conflicting GOST standards 

(Gosstandart, i.e. standards originating from the Soviet Union era). 

The DCFTAs also provide for detailed conformity and surveillance procedures.  

The EU-Moldova DCFTA envisages the conclusion of Agreements on Conformity Assessment and 

Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAAs). In the case of Georgia, the AA stipulates that the 

parties “may ultimately agree to add” an ACAA (Article 48). ACAAs are specific types of mutual 

recognition agreements envisaged by the EU for the eastern or southern parts of the European 

Neighbourhood Policy and the Western Balkan countries. In Georgia’s case, this requirement 

would be a constraining factor for cheaper imports of industrial goods from certain markets such 

as China or the CIS and the reason why Tbilisi opted not to include a commitment on including 

ACAAs in its Agreement.  

The EU-Georgia6 and the EU-Moldova7 Trade Committees updated the annex of the chapter in 

order to catch up with the relevant EU legal developments. 

 

Sanitary and phytosanitary measures 

The chapters on sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS) (Chapter 4) concern the food safety 

regulations required to facilitate trade in agricultural and food commodities and plants, while 

safeguarding human, animal and plant life or health. The key mechanisms consist of 

approximating Moldovan and Georgian legislation to EU legislation. The Agreements themselves 

do not specify the laws to be approximated, leaving that to be completed within three months 

of the Agreements entering into force. This was part of the mission of the SPS subcommittees8. 

The list (i.e. the SPS ‘Strategy’) for each country was worked out in the course of 2015. Moldova’s 

was adopted at the SPS subcommittee meeting from 1 June 2016. Following consultations with 

European Commission experts and the decision of the EU-Georgia SPS subcommittee, Georgia’s 

SPS approximation list became part of the Agreement in March 2017. The products to be covered 

are listed in Annex IV-A of the EU-Georgia Agreement and Annex XVII-A to the EU-Moldova 

Agreement, including live animals and animal products. The provisions of Annex XI-B of the EU-

Georgia Agreement and Annex XXIV-B of the EU-Moldova Agreement offer a comprehensive list 

of EU legislation that must be approximated by 2020 (for Moldova) respectively 2027 (for 

Georgia), and the timeline for every individual action. The list for Moldova covers 235 EU 

legislative acts relating to health, food and animal welfare standards, and for Georgia 272 acts. 

The Agreements also aim to reach a common understanding on animal welfare standards. The 

SPS Subcommittee of the Association Committee in Trade configuration is responsible for 

reviewing the implementation of the SPS chapter and may, inter alia, decide on modifications of 

the annexes. Decisions are taken on the basis of consensus of the parties. 

To recognise the equivalence of measures or groups of measures taken by the partner countries 

with those of the EU, for sectors or subsectors and for commodities or groups of commodities, 

specific rules are established. The process is to be launched by the exporting party based on the 

“objective demonstration of equivalence”, and the “objective assessment of this demonstration” 

by the importing party. This process should be interactive. It is then the responsibility of the 

importing party to determine equivalence or not, or to withdraw or suspend equivalence, based 

on internationally recognised standards or proper scientific evidence. The importing party may 

conduct verifications for which detailed rules apply. With equivalence recognition comes the 

reduction of physical checks at borders and simplified procedures. 

Once the approximation has been fully undertaken, the import conditions for the products or 

sectors in question will apply to the whole territory of the partner countries as the exporting 

country (cf. Article 60 of the EU-Georgia Agreement and Article 186 of the EU-Moldova 

Agreement). Enterprises wishing to export to the EU, however, still need to obtain certification 

 
6 Decision No 1/2019 of the EU-Georgia Association Committee in Trade Configuration updating Annex III-A to the 
Association Agreement. 
7 Decision No 1/2016 of the EU-Moldova Association Committee in Trade Configuration updating Annex XVI to the 
Association Agreement. 
8 Underlining perhaps a further degree of flexibility in the Agreement, beyond the gradual approximation, is this legally 
somewhat ambiguous statement: “This approximation list shall serve as a reference document for the implementation 
of this chapter” (cf. Article 55.4 of the EU-Georgia Agreement). 
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from the competent authority of the partner country, which has to guarantee that the 

establishment meets relevant health requirements of the EU and has the power to suspend the 

establishment’s listing in the case of non-compliance. 

 

Customs 

The DCFTAs set out key principles for customs legislation and procedures (Chapter 5), in order 

to facilitate operational cooperation between the customs services of the EU and 

Georgia/Moldova. According to the general provisions, the partner countries commit to ensure 

that their customs legislation and procedures are stable, transparent, non-discriminatory, 

applied effectively and prevent fraud. The DCFTA countries (Annex XXVI for Moldova and Annex 

XIII for Georgia) are also committed to approximate most provisions of the Community Customs 

Code (CCC)9 and to ensure the progressive interconnectivity of their respective customs transit 

systems in the common transit system set out in the Convention of 20 May 1987 on a Common 

Transit Procedure10.  

The DCFTAs also establish a procedure for “Mutual Administrative Assistance in Customs 

Matters” (Annexed in Protocol II for Georgia and Protocol III for Moldova) and a Customs 

Subcommittee to monitor the implementation and administration of the customs and trade 

facilitation chapters. These Customs Subcommittees meet regularly and discuss issues such as 

legislative and policy developments; the strategic framework for customs cooperation; risk 

management and the fight against fraud; rules of origin and customs enforcement of IPR.  

 

Services  

The provisions on services (Chapter 6) are organised under three headings: i) establishment, ii) 

cross-border supply of services and iii) temporary presence of natural persons for business 

purposes. 

Establishment entails the right of either enterprises (‘legal persons’), or individuals (‘natural 

persons’) to pursue business in the country of the other party. Enterprises may create or acquire 

branches or representative offices. Individuals may pursue their business through self-

employment or set up undertakings that they control. The Agreements provide for ‘national 

treatment’ and MFN treatment for establishment. For several economic activities, however, both 

the EU and the DCFTA countries have reservations that restrict national treatment or MFN 

treatment. These are laid down in the annexes11 and essentially replicate the parties’ 

reservations under the GATS. Both Moldova and Georgia have fewer reservations than the EU 

as the DCFTA countries have only a few at the level of the WTO (i.e. in its Schedule of Specific 

Commitments on Trade in Services). The list of EU reservations is complicated because it 

includes both EU-wide and Member State-specific reservations. These reservations in the DCFTAs 

are listed in a negative list which means that the EU and the DCFTA countries will open up all 

services sectors, except for those sectors listed where reservations apply. That approach 

guarantees automatic coverage for new services not listed as exceptions. 

 

Table 1. Reservations with regard to national treatment or MFN for establishment in service sectors 

Reservations EU party reservations DCFTA states reservations  
EU-wide 
reservations 

Member State 
specific reservations 

Georgia Moldova 

Horizontal reservations 2 31 4  

2 

Sectoral reservations 30 98 28 10 

Total 32 129 32 12 

 
9 Regulation (EEC) 2913/92 was replaced by Union Customs Code (UCC, in Regulation (EU) 952/2013). The EU-Moldova 
Association Council has updated the relevant annex with respect to the UCC (Decision 1/2018 EU-Moldova Association 
Council). In the case of Georgia the update of Annex XIII was close to adoption at the time of writing (9 May 2021). 
10 Amended in 2017 in order to be aligned with the new UCC. 
11 Annex XIV-A and E for Georgia and Annex XXVII-A and E for Moldova.  
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Source: Authors’ own compilation. 

 

The chapters on services also cover cross-border supply of services (GATS Mode 1 and Mode 2). 

The EU and the DCFTA countries have to accord services and service suppliers of the other party 

market access and national treatment. But this does not apply to audiovisual services, national 

maritime cabotage, or domestic or international air transport services. Contrary to the section 

on establishment, the section on cross-border supply of services works with a positive list. This 

means that the EU and the DCFTA countries only make market access and national treatment 

commitments in those service sectors listed in the Annexes12.  

 

Table 2. Reservations with regard to market access and national treatment for cross-border supply 

of services 

 EU Georgia EU Moldova 

 Mode 

1 

Mode 

2 

Mode 

1 

Mode 

2 

Mode 

1 

Mode 

2 

Mode 

1 

Mode 

2 

Business services 74 22 0 0 79 22  1 2 

Communication 
services 

2 2 0 0 2 2 1 0 

Construction and 
engineering  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Distribution services 12 4 0 0 12 4 0 0 

Educational services 15 8 0 0 15 8 0 0 

Environmental services 8 0 6 0 8 1 0 0 

Financial services 33 13 2 0 33 11 0 0 

Health and social 

services 

3 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 

Tourism and related 
services 

4 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 

Recreational, cultural, 

sports  

5 7 0 0 5 8 1 1 

Transport services  28 14 5 0 26 12 0 0 

Energy services 7 1 - - 7 1  - - 

Other services 5 0 - - 7 3 - - 

Total 196 72 14 0 205 72 3 3 
 
Source: Authors’ own compilation. 
Note: EU-wide and Member State-specific reservations are grouped together. 

 

The chapters on services also cover measures concerning the entry and temporary stay in their 

territory of categories of natural persons for business purposes (GATS mode 4). There are also 

provisions on some basic rules to tackle regulatory barriers to trade in those services sections 

where the partner countries have made specific commitments. In four services sectors, i.e. i) 

postal and courier services, ii) electronic communications, iii) financial services and iv) 

international maritime transport, the DCFTAs include specific rules and procedures on regulatory 

cooperation and the DCFTA states are committed to approximate national law to the EU’s key 

legislation in these four services sectors (Annex XV for Georgia and Annex XXVIII for Moldova). 

The provisions do not create far-reaching obligations though, since they state that “each Party 

recognises the importance of the gradual approximation of the Republic of Georgia/ Moldova’s 

existing and future legislation to the list of the Union acquis set out in Annex XV/XXVIII”. 

Each of the chapters on services includes a standstill clause that forbids the EU and the DCFTA 

states from adopting new discriminatory regulations as regards, e.g., the establishment of legal 

persons of the other party in comparison to their own legal persons. This is also the case for the 

cross-border supply of services and the movement of natural persons. 

 
12 Annex XIV-B (EU and its Member States) and XIV-F (Georgia); Annex XXVII-B (EU and its Member States) and XXVII-
F (Moldova). 
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Current payments and movement of capital  

Chapter 7 deals with current payments and capital movements, in accordance with IMF 

regulations for the free movement of capital and currency convertibility of any payment and 

transfer affecting the current account of their balance of payments. In the Agreements, the 

Parties committed to ensure freedom of movement for direct investments as well as movement 

of capital and other transactions related to trade in services, establishment of investors and 

electronic commerce. The chapter also includes facilitation and evolution provisions to create the 

necessary conditions for further gradual application of EU rules on the free movement of 

capital13. 

 

Public procurement 

The chapters on public procurement (Chapter 8) provide for the gradual and reciprocal 

liberalisation of the parties’ markets under the strict condition that Georgia and Moldova 

implement the EU’s key public procurement rules. The DCFTA procurement rules only apply to 

contracts above certain value thresholds listed in Annexes14. The chapters lay down provisions 

relating to i) institutional reforms and the award of procurement contracts, ii) approximation to 

the EU’s public procurement law and iii) market access.  

According to the provisions of the Agreements, Georgia and Moldova were obliged to 

approximate to Directive 2004/18 on the coordination of procedures for the award of public 

works contracts, public supply contracts and public service contracts and to Directive 2004/17 

on coordinating the procurement procedures of entities operating in the water, energy, transport 

and postal services sectors (i.e. utilities). In 2014, however, the EU adopted a new legislative 

package on public procurement, which replaced Directives 2004/17 and 2004/1815. These new 

directives aimed to simplify the EU procurement regime, introduce more flexibility, establish 

better access to EU procurement markets for SMEs and ensure that greater consideration is 

given to social and environmental criteria. Moreover, there is a specific directive for the award 

of concession contracts. This legislative package was adopted in February 2014, and the Member 

States had until April 2016 to transpose the new rules into national law. To catch up with these 

new EU public procurement rules, the Trade Committees established by each of the Agreements 

adopted a decision to amend the entire Annex.16 The new acts for approximation are Directive 

2014/23 on the award of concession contracts, Directive 2014/24 on public procurement, and 

Directive 2014/25 on procurement by entities operating in the water, energy, transport and 

postal services sectors. Yet these directives do not have to be implemented in their entirety or 

at once. Annexes from XVI-B to XVI-O for Georgia and from XXIX-B to XXIX-S for Moldova divide 

these directives into ‘basic’, ‘mandatory’ and ‘non-mandatory’ elements (i.e. ‘recommended’ for 

approximation) and elements ‘that fall outside the scope of legislative approximation’. 

Annex XXIX-B for Moldova and Annex XVI-B for Georgia include an ‘indicative time schedule’ for 

institutional reform, legislative approximation and market access, which was also adjusted in 

2016 and in 2019, respectively, together with the update of the annexed public procurement 

directives. This time schedule foresees four phases for Moldova and five for Georgia to implement 

EU public procurement directives, and the specific market access that Moldova and the EU will 

grant to each other. 

 

 
13 Article 140 for Georgia and Article 267 for Moldova. 
14 Annex XXIX-A for Moldova and Annex XVI-A for Georgia. The thresholds were updated in2016 for Moldova and in 2019 
for Georgia. See Decision No 2/2016 of the EU–Republic of Moldova Association Committee in Trade Configuration of 19 
October 2016 and Decision No 2/2019 of the EU-Georgia Association Committee in Trade Configuration of 18 October 2019 
updating Annex XVI to the Association Agreement. 
15 See Directive 2014/24/EU on public procurement and repealing Directive 2004/18/EC; Directive 2014/25/EU on 
procurement by entities operating in the water, energy, transport and postal services sectors and repealing Directive 
2004/17/EC; and Directive 2014/23/EU on the award of concession contracts. 
16 Decision No 2/2016 of the EU–Republic of Moldova Association Committee in Trade Configuration of 19 October 2016; 
Decision No 2/2019 of the EU-Georgia Association Committee in Trade Configuration of 18 October 2019 updating Annex 
XVI to the Association Agreement. 



 

15 

 

Intellectual property rights  

The DCFTA provisions on intellectual property rights (IPR) (Chapter 9) complement obligations 

of Moldova and Georgia under the WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual 

Property Rights (TRIPS). This, in practice, would imply that the DCFTA countries should extend 

these ‘TRIPS-plus provisions’ to all WTO members pursuant to the TRIPS’ most favoured nation 

clause (Art. 4 TRIPS), even if numerous commitments only pertain to the parties to the AAs. The 

provisions of the DCFTAs lay down rules on copyrights, trademarks, geographical indications 

(GIs) and designs, including detailed enforcement provisions. Provisions on copyrights and 

trademarks oblige parties to comply with several international conventions and agreements and 

go beyond the TRIPS agreement with specific complementary rules17. In terms of designs and 

patents, Georgia and Moldova are required to provide for the protection of independently created 

designs that are new and have an individual character18.  

The DCFTAs recognise that Georgia’s and Moldova’s IPR legislations already meet the required 

conditions with regard to registration and control of GIs due to the agreements on GIs concluded 

with the EU prior to the DCFTAs. The agreements allow addition of new GIs by amending 

annexes, which took place for Georgia in 2016, 2018 and 202019 and for Moldova in 201620. 

Specific subcommittees on GIs are in charge of monitoring the implementation of these 

provisions and report to the Trade Committee.  

The DCFTAs have strong provisions on the enforcement of IPRs which go beyond the TRIPS. The 

complementary measures and remedies have to be fair and equitable and may not result in 

additional barriers to trade. The section on civil measures and procedures, which is largely based 

on the EU’s IPR Enforcement Directive, includes detailed procedural provisions on judicial 

enforcement of IPRs. Furthermore, provisions on the liability of intermediary service providers 

(e.g. online service providers) are foreseen as in the EU’s E-Commerce Directive and provide for 

a ‘safe haven’ regime, under which certain types of intermediary service providers are exempted 

from liability for IPR infringements, under certain conditions. 

 

Competition  

The chapters on competition (Chapter 10) contain provisions on antitrust and mergers, state 

aids and institutional aspects. In terms of antitrust and mergers, the DCFTA countries are obliged 

to maintain comprehensive competition laws that affectively address anti-competitive cartels, 

mergers and the abuse of a dominant position by enterprises. Provisions on state aid of the EU-

Moldova DCFTA apply to all goods and services liberalised by the Agreement, except agriculture 

and fisheries. For Georgia, the DCFTA does not create new obligations that go beyond Georgia’s 

obligations under the WTO Agreement on Subsidies and Countervailing Measures. On 

institutional aspects, the DCFTAs are largely silent on how competition policy should be 

administered, with the exception of state aid in the EU-Moldova DCFTA, which explicitly obliges 

Moldova to establish an independent authority that will have the power to screen and authorise 

state aid schemes, as well as the power to order the recovery of state aid that has been 

unlawfully granted. 

 

Trade-related energy 

The AAs contain two separate chapters on energy – one under the DCFTA headings on trade-

related issues (Chapter 11 of Title IV in the EU-Georgia and of Title V in the EU-Moldova AA) and 

 
17 For instance, provision on cooperation on collective management of rights goes beyond the TRIPS agreement but only 
envisages (i.e. a soft commitment) that the parties’ ‘collecting societies’ conclude agreements with each other in order 
to promote the availability of works, as well as to ensure the mutual transfer of royalties for the use of such works. 
18 This includes specific rules for patents for medicinal and plant protection products, which go beyond the TRIPS 
agreement.  
19 Decision No 1/2016 of the Geographical Indications Sub-Committee of 10 November 2016 amending Annex XVII-C 
and Part B of Annex XVII-D to the Association Agreement; Decision No 1/2018 of the Geographical Indications Sub-
Committee of 14 March 2018 modifying Annexes XVII-C and XVII-D to the Association Agreement; Decision No 1/2020 
of the Geographical Indications Sub-Committee of 23 January 2020 replacing Annexes XVII-C and XVII-D to the 
Association Agreement. 
20 Decision No 1/2016 of the EU-Republic of Moldova Geographical Indications Sub-Committee amending Annexes XXX-
C and XXX-D to the Association Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of Moldova.   
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another on broader cooperation on energy policy. Both chapters include references to the Energy 

Community Treaty, to which Moldova became a full party in 2010 and Georgia in 2017. In the 

event of a conflict between the provisions of these chapters and the provisions of the Energy 

Community Treaty, the latter shall prevail (Art. 218 for Georgia and Art. 354 for Moldova).  

The DCFTA chapters on ‘trade-related’ energy apply basic free trade provisions to the electricity, 

crude oil and natural gas sectors. Customs duties and quantitative restrictions on the import and 

export of energy goods are generally prohibited. Energy prices for the supply of gas and 

electricity to industrial consumers must be determined solely by market prices. This chapter 

includes provisions on cooperating on infrastructure, establishing an independent regulatory 

authority, and on exploring and producing hydrocarbons. 

Regarding the transit of energy goods, these chapters incorporate elements of Article V GATT 

1994 and of Article 7 of the 1994 Energy Charter Treaty, both of which assure the freedom of 

transit. Furthermore, there are provisions (Art. 351 for Moldova and Art. 213 for Georgia) which 

ensure that transmission system operators minimise the risk of accidental interruption or 

stoppage of transit and transport. But a party must not be held responsible for an interruption 

of supply over which it has no control. 

 

Transparency  

The DCFTAs also include chapters on transparency (Chapter 12) which requires the DCFTA 

countries to establish “an effective and predictable regulatory environment for economic 

operators and efficient procedures, including for small and medium-sized enterprises, taking due 

account of the requirements of legal certainty and proportionality”. These chapters also cover 

rules on administrative and “review and appeal” procedures. According to the latter, each party 

shall establish or maintain impartial and independent courts, or other independent tribunals or 

procedures, for the purpose of the prompt review and, where warranted, correction of 

administrative actions in areas covered by the DCFTAs. 

 

Trade and sustainable development 

Chapter 13 of Title IV in the EU-Georgia Agreement and of Title V in the EU-Moldova AA deals 

with trade and sustainable development (TSD), under which the parties agree to promote trade 

in a way to contribute to the objective of sustainable development. They also recognise the 

importance of core labour standards, including the Decent Work Agenda, as agreed on in the 

ILO Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair Globalisation of 2008; and the value of international 

environmental governance. Additionally, the signatories reaffirmed their commitment to 

multilateral labour standards and agreements to which they are a party. Furthermore, the parties 

also agreed not to reduce environmental or labour protection to encourage trade or investment, 

while including provisions related to conservation and sustainability of biological diversity, forest 

and fish, climate change and scientific evidence. Subcommittees on Trade and Sustainable 

Development monitor progress in this area. 

 

Dispute settlement  

The Association Agreements have two different dispute settlement mechanisms (DSMs): one 

that covers disputes related to the Agreements in general but which excludes the DCFTAs, and 

a more detailed one that covers only the DCFTA parts. The DSMs in the DCFTAs are largely 

inspired by the WTO Dispute Settlement Understanding. If there is a dispute on the interpretation 

and application of DCFTA provisions, the parties will first seek to come to an agreement through 

consultations. If these consultations fail, then the complaining party may request the 

establishment of an arbitration panel to rule on the dispute. Rulings of the arbitration panel shall 

be binding and each party must take the necessary measures to comply with them. This DCFTAs’ 

DSM is without prejudice to possible dispute settlement under the WTO. However, the Parties 

are not allowed to pursue dispute settlement under both systems at the same time. 

The DCFTAs include several specific features. First, some elements of the DCFTAs are excluded 

from the DSM, such as parts of the chapter on trade remedies, and competition. Second, as 

regards energy disputes, the DCFTA DSM foresees quicker procedures if one party considers that 
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dispute settlement is urgent because of an interruption of the transport of gas, oil or electricity, 

or a threat thereof. This procedure should allow the parties to react in a swift manner to potential 

energy disputes. Third, there is a procedure that obliges the arbitration panel to ask the Court 

of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) for a binding preliminary ruling when there is a dispute 

concerning the interpretation and application of EU law (i.e. EU legislation mentioned in the 

annexes to the Agreement). This procedure aims to ensure a uniform interpretation and 

application of EU legislation without jeopardising the exclusive jurisdiction of the CJEU to 

interpret EU law. The Agreements’ chapters on dispute settlement also feature mechanisms for 

mediation and transparency.  

 

Institutional frameworks 

Each of the Agreements establishes a comprehensive institutional framework which plays a 

crucial role in the monitoring and implementation process (see Figure 2, below). The key 

institution is the Association Council, the EU represented at the level of the High 

Representative Vice President (HRVP) and Commissioner for the Neighbourhood in the presence 

of EU Member States representatives on the one hand, at the level of Prime Minister and 

members of the partner country’s government on the other hand. The Association Council meets 

once a year at ministerial level and is the core institution to monitor the application and 

implementation of the Agreement. In addition, it examines all other major issues in the 

relationship between the signatories. The EU-Georgia Association Council has already met six 

times since the Agreement’s entry into force; the one for Moldova five times. In addition to 

assessing the partner countries’ progress in implementing the Agreements and DCFTAs, specific 

issues of mutual interest are being discussed. The Association Councils can take ‘binding’ 

decisions, where provided for by the Agreements. This means that the EU (and its Member 

States) and the respective partner country are obliged to implement these decisions. They can 

also adopt non-binding recommendations. Both decisions and recommendations are taken by 

consensus between the parties. 

 

Figure 2. Institutional framework for supervising and monitoring the application and the 

implementation of the Association Agreement 

Source: European Commission, DG NEAR.  

 

The Association Council is assisted by an annual Association Committee, composed of 

representatives of the signatories at senior official level and which in turn is assisted by specific 

subcommittees. The Association Council adopted rules of procedure for itself, the Association 
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Committee and its subcommittees21 and established subcommittees on Freedom, Security and 

Justice and on Economic and Sector Cooperation22. The Agreement has also established an 

Association Committee in Trade Configuration (ACTC) to address all issues related to the 

DCFTA23, complemented by four subcommittees (on sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS), 

geographical indications (GIs), customs and trade and sustainable development). 

Each of the Agreements also established a Parliamentary Association Committee and a Civil 

Society Platform which allows civil society organisations (CSOs) from both sides to monitor the 

implementation process and to make recommendations to the relevant authorities in both Georgia 

and Moldova as well as the EU. 

Finally, it should be mentioned that the Association Agreements do not provide for a regular and 

formal high-level regional platform between the EU and the three associated countries (i.e. 

Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia). Official multilateral meetings do exist in the context of the 

Eastern Partnership, but they include all six partner countries. In the area of trade ‘informal 

DCFTA ministerial meetings’ between the EU (represented by the EU trade Commissioner) and 

the ministers of economy and/or trade from the three DCFTA countries have so far taken place 

twice, most recently on 21 May 2019 in Kyiv, while the third meeting planned for 2020 in Tbilisi 

was postponed because of the pandemic24. These meetings focus on the progress and challenges 

in the implementation of the DCFTAs and the sharing of success stories. 

 

 

2.2 Economic and political context of the DCFTA negotiations  

Georgia 

Before conclusion of the AA/DCFTA EU-Georgia political and economic relations were regulated 

by the Partnership and Cooperation Agreement, which was signed in 1996 and entered into force 

in 1999.  

As for the trade regime between the EU and Georgia, prior to the entry into force of the DCFTA, 

Georgia was a beneficiary of the EU’s Generalised System of Preferences (GSP) since 1995 and 

was granted the extended preferential scheme, GSP+ in 2005. The latter allowed Georgia to 

potentially export around 7200 products to the EU free of customs duty.25 Georgia is a WTO 

member since 200026 and its trade-related legislation was overall in line with WTO requirements 

at the point when DCFTA negotiations were launched. In 2017 Georgia was granted a visa free 

regime by the EU, which was an important milestone in EU-Georgia relations and facilitated free 

movement of persons and intensification of people to people contacts27.    

Discussions about a possible free trade agreement (FTA) between Georgia and the EU started in 

2005, in the context of negotiations on the European Neighbourhood Action Plan. The initiative 

came from Georgia, and it was motivated by two main factors: 

First, from the political point of view, Georgia considered that a free trade agreement with its 

strategic ally and key trade partner would be an important and natural course of development. 

It would bring Georgia and the EU closer together not only economically, but also politically and 

would upgrade the relations to a qualitatively new level. 

Second, an FTA would be fully in line with Georgia’s liberal trade policies initiated after the Rose 

Revolution of 2004. Georgia’s trade policy was aimed at turning the country into a regional trade 

and transport hub. This objective was to be achieved through i) creating an attractive business 

 
21 See Decision 1/2014 of the Association Council adopting its Rules of Procedure and those of the Association Committee. 
22 See Decision 2/2014 of the Association Council on the establishment of two Sub-committees. 
23 See Art. 408(4) of the EU–Georgia Association Agreement and Art. 438(4) of the EU-Moldova Association Agreement. 
24 For the joint statement of the 2019 meeting, see https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2019/may/tradoc 
_157890.pdf. 
25 For more information about this and other trade regimes of Georgia, see Trade Policy Reviews at: 
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp428_e.htm  
26 https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/pres00_e/pr182_e.htm  
27 For more information on EU-Georgia visa liberalisation process, see: https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-
do/policies/international-affairs/eastern-partnership/visa-liberalisation-moldova-ukraine-and-georgia_en  

https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2019/may/tradoc_157890.pdf
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2019/may/tradoc_157890.pdf
https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp428_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/pres00_e/pr182_e.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/international-affairs/eastern-partnership/visa-liberalisation-moldova-ukraine-and-georgia_en
https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/international-affairs/eastern-partnership/visa-liberalisation-moldova-ukraine-and-georgia_en
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environment in the country through liberal economic reforms and ii)opening up trade and export 

opportunities through free trade agreements with key trade partners and at the same time 

unilaterally liberalising Georgia’s tariff system.  

At that time, Georgia had a so-called simple FTA in mind, because the concept of a deep and 

comprehensive free trade agreement did not yet exist. After several rounds of discussions 

between Georgia and the EU a statement about a future possible free trade agreement was 

included in the five-year EU-Georgia European Neighbourhood Policy Action Plan for 200628. The 

action plan foresaw a feasibility study in order to calculate the costs and benefits of an FTA. Such 

a study was indeed conducted in 2007-200829. Soon after the launch of the EaP, the EU 

presented an extensive list of necessary reforms to Georgia, which were to be conducted in order 

to launch DCFTA negotiations. There were detailed obligations for Georgia, among which the EU 

identified the following key priority areas: Sanitary and Phyto-sanitary measures (SPS), 

Technical Barriers to Trade (TBT), Competition and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR). The 

justification for preconditions by the EU was that good preparation for the DCFTA would mean 

faster negotiations once the latter were launched, and a quick conclusion of the agreement. 

DCFTA-related preconditions included reforms such as legislative amendments, elaboration of 

government strategies as well as action plans. Georgia embarked on the implementation of the 

required reforms, as DCFTA had a high priority in its policy agenda with the EU Georgia.  

The negotiations officially began in Brussels at the end of 2011, and effectively started from 

early 2012. Indeed, as projected, the negotiations per se, were conducted in a very speedy and 

efficient manner on both sides and were finalised in about a year. 

Negotiation on a free trade agreement with the EU was in line with Georgia’s liberal trade policy. 

Georgia, in particular, implemented trade liberalisation reforms in the following three areas:  

First, starting from 2007 Georgia unilaterally abolished customs tariffs on more than 80 % of 

goods. This move had the objective to a) diversify import of products not produced in Georgia, 

b) assist FDI through cheaper import of machinery and technology, c) create bigger and healthier 

competition on the local market through easier import regulations, d) increase options for 

consumers, and last but not least e) fight corruption in the customs area.  

For this purpose, elimination of customs tariffs was accompanied by simplification of the tariff 

structure whereby single tariffs were introduced at the four digit-level of HS nomenclature in 

order to avoid manipulation of tariff lines by customs officers, which was one of the most 

common sources of corruption. As a result, Georgia had a customs tariff system with only three 

tariffs – 0 %, 5 % and 12 % – instead of the previous 16 tariff lines. Customs tariffs were kept 

only on sensitive goods, most notably agriculture. Seasonal tariffs were also abolished.  

Second and importantly, a very aggressive reform effort began at the customs. The reform 

aimed to simplify customs procedures and eliminate corruption at customs – one of the most 

corrupt institutions – which was characterised by bribes, low customs revenue due to corruption, 

inefficiency of customs processes, and no clear rules, thus allowing customs officers a large 

amount of discretion. As a result of these reforms, by 2011, prior to the start of DCFTA 

negotiations, Georgian customs procedures were largely streamlined, efficient and de-

corrupted.30 

Third, Georgia embarked on an intensive effort to conclude free trade agreements with all key 

trade partners aimed at broadening the market size and thus increasing the country’s 

attractiveness for investment, including FDI. Broader export opportunities through tariff-free 

trade would make Georgia’s small market more competitive. At that moment Georgia had free 

trade agreements with all the CIS countries. In addition, it strived to conclude an FTA with 

Turkey, a large neighbouring trade partner, which offered extensive trade and investment 

opportunities. Although Turkey has a Customs Union with the EU and as a rule does not conclude 

FTAs with countries that do not have an FTA with the EU, an exception became possible and the 

Georgian-Turkish FTA was concluded in 2007 and entered into force in 2008.  

 
28 https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/enp/pdf/pdf/action_plans/georgia_enp_ap_final_en.pdf 
29 https://www.case-research.eu/en/economic-impact-of-eu-armenia-and-eu-georgia-fta-free-trade-agreement 
30 Emerson, M. and T. Kovziridze, ‘Deepening EU-Georgia Relations – What, why and how’, 2nd edition 2018, p. 52 

(https://3dcftas.eu/publications/deepeningeu-ge-relations-what-why-and-how-2 ). 

https://eeas.europa.eu/archives/docs/enp/pdf/pdf/action_plans/georgia_enp_ap_final_en.pdf
https://www.case-research.eu/en/economic-impact-of-eu-armenia-and-eu-georgia-fta-free-trade-agreement
https://3dcftas.eu/publications/deepeningeu-ge-relations-what-why-and-how-2
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By the time the DCFTA entered into force, Georgia’s business environment was internationally 

acknowledged as highly competitive, and its track record of fight against corruption – was 

impressive according to international surveys. For example, in the Doing Business 2014 report 

produced by the World Bank, which compared business regulations across 189 countries 

worldwide, Georgia was ranked 8th31; according to the World Bank Enterprise Survey 2013, for 

85.8 % of entrepreneurs, corruption was no obstacle for business operations32; according to the 

Transparency International's Global Corruption Barometer 2013, only 4 % of the population 

reported that they had paid a bribe in the past year33. Georgia was ranked in 22nd place in the 

world in the 2014 Index of Economic Freedom by the Heritage Foundation34.  

It is notable that Georgia’s request for an FTA with the EU was activated in the context of the 

Russian unilateral trade embargo towards Georgia, which started at the end of 2005 and by 

2006 covered almost all imports from Georgia into Russia. Given that at the time, Georgia’s 

dependency on exports to Russia was considerable – 18 % of total exports went to Russia in 

2005 – there was an urgent need for trade and export diversification. Even though the Russian 

embargo was a strong blow to Georgia’s exports at that time, in the medium term it proved to 

be less damaging. On the contrary, it forced Georgia to more actively pursue the effort of export 

diversification, which in turn contributed to increased resilience of its economy and trade 

relations. By 2011, when the DCFTA negotiations were formally launched, 27 % of Georgia’s 

trade was with the EU, its top three trade partners were Turkey (16 %), Azerbaijan (11 %), 

Ukraine (9 %), three EU countries were among the top 10 trade partners – Germany with 6 %, 

Bulgaria with 5 % and Italy with 3 %. Russia’s share in exports was only marginal, just 2 %35 

given the unilateral trade embargo imposed by Russia on Georgian exports.  

For Georgia, the DCFTA has always been vitally important, both politically and economically, 

given the country’s foreign policy priority to integrate with the EU and ultimately become an EU 

member. In the short to medium term, the DCFTA would be associated with substantial 

regulatory costs resulting from the obligation of extensive regulatory approximation, whereby 

trade-related benefits were expected to accrue in the medium to long term after the completion 

of the regulatory approximation programmes in the areas covered by the DCFTA. Georgia, 

therefore, tried to limit regulatory obligations where possible and as a result, in comparison with 

Ukraine and Moldova, in some areas it undertook less obligations36.  For example, in competition 

there is no annex of legislative approximation; the same is true for the agriculture chapter of 

the AA, whereby legislative approximation obligations are listed only in the annex of the SPS 

chapter not in the chapter on agriculture; in the area of TBT, Georgia undertook no obligation to 

conclude Agreements on Conformity Assessment and Acceptance of Industrial Products (ACAAs) 

as this posed the risk of limiting placement of goods produced based on GOST from the CIS 

countries etc. on the market.  

As for economic growth and trade dynamics, by the time the DCFTA provisionally entered into 

force in 2014, Georgia’s GDP grew by 4.6 % and its growth structure was rather diversified, not 

dependent on any single sector. Key sectors were trade (13 %), real estate (11 %), 

manufacturing (10 %), agriculture (9 %), and public administration and defence (8 %).  

Equally diversified was the structure of Georgia’s trade. Since 2000 up until the entry into force 

of the DCFTA, the EU had a stable share in Georgia’s exports and imports. The share in exports 

ranged between 21% and 22%. It is notable that starting from 2013, i.e. after the gradual lifting 

of the Russian embargo, the share of export to CIS substantially increased, but overall not at 

the cost of export to the EU (the latter increased slightly too), but at the cost of exports to the 

other markets. The share of imports from the EU had a tendency of growth from 23% in 2000 

to 28% in 2014. The CIS share decreased substantially, while the share of the other, non-EU 

markets increased. Overall, as the figures below demonstrate, prior to and at the moment of the 

entry into force of the DCFTA, the EU and the CIS were important trade partners for Georgia in 

 
31 https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/reports/global-reports/doing-business-2014  
32 https://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/1930  
33 https://images.transparencycdn.org/images/2013_GlobalCorruptionBarometer_EN_200525_112757.pdf  
34 https://www.heritage.org/index/pdf/2014/book/index_2014.pdf  
35 Geostat.  
36 This insight is written based on the first-hand information from Reformatics, Director of which has been Georgia’s 
Chief Negotiator in the DCFTA negotiations.  

https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/reports/global-reports/doing-business-2014
https://microdata.worldbank.org/index.php/catalog/1930
https://images.transparencycdn.org/images/2013_GlobalCorruptionBarometer_EN_200525_112757.pdf
https://www.heritage.org/index/pdf/2014/book/index_2014.pdf
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both exports and imports, but the other markets (such as Turkey, China, the US) also played an 

important role.  

Figure 3. Structure of goods exports by 

groups of countries, % 

Figure 4. Structure of goods imports by groups 

of countries, % 

 

 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data 
sourced from Geostat37. 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data sourced 
from Geostat38. 

By the time the DCFTA entered into force, trade between the EU and Georgia amounted to 

USD 2.99 billion 39. As far as the export and import structure is concerned, in the same year the 

shares of top five export products from Georgia to the EU were distributed as follows: copper – 

36%, nuts – 15%, fertilizers – 8%, petroleum – 5%, motor Cars – 4%. As for imports, top five 

products were the following: petroleum – 23%, medicaments – 8%, motor cars – 6%, motor 

vehicles for transportation of goods – 2%, automatic data processing machines and units thereof 

– 2%.40 

It is also notable that, as mentioned above, the entry into force of the DCFTA coincided with the 

gradual lifting of the trade embargo by Russia starting from 2013 and thus growth of exports 

from Georgia to Russia. As a result, while Georgian export to Russia was 2 % of the total export 

in 2012, in 2019 this figure was 13%41.   

 

Moldova 

The key bilateral framework with the EU since 1998 had been the Partnership and Cooperation 

Agreement which had been concluded in 1994 for an initial period of 10 years, and which was 

prolonged until it was replaced by the AA/DCFTA. The country has benefited from the Generalized 

Scheme of Preferences (GSP), since 1995, later in 2006 replaced by GSP+.42 This legal 

framework coupled with the key objectives of the EU’s ENP Policy launched in 2004 provided the 

necessary grounds for enhanced political and economic cooperation. In 2007, Moldova became 

part of the Central European Free Trade Agreement (CEFTA). From 200843 until 201544 Moldova 

 
37 https://www.geostat.ge/ka/modules/categories/637/eksporti 
38 https://www.geostat.ge/ka/modules/categories/638/importi 
39 Geostat. 
40 Geostat. 
41 Geostat. 
42 For more details, please consult Commission Decision No 2005/924/EC, available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32005D0924&rid=1  
43 For more details, please consult Council Regulation No 55/2008 introducing autonomous trade preferences for the 
Republic of Moldova and amending Regulation 980/2005 and Commission Decision 2005/924/EC, available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:020:0001:0008:en:PDF  
44 For more details, please consult Regulation No 1383/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council amending 
Council Regulation 55/2008 introducing autonomous trade preferences for the Republic of Moldova, available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014R1383&from=EN  
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http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32005D0924&rid=1
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:020:0001:0008:en:PDF
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benefited from the Autonomous Trade Preferences (ATPs). The requirements to comply with the 

preconditions to access the EU’s ATP helped Moldova to initiate the harmonisation of national 

legislation with the trade-related EU acquis before the start of the DCFTA negotiations. Moldova 

has been part of the World Trade Organization since 2001. 

Despite several internal political crises, failed coalitions and several snap elections45, successive 

pro-European governments continued to focus on the adoption of national legislation in line with 

economic, social, democratic and rule of law reforms, thus facilitating smooth negotiations of 

the AA/DCFTA and complying with the requirements towards a visa-free regime with the EU, 

ultimately granted to Moldovan citizens on 28 April 2014. This track record allowed Moldova to 

be seen by the EU as a prominent, committed and reliable partner46, while being called the 

‘success story’ of the Eastern Partnership. The continuous engagement and financial assistance 

of the EU to help with the implementation of reforms was another triggering factor.47 

Another relevant motivating internal factor was the important public support for European 

integration in Moldova. The majority of Moldovan citizens were in favour of accession to the EU, 

despite a drop from the record high of 76.2 % in 200748 to around 50 % in 201349. One of the 

reasons for this constant decrease, however, was the high level of expectations raised by 

Moldovan politicians from the European integration process and at the same time lack of clear 

progress in democratic and rule of law reforms.  

The assertive stance of Russia towards Moldova’s increased cooperation with the EU in 

implementing the Eastern Partnership’s overall objective of political association and economic 

integration, represented yet another important external factor motivating the conclusion of the 

negotiations on the AA/DCFTA with the EU. As the negotiations with the EU were being finalised 

in July 2013 and preparations for initialling the AA/DCFTA on the occasion of the EaP Summit in 

Vilnius were underway, Russia introduced a trade embargo on Moldovan agriculture and wine 

products, officially for sanitary reasons50. Consequently, given the finalisation of the negotiations 

on AA/DCFTA that was already providing full liberalisation of the bilateral trade in wine, the EU 

amended ATP arrangements for Moldova, and decided to speed up wine exports to the EU without 

delay as of 1 January 201451. At early stages of negotiations, Transnistria de-facto authorities  

did not engage in pro-active negotiations hoping to obtain a preferential regime separately from 

Moldova. But as this was ruled out and as the Autonomous Trade Preferences (ATPs) would not 

have been extended after 1 January 2016, the Transnistrian de-facto administration had to find 

an urgent solution that would allow for continuation of its preferential exports to the EU. So the 

Transnistrian region de-facto authorities accepted the conditions agreed with the Moldovan 

Government, according to Moldova’s commitments laid down in the AA/DCFTA with the EU. As 

a result, since January 2016 the application of DCFTA has been extended to the entire territory 

of the country, including the Transnistrian region via an EU brokered deal. 

By 2014 the main priorities of the government were: development of a favourable investment 

climate, attraction of foreign direct investment, promotion of domestic products and 

improvement of economic competitiveness. In 2014 the country had made progress in the 

international ranking Doing Business 2015, climbing 19 positions and ranking 63rd out of 189 

countries.52  

 
45 NOTE: Until 2016, the president of the country would be elected by the Parliament of the Republic of Moldova. To 
elect the president 61 out of 101 votes of Members of Parliament were required. 
46 Stefan Fule, Speech at the Berlin EU-Moldova Forum, 22 October 2012, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-
release_SPEECH-12-753_en.htm  
47 In March 2010, during the Brussels Donor’s Moldova Partnership Forum, Moldova received over EUR 1.9 billion in 
grants and preferential credits until 2013, to help the reform agenda as provided by Moldova's national strategic 
development paper (2010) "Rethink Moldova”. 
48 IPP, Public Opinion Barometer, November 2007, available at: https://ipp.md/old/libview.php?l=en&id=457&idc=156  
49 IPP, Public Opinion Barometer, November 2013, available at: https://ipp.md/old/libview.php?l=ro&id=666&idc=156  
50 Russia punishes Moldova by banning its wines, Euractiv, 11 September 2013, http://www.euractiv.com/ 
section/europe-s-east/news/russia-punishes-moldova-by-banning-its-wines/.  

51 Official Journal of the EU, Regulation No 1384/2013 amending the Council Regulation (EC) No 55/2008 introducing 
autonomous trade preferences for the Republic of Moldova, 17 December 2013, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32013R1384&from=EN  
52 https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/reports/global-reports/doing-business-2015  

https://ipp.md/old/libview.php?l=en&id=457&idc=156
https://ipp.md/old/libview.php?l=ro&id=666&idc=156
http://www.euractiv.com/section/europe-s-east/news/russia-punishes-moldova-by-banning-its-wines/
http://www.euractiv.com/section/europe-s-east/news/russia-punishes-moldova-by-banning-its-wines/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32013R1384&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32013R1384&from=EN
https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/reports/global-reports/doing-business-2015
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Moldova's growth was constrained by its low economic strength and weak and underdeveloped 

institutions that are prone to political influence and increased levels of corruption. As agricultural 

sector represents one of the main drivers of the local economy, economic growth has been 

volatile because of the vulnerability of the agricultural sector to climatic conditions and high 

dependence of the population on remittances. 

In comparison with the other EaP countries, GDP per capita53 in the Republic Moldova (excluding 

the Transnistrian region)  was 1.4 times lower than in Georgia, 1.7 times lower than in Ukraine, 

3.4 times lower than in Azerbaijan and 3.5 times lower than in Belarus in 2014.  

The main areas of economic activity referred to trade (13.7%), agriculture (13%), manufacturing 

(12.1%) and real estate services (5.2%). Although SMEs represented a high share of all 

enterprises, they only accounted for 33.4 % of total annual sales.54  

The major challenges to trade were: low competitiveness of Moldovan companies and products, 

lack of information on international markets, lack of domestic investment projects that would 

increase the flow of foreign direct investment and low level of human capital development. The 

Moldovan economy remained susceptible to external shocks, especially to the cyclical and 

structural developments of the country's main trading partners.  

The importance of the EU as a main market for Moldovan exports grew steadily between 2005 

and 2014 (Figure 5). To some extent, exports to the EU increased at the expense of exports to 

the CIS region. In 2014, exports to the EU passed the 50 % mark for the very first time and 

Russia was no longer the top destination for Moldovan exports55. Several important structural 

changes in exported products to the EU took place over the period 2005-2013. Five new product 

categories entered the top 10 exports to the EU56. In 2005, the main Moldovan export was raw 

hides and skins, while in 2013 the main export was coaxial electric cables (equipment for 

distributing electricity)57. Furthermore, for the very first time wine products were among the top 

10 products exported to the EU. Other top products exported to the EU were: furniture and 

parts, vegetable fats and oils, and beet and cane sugar58.  

In terms of imports, around 48 % of total imports came from the EU (Figure 6). In 2014, the EU 

was the main partner for trade in services. Exports of services represented 37 % of total exports 

of services and the imports accounted to 45 %. Transportation and communication services 

represented more than half of total exports (59 %)59.  

 
53 Ibid. 
54 https://statistica.gov.md .  
55 https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/download/1348_10771108a3d22488655de8186bfbb918  
56 http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-
2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf  
57 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&id=4319&idc=168 
58 http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-
2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf 
59 http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-
2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf  

https://statistica.gov.md/
https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/download/1348_10771108a3d22488655de8186bfbb918
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&id=4319&idc=168
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/281771467991921364/pdf/103996-REPF-Moldova-Trade-Study-Note-2-Is-the-DCFTA-Good-for-Moldova.pdf
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Figure 5. Structure of goods exports by 

groups of countries, % 
Figure 6. Structure of goods imports by groups 

of countries, % 

  
Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data 
sourced from Statistica.60 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data 
sourced from Statistica.61 

 

2.3  Economic and political context in which the DCFTAs operate 

Georgia  

The political context of the implementation of the DCFTA in Georgia was characterised by 

increasing political tensions between the Government and opposition parties since the change of 

the government in 2012. Following worsened political polarisation in the aftermath of the 2020 

Parliamentary elections, the EU has put immense efforts to mediate the talks between the 

government and the opposition leaders. This in the end resulted in the EU brokered deal 

addressing politicized justice, electoral and judicial reforms, power sharing in the parliament and 

setting preconditions for the future elections.62  

Despite the political crisis in which Georgia ended up most recently, the population’s support for 

the European integration has remained stably strong in the country. According to the most recent 

public opinion poll, conducted by the International Republican Institute (IRI) in February 2021, 

76% of Georgian population fully and 16% somewhat supports Georgia’s EU membership, 

whereas by far the highest share of respondents, 43%, believe that the main benefit of the EU 

membership will be strengthening the economy and 54% of the public perceive the EU to be the 

most important political partner for Georgia.63  

Notwithstanding the growing political tensions, the implementation of the DCFTA has been 

proceeding according to the schedule envisaged by the Agreement64, and its implementation 

has, among other things, brought changes of policy in some areas. This was associated more 

specifically with: a) establishment of state institutions or equipping the existing institutions with 

new functions and b) introduction of state control and supervision in almost all areas covered by 

the Agreement. These changes were associated with certain costs. First, given its very nature 

the DCFTA is likely to incur higher costs than benefits in the short to medium term resulting 

from the obligation of legislative approximation with the EU acquis. Second and importantly, the 

DCFTA can be beneficial if it is embedded in the right set of policies and reforms, which in turn 

contribute to growth and development.  

Trade dynamics with the EU before and after the conclusion of the DCFTA coincided with the 

change of government and thus change of overall economic and reform policies. Prior to the 

 
60 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=4650  
61 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=4650  
62 https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/georgia/96786/president-european-council-charles-michel-publishes-new-
proposal-made-today-georgian-political_en  
63 For more details see: https://www.iri.org/sites/default/files/iri_poll_presentation-georgia_february_2021_1.pdf 
64 Emerson, M. and T. Kovziridze, ‘Deepening EU-Georgia Relations – What, why and how’, 2nd edition 2018, 3rd edition 
forthcoming in 2021 (https://3dcftas.eu/publications/deepeningeu-ge-relations-what-why-and-how-2 ). 
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entry into force of the DCFTA, Georgia's economic performance was stronger (In 2004-2012 GDP 

grew on average by 7.6 %, which fell to 4 % in 2013-202065) and export capacities of Georgia 

were much utilized. For example, if total trade was growing on average by 16% in 2010-2014, 

the same figure is just 3% in 2015-2019. Comparable figures for export are respectively 21% 

growth for 2010-2014 and 8% for 2015-2019. These economic trends are equally reflected in 

Georgia’s trade performance with the EU, namely Georgian export to the EU grew by 6% 2015-

2019 and the overall trade by 2%, whereas the same figures were respectively 25% and 14% 

in 2010-2014. Thus, the dynamics in Georgia’s trade with the EU and globally were affected by 

dynamics in the country’s overall economic performance.  

As the table below demonstrates the share of the EU in Georgia’s total exports and imports is 

stable and largely the same if we compare data for 2013 and 2019. In the same period the share 

of Russia in both total exports and imports increased (mainly as a result of lifting the trade 

embargo in 2013), but notably this has not happened at the cost of the EU but rather at the cost 

of the other markets.  

Since the application of the DCFTA in 2014, several new products (kiwi, dried lemon, persimmon, 

blueberry, quince, fruit jams, honey, pet furniture, and glass bottles) have been exported to the 

EU market. Thus, the diversification happened mainly through the exports of additional primary 

agricultural products to the EU. Even though quantities are still limited, there is potential for 

further growth of exports in these product categories. Georgia was able to extend the list of 

products it exports to the EU, but in no substantial quantities. Another positive trend is that the 

number of companies exporting to the EU in 2019 increased by 61 % compared to 2013, 

reaching more than 90066.   

 

Table 3. Georgia’s trade structure by country or region ($ million), 2013 and 2019 
 

2013 2019 
 

Exports Imports Exports Imports 

Value 

($) 

Share 

(%) 

Value 

($) 

Share 

(%) 

Value 

($) 

Share 

(%) 

Value  

($) 

Share 

(%) 

EU 607 21 2,264 28 790 21 2,555 27 

Russia 190 7 584 7 496 13 934 10 

Other CIS 1,430 49 1,590 20 1,546 41 1,760 19 

Other Europe 4 0.1 80.3 1 83 2 87 1 

US 138 5 254 3 132 3 500 5 

China 34 1 612 8 223 6 833 9 

Rest of world 507 18 2,639 33 526 14 2,688 29 

Total 2,910 100 8,023 100 3,798 100 9,361 100 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data sourced from Geostat. 

 

It should be noted that the conclusion of the DCFTA had a substantial, positive impact on the 

broader trade liberalisation of Georgia. More specifically, the DCFTA triggered the initiation and 

conclusion of a number of other free trade agreements with Georgia’s key partners, which are 

likely to bring trade- and growth-related positive changes in the medium term. Specifically, after 

the conclusion of the DCFTA, free trade agreements were concluded with EFTA in 2016 (entered 

into force in 2017), with China in 2017 (entered into force in 2018) and with Hong Kong in 2018 

(entered into force in 2019). There is an exploratory process ongoing with other large and/or 

important markets such as India and Israel with feasibility studies being conducted. This new 

trend has been fully in line with Georgia’s trade policy priorities aimed at further trade 

liberalisation and diversification of export and investment opportunities. The reason for the 

increased interest in the Georgian market from countries, such as China or India, is that through 

an FTA with the EU, Georgia offers increased opportunities of producing on this market and 

 
65 Geostat. 
66 Emerson, M. and T. Kovziridze, ‘Deepening EU-Georgia Relations – Updating and Upgrading in the Shadow of COVID-
19’, 3rd forthcoming edition in 2021.  
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benefiting from a comparatively attractive business environment and then exporting to the EU 

duty free. This is definitely a very positive, and probably so far the most beneficial by-product 

of the DCFTA.  

In addition, in October 2019 Georgia signed a Strategic Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 

with the UK, which ensures free trade between the two countries. Georgia was the first country 

in the EaP region to sign an agreement with the UK that replaced the AA after BREXIT.  

In order to facilitate the implementation of the AA/DCFTA, the EU is supplying significant financial 

assistance to Georgia, including macroeconomic assistance alongside the IMF, budget support 

and investments through EIB and EBRD. The structural reform agenda, supported by the IMF, 

and conditionality of the EU Macro Financial Assistance (MFA) focuses on the improvement of 

the business environment, education and public administration, and infrastructure development. 

Between 2009 and 2020, the European Commission provided a total of EUR 137 million in macro-

financial assistance linked to trade-related conditionalities. In addition, in 2020 the EU provided 

an MFA package in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic amounting to 150M€ for Georgia. 

 

Furthermore, over the period of 2014-2020, the EU has provided grants in the amount of around 

€120 million annually to support Georgia’s reform agenda. This assistance focus on economic 

development and education, governance and human rights, environment and people to people 

contacts.  It can take the form of direct financial support to the Government under budget 

support, technical assistance projects, grants to civil society or access to EU programmes such 

as Erasmus+, Horizon 2020 or Creative Europe. The country furthermore has access to a diverse 

portfolio of regional programmes, including EU4Business, which has helped create over 31,000 

jobs and provided support to over 36,000 companies.67 

The EU’s budget support and grants are complemented by investments developed in cooperation 

with International Financial Institutions, such as EIB and EBRD. Investments focus on transport, 

energy, water management, and the financial sector. 

In 2020, the EU mobilized substantial assistance to Georgia to mitigate the negative social and 

economic impacts of COVID-19. As part of Team Europe, the EU provided a total of EUR 183 

million to Georgia. These were a combination of reprogrammed and reoriented funds from 

bilateral allocations for Georgia. 

Moldova 

Conclusion of the DCFTA was followed by multiple political crises in Moldova. The internal 

economic situation and Moldova’s external image has been drastically affected due to the ‘billion-

dollar’ bank fraud in late 2014 (that striped 13 % of Moldova’s GDP). From 2015 onwards, the 

EU started to apply stricter conditionality closely linked to the results of the reform process and 

to respect for democratic principles, rule of law and human rights68. The allocation of EU funds 

has been suspended several times (2015, 2018) or even cancelled69 (2017).  

Moldova is currently in the middle of another political crisis with an acting government in place, 

following the resignation of the Socialists-backed government in December 2020. The country 

now has a pro-EU president who is expected to bring new positive dynamics for the country’s 

reform process. A date for early parliamentary elections has been now set for July 2021. This 

political context will influence the advancement of internal reforms and resumption of the steady 

implementation of the AA/DCFTA over the course of 2021 at least.  

On the national level the main policy planning instrument to pursue implementation of the 

AA/DCFTA in line with the Association Agenda priorities is the National Action Plan for the 

Implementation of the Association Agreement (NAPIAA). NAPIAA is a dynamic 

planning/monitoring tool which was updated in practice regularly on a yearly basis. Since the 

 
67 https://eu4business.ge/en/.  
68 European External Action Service, “Remarks by HR/VP Mogherini on Breaches of Human Rights, Democracy and the 
Rule of Law in Moldova”, 5 July 2018, https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/47997/remarks-
hrvp-mogherini-breaches-human-rights-democracy-and-rule-law-moldova_en 
69 Delegation of the European Union in the Republic of Moldova, Statement “Moldova: EU Cuts Budget Support 
Programme for Justice Reforms”, 11 October 2017, https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/33723/moldova-eu-
cuts-budget-support-programme-justice-reforms_en  

https://eu4business.ge/en/
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/47997/remarks-hrvp-mogherini-breaches-human-rights-democracy-and-rule-law-moldova_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-homepage/47997/remarks-hrvp-mogherini-breaches-human-rights-democracy-and-rule-law-moldova_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/33723/moldova-eu-cuts-budget-support-programme-justice-reforms_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/33723/moldova-eu-cuts-budget-support-programme-justice-reforms_en
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start of AA/DCFTA implementation, two national plans were adopted (NAPIAA I 2014-201670 and 

NAPIAA II 2017-201971). The COVID-19 pandemic affected the efficiency of the coordination and 

enforcement process of legislative and implementing measures planned for 2020. In July 2020, 

a calendar on monitoring the implementation of the backlogs of the 2017-2019 NAPIAA for the 

period 2020-2023 was adopted72.  

A general assessment provided by the shadow reports prepared by Moldovan civil society73 

indicates that after six years of AA/DCFTA implementation, Moldova performed much better in 

the implementation of the DCFTA provisions and in those areas and sectors which have been 

conditioned by the EU’s budget support and macro-financial assistance programmes. The part 

of the AA/DCFTA that implied sustainable implementation of systemic reforms, respect of 

democratic principles and rule of law remained largely unchanged, amid certain progress in the 

adoption of necessary legislation, but lacking a track record in implementing it. Furthermore, 

this factor was one of the constraints to progress on implementing EU standards and SPS 

requirements to allow greater use of the DCFTA provisions. The most recent report of the 

government on the implementation of NAPIAA 2017-2019 concluded that the quantitative 

implementation rate of NAPIAA was 71.56 %74. The Centre for Legal Harmonisation developed 

and owns a database of the EU acquis harmonised with the Moldovan legal framework that is 

available online75. By 2021 Moldova had approximated into the national legislation 499 (152 

partially approximated) out of 681 pieces of EU acquis provided in the AA/DCFTA (see Table 1)76.  

One of the main factors that has helped to advance the implementation of DCFTA provisions has 

been the EU financial assistance including macroeconomic assistance alongside the IMF, budget 

support and investments through EIB and EBRD. The structural reform agenda, supported by 

the IMF, and conditionality of the EU Macro Financial Assistance (MFA) focuses on the 

improvement of the business environment, education and public administration, and 

infrastructure development. Between 2010 and 2020, the European Commission provided a total 

of EUR 190 million in macro-financial assistance linked to trade-related conditionalities. In 

addition, in 2020 the EU provided an MFA package in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic 

amounting to 100M€ for Moldova. Furthermore, over the period of 2014-2020, the EU has 

provided grants of around €74 million annually to support Moldova’s reform agenda. It can take 

the form of direct financial support to the Government under budget support, technical 

assistance projects, grants to civil society or access to EU programmes such as Erasmus+, 

Horizon 2020 or Creative Europe. The country furthermore has access to a diverse portfolio of 

regional programmes, including EU4Business, which has helped create over 22,000 jobs and 

provided support to over 20,000 companiesThe key objective of EU assistance is to contribute 

to creating tangible benefits for Moldovan citizens, strengthening the rule of law, supporting 

DCFTA implementation, as well as strengthening transport and energy connections. According 

to the aid platform http://www.eu4moldova.md/, Moldova was the largest recipient of EU aid 

per capita in the European Neighbourhood.  Moldova is gradually connecting its energy 

infrastructure to that of the European Union77.  

The consistent application of EU strict conditionality was yet another enabling factor that boosted 

the reform agenda and AA/DCFTA implementation, even though allocations of the EU’s direct 

budget support and macro-financial assistance programmes have decreased since 2015 due to 

lack of progress in the investigations of the banking fraud, political instability and little progress 

on the implementation of crucial rule of law reforms. Nevertheless, most of the EU technical 

assistance including investment facilities implemented in cooperation with the European 

 
70 https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=19579&lang=ro  
71 https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=119199&lang=ro  
72 https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=124183&lang=ro  
73 http://ipre.md/2020/10/12/raportul-alternativ-sase-ani-de-implementare-a-acordului-de-asociere-ue-
moldova/?lang=en  
74 MFAEI, Report on the Implementation of NAPIAA (2017-2019), February 2020, available in RO at: 
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/document/attachments/raport_pna_aa_2017-
2019_final_pentru_publicare_website.pdf  

75 Centre for Legal Harmonisation, Data base available at: https://cancelaria.gov.md/sites/default/files/baza 
_de_date_a_legislatiei_nationale_armonizate_2021.xlsx  
76 Online interview with the Director of the Central for Legal Harmonisation on 24 March 2020. Up to date information 
on the state of play will be provided during the assessment phase.  
77 https://www.eu4moldova.md/en  

http://www.eu4moldova.md/
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=19579&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=119199&lang=ro
https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=124183&lang=ro
http://ipre.md/2020/10/12/raportul-alternativ-sase-ani-de-implementare-a-acordului-de-asociere-ue-moldova/?lang=en
http://ipre.md/2020/10/12/raportul-alternativ-sase-ani-de-implementare-a-acordului-de-asociere-ue-moldova/?lang=en
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/document/attachments/raport_pna_aa_2017-2019_final_pentru_publicare_website.pdf
https://gov.md/sites/default/files/document/attachments/raport_pna_aa_2017-2019_final_pentru_publicare_website.pdf
https://cancelaria.gov.md/sites/default/files/baza_de_date_a_legislatiei_nationale_armonizate_2021.xlsx
https://cancelaria.gov.md/sites/default/files/baza_de_date_a_legislatiei_nationale_armonizate_2021.xlsx
https://www.eu4moldova.md/en
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Investment Bank (EIB) and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) 

continued, including those in the framework of the EU4Business programme. The EIB supports 

the development of the agri-food sector. `Filière-du-vin` and `Fruit Garden Moldova` are two 

emblematic investment projects, implemented in response to the numerous trade embargoes 

imposed by Russia and to increase production capacities in line with EU standards. The EU also 

diversified and recalibrated78 its support to other actors of change, in particular, local authorities, 

SMEs, local communities, civil society and independent media.  

Continued political instability and weak institutions are among the key internal political factors 

that have affected the efficiency of the authorities, limiting the pace of DCFTA implementation. 

The inefficient and selective justice system exposed to political interferenceand pervasive and 

deep-rooted corruption at all levels remains the biggest challenge of the Moldova, hinders the 

sustainable development of the country and represents a crucial limiting factor to fully exploit 

DCFTA potential. In the same vein, another limiting factor is the alleged political clientelism, 

structural issues such as the rule of law, justice reform, and corruption, coupled with the slow 

pace of reforms or even backsliding in these areas. These factors have to be closely assessed to 

review their impacts on the DCFTA implementation. The majority of the beneficiaries in value 

terms of DCFTA are indeed larger companies that act as monopolies catering for narrow 

economic groups and vested interests (e.g. grain and processed cereals exporters).  

The European Union has strengthened its position as the main market for Moldovan exporters 

and this increase fully compensated the losses in exports to CIS countries, particularly to Russia. 

The imports from the EU have not been affected by the implementation of the DCFTA (Table 4). 

A slight change can be observed in the reduction of imports from CIS countries and an increase 

in imports from other countries. A bigger change can be observed in the exports structure. The 

exports to the EU have increased from 46.8 % to 66.7 % (in 2018, Moldovan exports reached 

the highest share of 68.8 %), while exports to CIS decreased over the same period from 38 % 

to 15.2 % (Figure 6).  

Table 4. Republic of Moldova's trade structure by groups of country ($ million), 2013 and 201979 
 

2013 2019 
 

Exports Imports Exports Imports 

Value 
($) 

Share 
(%) 

Value 
($) 

Share 
(%) 

Value 
($) 

Share 
(%) 

Value 
($) 

Share 
( %) 

EU 1 136.3 46.8 2 471.8 45 1 830.5 65.9 2890 49.5 

Russia 631.5 26 788.1 14.3 249.9 9 691.8 11.8 

Other 
CIS 

291.2 12 887.2 16.2 185.1 6.7 724.8 12.4 

Other 
Europe 

203.1 8.4 439.6 8 296.5 10.7 487.3 8.3 

US 25.3 1.0 73.6 1.3 24.3 0.9 74.3 1.3 

China 6.5 0.3 478.8 8.7 17.4 0.6 602.2 10.3 

Other 

countries 

134.2 5.5 353.7 6.5 175.5 6.2 371.4 6.4 

Total 2 428 100 5 492.8 100 2 779.2 100 5 
841.8 

100 

 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data sourced from Statistica. 

Agricultural products benefited the most from the new commercial regime. In the period 2015-

2018 agricultural exports increased by 52 % compared to the period 2011-2014. Exports of 

 
78 https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/54511/european-union-confirms-reduction-financial-support-due-
deterioration-rule-law-and-democracy_en  
79 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6916 (author's calculations) 

https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/54511/european-union-confirms-reduction-financial-support-due-deterioration-rule-law-and-democracy_en
https://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/moldova/54511/european-union-confirms-reduction-financial-support-due-deterioration-rule-law-and-democracy_en
https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6916
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industrial products increased by 26 % over the same period80. The higher performance of 

agricultural products can be explained by the fact that trade in industrial products was mainly 

liberalised before the DCFTA was signed. The export of categories of products (e.g. plums, 

grapes) subject to annual tariff quotas exempt from customs duties, as well as those subject to 

the anti-circumvention mechanism (e.g. wheat, barley, corn) increased immediately after the 

implementation of DCFTA. Trade between Moldova and the EU has become much more balanced 

because of the rapid increase in demand for Moldovan exports and the reduction of industrial 

imports from the EU. Thus, DCFTA has helped to ease the pressure on trade balance and current 

account, enhancing the country's macro-financial stability. 

But the year 2020 posed significant challenges for the Moldovan economic and trade context: 

drought in the summer of 2020 and the COVID-19 pandemic. Exports in 2020 decreased by 

11 % compared to 2019 (Figure 7)81 and GDP decreased by 7 % (Figure 8). Agricultural82 

production decreased by USD 157 million and the automotive industry decreased by USD 96 

million. The automotive industry represents the largest export of Moldova and in 2019 it reached 

20.6 %83 of total exports (USD 571 million). 

A significant drawback in understanding the impact of DCFTA in the Transnistrian region is the 

lack of qualitative data and incomplete data offered/published by Transnistrian de facto 

authorities (the analysis requires extraction and comparison of data from multiple sources). Any 
Transnistrian based company that exports to the EU is required to obtain a registration 
number from the authorities in Chisinau. While these exports are included in the national 

accounts of Moldova, the share of such exports from the Transnistrian region cannot be 

identified as the data is not publicly available. Transnistrian exports to other regions (e.g. Russia, 

CIS) are not separately noted by the national accounts. As a result, only a limited share of 

Transnistria’s trade flows is reflected in Moldova’s national accounts. 

 
80 https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/1827-zlsac-dupa-cinci-ani-de-implementare-impactul-estimat-si-
concluzii-pentru-urmatorii-cinci-
ani?fbclid=IwAR2BN7dfrMexwwWrZ0zelGlsam4DS_r4te4_yp5kCUr7oD38MDWCmvVpS7E  
81 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6916  
82 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6916 
83 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6584  
84 https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=ro&idc=168&id=6916  
85 https://statistica.gov.md 
86 https://www.expert-
grup.org/media/k2/attachments/Implicatiile_ZLSAC_asupra_comertului_exterior_al_regiunii_transnistrene.pdf  

Figure 7. Structure of exports by groups of 

countries, % 

 

Figure 8. Structure of exports by groups 

of countries, % (Transnistrian region) 

 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data 
sourced from Statistica.84 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration based on the data 
sourced from Statistica and UN Comtrade.8586 
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Overall, despite the impressive growth in exports, there are a number of concerns related to the 

high degree of concentration of bilateral trade – both geographically, and in terms of the 

structure of exported products. Half of industrial products are exported to one EU country 

(Romania) and half of agricultural products are exported to three EU markets (Romania, Italy 

and the United Kingdom – data for 2019)87. Diversification of exports proved to be harder than 

previously anticipated. Concentration of trade increased in the period of DCFTA implementation.  

The export sector is dominated by low-value added agriculture products and industrial products 

under the inward-processing regime. This highlights the low level of competitiveness of domestic 

products and the lack of demand for such exports by EU countries. 

Some export volumes within tariff rate quotas (TRQs) do not reflect the existing export potential 

(e.g. plums, grapes). After reaching the pre-determined limit of exports it is very difficult to 

export such products outside the TRQs.  

TRQs are fully used only by a limited number of products (e.g. plums, grapes). Other categories 

such as poultry meat, dairy products and eggs (category B) are not being used. Moldovan 

companies are still not able to comply with EU standards in terms of food safety and plant and 

health control systems.  

 

EU trade context 

The EU’s DCFTAs with Georgia and Moldova form part of the EU’s new generation agreements 

with the Eastern Partnership countries (EaP). Together with Georgia and Moldova the EU has 

also signed an Association Agreement and DCFTA with Ukraine, which entered into force in 2016 

(also leading to immediate Russian sanctions).  

• Relations between the EU and Armenia are based on the EU-Armenia Comprehensive and 

Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA)88, which was signed in 2017, was in provisional 

application since 1 June 2018 and entered into force on 1 March 2021. Armenia is a 

member of the Eurasian Economic Union. 

• With Azerbaijan the EU has a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement (PCA) since 1999. 

This agreement does not include tariff preferences yet eliminates trade quotas between 

the two parties. The negotiations for a new comprehensive agreement were launched in 

2017 and are still ongoing. The country is also in accession negotiations with the WTO 

since its application for the membership in 199789. The conclusion of the accession process 

is one of the EU preconditions for negotiating a DCFTA. 

• With Belarus the EU is mostly engaged within the multilateral EaP partnership. The 

negotiations on the bilateral partnership priorities have been ongoing since 2016, and a bi-

annual trade dialogue has been held at technical level. However, following the disputed 

2020 Presidential elections (which the EU has declared neither free nor fair) and its 

aftermath, the EU reviewed EU-Belarus relations. The EU has a Visa Facilitation and 

Readmission Agreement with Belarus, which came into force on 1 July 2020. Similar to 

Azerbaijan, Belarus also has observer status at the WTO since 1993 and the accession 

negotiations are in practice suspended due to the political events in 2020 referred to above. 

Note that Belarus is a member of the Eurasian Economic Union. 

As a continuation of its EaP policy launched in 2009, in March 2020, the EU announced new 

priorities for the EaP policy post-202090. The new long-term objectives are built around resilient, 

sustainable and integrated economies, accountable institutions, the rule of law and security, 

 
87 https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/1827-zlsac-dupa-cinci-ani-de-implementare-impactul-estimat-si-
concluzii-pentru-urmatorii-cinci-
ani?fbclid=IwAR2BN7dfrMexwwWrZ0zelGlsam4DS_r4te4_yp5kCUr7oD38MDWCmvVpS7E   
88 https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/neighbourhood/countries/armenia_en .  
89 https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/azerbaijan/ .  
90 Reinforcing Resilience – an Eastern Partnership that delivers for all, JOIN (2020) 7 final. 

https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/1827-zlsac-dupa-cinci-ani-de-implementare-impactul-estimat-si-concluzii-pentru-urmatorii-cinci-ani?fbclid=IwAR2BN7dfrMexwwWrZ0zelGlsam4DS_r4te4_yp5kCUr7oD38MDWCmvVpS7E
https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/1827-zlsac-dupa-cinci-ani-de-implementare-impactul-estimat-si-concluzii-pentru-urmatorii-cinci-ani?fbclid=IwAR2BN7dfrMexwwWrZ0zelGlsam4DS_r4te4_yp5kCUr7oD38MDWCmvVpS7E
https://www.expert-grup.org/ro/biblioteca/item/1827-zlsac-dupa-cinci-ani-de-implementare-impactul-estimat-si-concluzii-pentru-urmatorii-cinci-ani?fbclid=IwAR2BN7dfrMexwwWrZ0zelGlsam4DS_r4te4_yp5kCUr7oD38MDWCmvVpS7E
https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/neighbourhood/countries/armenia_en
https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/azerbaijan/
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environmental and climate resilience, digital transformation and fair and inclusive societies. The 

communication underlines the importance of the full implementation of the DCFTAs91.  

Most recently, in February 2021 the EU launched its new trade strategy focusing on enhanced 

strategic autonomy, green and digital transformations, strengthening multilateralism and 

reforming global rules with more fairness and sustainability. The new strategy underlines that 

trade will be of key importance for the EU’s green recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic and 

related economic downturn. The strategy also highlights the importance of the increased 

economic integration of the EaP countries, and particularly of the DCFTA states. The document 

underlines that the EU will continue its support to the DCFTA states in their regulatory alignment 

with the EU standards92.  

 

 

3 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The following provides an initial literature review on the methodological aspects related to the 

assessment of the economic and welfare effects associated with the implementation of the 

DCFTA, both in Georgia and Moldova. The papers, reports and documents examined can be 

found in the References at the end of the report while Appendix C contains a table with a more 

detailed account of the findings contained in our review so far. In principle, the list is not 

necessarily exhaustive as further relevant literature may be found as the work progresses and, 

consequently, incorporated when and if necessary. 

 

Methodological aspects 

Several studies have been conducted, separately for Georgia and Moldova, to assess both the 

ex-ante and ex-post economic effects of trade between either Georgia and Moldova and the 

EU. The exercises were based on different quantitative methodologies and a qualitative one, i.e. 

CGE modelling (World Bank 2016, Expert Group 2009), trade indices, including Revealed 

Comparative Advantages (Belkania, 2019, UNECE, 2017 and 2018, Cimpoies, 2016), the Gravity 

model (PMC, 2020 and Baier and Bergstrand, 2009), Linear Regression Models (Muschei, 2019) 

and causality analysis (The Vienna Institute for International Economic Studies, 2016, UNECE, 

2017 and 2018 and PMC, 2020). In this case, the study of PMC, 2020 developed an analytical 

framework based on the Viner model in addition to the gravity model). In general terms, all the 

papers and documents reviewed provided a consistent picture of rather narrow impacts 

attributable to the DCFTA so far, as well as limited competitiveness of the countries’ export 

products. 

The studies are focused on Georgia and Moldova’s trade performance, both on aggregate and 

sectoral levels, as well as the economic impact of the free trade agreement signed by them. 

There was one notable exception: Muschei (2019) investigated the relationship between the 

functioning of Moldova’s institutions and its trade flows. Moreover, two studies (The Vienna 

Institute, 2016 and UNECE, 2017 and 2018) provided in-depth analysis of the countries’ trade 

barriers by making reference – in part – to CGE modelling and RCAs. In particular, the work by 

the Vienna Institute examined the costs and benefits of implementing the DCFTA and its policy 

implications while UNECE’s reports provided a detailed account of the state of implementation 

of reforms in various trade-related areas contained in the DCFTA. Along this line, trade creation 

and diversion associated with the DCFTA and the FTA with China was examined through the 

Viner model in Georgia’s case (PMC, 2020). The study concluded, amongst other things, that 

trade creation had outweighed trade diversion for both the DCFTA and the FTA with China and 

that there was no fundamental difference between the DCFTA and the FTA with China in relation 

to the trade created/diverted as a result of the implementation of both agreements. 

The different indices calculated for both Georgia and Moldova (Belkania, 2019, UNECE, 2017 and 

2018, Cimpoies, 2016) provided a static picture of their comparative advantages, and 

 
91 https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/1_en_act_part1_v6.pdf .  
92 https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2021/february/tradoc_159438.pdf .  

https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/1_en_act_part1_v6.pdf
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2021/february/tradoc_159438.pdf
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disadvantages, of their overall export products, including at sector levels. In both cases, 

particularly for Georgia, the evidence seems to suggest that these are limited, and in the case 

of Moldova, they are all concentrated in a few agricultural products and foodstuffs. The exercise 

with the gravity model (PMC, 2020), on the other hand, provided similar results in that it did not 

find any significant effects on most traded products since 2015. It should be noted that, in this 

last case, the model was specified as a one-way log linear panel gravity model, estimated 

through a Pseudo Poisson Maximum Likelihood Estimation approach. The choice of the estimation 

procedure solved several technical issues with the data, particularly, the occurrence of zero-

trade flows in some product lines (PMC 2020). A second gravity model was examined (Baier and 

Bergstrand, 2009) in which a refinement of the traditional approach was developed to 

incorporate bilateral trade costs. 

The CGE models, including the dynamic version used (World Bank, 2016), were used to 

undertake, in both cases, ex-ante examinations of the impact of a general FTA with the EU 

(Expert Group, 2009) on the one hand, and the DCFTA on the other (World Bank, 2016). The 

latter, in particular, examined different choices for the Moldovan economy, i.e. joining either the 

DCFTA or the Customs Unions of Russia/Belorussia/Kazakhstan or trading on WTO terms (the 

“protectionist” scenario, which would include not implementing the FTA with Turkey). The 

specifications and data used in both cases were significantly different, owing, amongst others, 

to the level of aggregation of the data and to the fact that, in the World Bank’s case, Moldova’s 

Social Accounting Matrix was adjusted to exclude the effects of trade flow of the Transnistrian 

region. In spite of the technical differences, the results were largely aligned; that is, that Moldova 

would, by and large, benefit more from joining the DCFTA rather than other regional trade 

arrangements. 

Other studies with an exhaustive review of quantitative and qualitative models on the economic 

impact of the free trade agreements outlined the use of Difference-in-Difference (DiD) modelling 

approaches. For instance, Asian Development Bank (2012) used DiD modelling to investigate 

the impact on the number and size of firms as well as the firms’ mark-up associated with trade 

liberalisation across 40 countries and 26 sectors (ADB, 2010). The study concluded that, as a 

general rule, the number of firms does not increase but that, in those sectors where comparative 

advantages do exist, the number of firms does increase as does the average size of firms. Mark-

ups were found to decline in the medium term after trade is liberalised. Other authors used DiD 

to study the trade creation/diversion in Paraguay as a result of its participation in Mercosur and 

found overwhelming evidence of trade creation associated with Paraguay’s participation in 

Mercosur (Álvarez and López, 2008; Gauto, 2012). Moreover, Lechner (2010) provided an in-

depth exposition of the general DiD modelling approach and Fotopoulos and Psillidas (2009) 

combined both a gravity model and DiD modelling to examine the impact of the adoption of the 

Euro in international trade. 

In terms of the assessment of non-economic effects, the literature contains various 

methodological approaches ranging from statistical analysis to legal reviews (e.g. Law 

Approximation Inventory prepared by Facility for the Implementation of the EU-Georgia 

Agreements, AA Facility, 2021) , focus groups and structured interviews (e.g. a number of focus 

groups conducted by Emerson, et al. in 2019-2020, the 3dcftas project93). The main 

methodological constraints identified by the literature refer to the lack or the absence of 

disaggregated data to measure social, environmental and human rights effects.  

 

Substantive issues 

So far, two main evaluations have been carried out to assess the impact of the DCFTAs. The first 

was an ex-ante examination of the DCFTAs’ impact (Ecorys and Case, 2012) while the second is 

an ex-post exercise of its effects since its inception in 2016 (DG Trade, 2020). Both approaches 

estimate the DCFTAs’ impact as a comparison between the simulation and a baseline scenario. 

In the ex-ante case, the baseline scenario is estimated as the continuation of a most probable 

scenario with no DCFTA while in the ex-post case, the baseline scenario is simply what has in 

fact taken place since the Agreement's inception. 

 

 
93 https://3dcftas.eu/publications/focus-group-1-dcfta-trade-policy-issues .  

https://3dcftas.eu/publications/focus-group-1-dcfta-trade-policy-issues
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Economic impact 

The 2012 TSIA outlined both short-term and long-term economic effects of the DCFTAs. The 

short-term (ST) estimated impact on GDP was 0 % growth for the EU and 1.7 % for Georgia, 

while the long-term (LT) impact was also 0 % for the EU and 4.3 % for Georgia. The estimated 

impact on trade followed a similar pattern. The ST and LT impact on exports by the EU to Georgia 

was 0 % in both cases while the case of exports from Georgia to the EU was 8.9 % and 12.4 % 

respectively. On the import side, ST and LT increases in imports by the EU were 0 % while those 

of Georgia were 4.4 % and 7.5 % respectively. The expected impact on Moldova’s economy, as 

quantified by the 2012 TSIA, was slightly better. The ST and LT impact on GDP on the EU was 

also 0 % but the expected impact on the Moldovan side was 3.2 % and 5.4 % respectively. This 

was accompanied by a significant expected impact on trade, particularly exports. In effect, both 

ST and LT impacts on exports from the EU to Moldova were 0 % while those from Moldova to 

the EU were expected to increase by 14.8 % and 16.2 % respectively. On the import side, the 

EU was expected to keep its imports from Moldova at the same level (0 % increase in both the 

ST and LT) while Moldova was expected to expand imports by 6.4 % and 7.7 % in the ST and 

LT respectively.  

The economic impact since the implementation of the DCFTA – as quantified by DG Trade 2020 

– has so far been significantly more modest in both countries than initially expected by the 2012 

TSIA, however. In effect, the impact on GDP since the coming into force of the DCFTA was 

estimated to be 0 % for the EU, 0.04 % for Georgia and 0.49 % for Moldova94. The expansion 

in overall exports to the EU during the period under analysis was estimated to be 0.9 % and 

6.2 % for Georgia and Moldova respectively, while that of imports into Georgia from the EU was 

4.3 % and to Moldova 1.2 %. Part of the reason for the limited impact resides in the fact that 

both countries already enjoyed a preferential treatment from the EU prior to the coming into 

force of the DCFTA.  

Interestingly, at the product level, the impact on imports from the EU was wider and more 

intense than exports to the EU in both countries. In effect, on the export side a few products 

stood out for Georgia: grains (38.3 % impact above baseline scenario), processed foodstuffs 

(12.3 %) and other agri-foods (8.6 %), with a few more in Moldova’s case: cereals (26.5 %), 

wearing apparel (14.1 %), textiles (13.0 %), leather products (12.6 %) and rubber and plastics 

(11.9 %). On the import side, however, seven products increased by more than 10 % in Georgia 

due to the DCFTA’s (the top five were: other agri-food; rubber and plastics, primary products, 

processed foods and fruits and vegetables) while 16 did so in Moldova (the top five were: wearing 

apparels, cereals, vegetable oils, leather products and fruits and vegetables). 

 

Social impact 

It should be noted that while the economic impact of the DCFTAs can be evaluated through 

various economic indicators, also in the short-term, identification of labour and social impact of 

the DCFTAs, besides statistical analysis requires a thorough qualitative analysis. Moreover, as 

social and labour impact of the DCFTAs can only be visible in the longer term, there are no 

extensive studies on these matters yet. This sub-section provides a brief overview of the existing 

studies, mostly on the expected social and labour impact of the DCFTAs. 

According to the TSIA 2012 The Agreement’s impact on wages was estimated to be nil on the 

EU side (0 % change for both skilled and unskilled workers in the ST and LT) while a positive 

impact was definitely expected for Georgia (1.5 % increase for both skilled and unskilled workers 

in the ST with 3.6 % increases for both skilled and unskilled in the LT). Labour displacement of 

unskilled and skilled workers was expected to be nil for the EU, while for Georgia a shift of 5.1 % 

and 3.6 % respectively was expected. This was associated with an expected reallocation of 

productive resources as the economy moved to areas of specialisation oriented towards exports. 

Overall, national income was expected to expand in the ST by EUR 79.1 million and EUR 114.4 

million for the EU and Georgia respectively, while, in the LT, a EUR 47 million contraction was 

expected for the EU with a EUR 291.9 million expansion for Georgia. 

 
94 Notice that, in this case, there is no short- and long-term separation of the impacts due to the fact that the impacts 
quantified are all ex-post. 
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For Moldova, a similar impact was expected on wages with 0 % change in the ST and LT for the 

skilled and unskilled on the EU side but a noticeable impact of 3.1 % for both the skilled and 

unskilled in the ST, followed by a larger shift of 4.8 % in the LT for both types of workers. The 

expected changes were again the result of the economy’s reallocation of resources towards 

specialised export-oriented activities once the DCFTA came into force. Consistent with this, the 

exercise did not foresee any labour displacement of skilled or unskilled workers in the EU but an 

important shift in Moldova of 4.5 % for skilled workers, and5.0 % for those unskilled. As a result, 

national income was expected to expand by EUR 71.2 million and EUR 75.5 million for the EU 

and Moldova in the ST, to be followed by a EUR 240 million and EUR 142.4 million increase in 

the LT respectively. Moreover, according to the other study, standards of living were expected 

to increase, in line with a decrease in the poverty level (Lupușor and Gumene, 2018)95. In fact, 

Moldova recorded progress in reducing the extreme poverty rate by 4.1 % in the 2014-2018 

period96. The same study (Lupușor and Gumene, 2018) also found that in 2015-17, the DCFTA 

contributed to the increase in the total population employed by around 1%. 

The ex-ante assessment also foresaw an indirect positive impact of the DCFTA on increasing 

living standards supporting changes in societal preferences on gender equality issues, including 

the gender wage gap. Some positive impacts were predicted in women's participation in the 

labor market. In addition, the EESC report emphasized that in Moldova “the restructuring of 

traditional industry picked up the pace, as did the transition to new production models 

comparable to those in Europe, and that the implementation of the DCFTA was a catalyst for 

both, boosting the employment rate by around 3%”.97 The European Commission report on the 

implementation of the Association Agreement by the Republic of Moldova (2019), mentioned 

that the EU assistance has helped to achieve tangible improvements in people’s daily lives in 

Moldova, especially by influencing the life of children, people with disabilities and women98.  

 

A study conducted in 2016 (wiiw, 2016) highlighted some potential risks for the labor markets 

as a result of the DCFTA implementation in Moldova and Georgia. The risks referred to the 

industrial restructuring and modernization of industries which could lead to the higher levels of 

structural and cyclical unemployment. This was expected to harm mostly the low-skilled labor 

employed in less competitive industries. Another risk was identified to be the enhanced mobility 

of labor as a result of the greater liberalization and integration of the DCFTA states with the 

EU99. At the same time, the study also underlined that increased export opportunities and 

development of export-oriented industries would increase the demand on skilled labour, enabling 

them to benefit from higher income. Export opportunities to the EU, driven by the DCFTAs, was 

also expected to increase attractiveness for FDI inflows. In this regard, the study highlighted the 

involvement of the government and NGOs should play the key role to mitigate the negative 

impacts of the DCFTA’s implementation. 

The CGE modelling exercise run by DG Trade in 2020 outlined the limited impact on wages: 0 % 

in the EU for both skilled and unskilled workers, 0 % and -0.2 % in Georgia for the skilled and 

unskilled and -0.2 % and 1 % in the case of Moldova respectively. The 2020 impact assessment 

also included some variables of interest that shed further light, within the scope defined by the 

exercise’s fundamental assumptions.100 For example, the DCFTA’s impact on disposable income 

for final demand and investment was estimated at 0 % for the EU, -0.2 % for Georgia and -

0.6 % for Moldova. Consistent with this, changes in welfare, were negligible with 0 % for the 

EU, -0.01 % in the case of Georgia and 0.11 % in the case of Moldova.  

 

 
95 DCFTA in the Republic of Moldova. Free Trade Agreement with the European Union. The economic impact after 4 
years of implementation of the Association Agreement. http://dcfta.md/uploads/0/images/large/studiul-pd-dcfta-final-
en.pdf  
96 National Bureau of Statistics  
97 European Economic and Social Committee. Social impact of the implementation of the DCFTA in the Republic of 
Moldova, 2018 
98 Association Implementation Report on Moldova, European Commission, SWD(2019). 
99 Benefits and Costs of DCFTA: Evaluation of the Impact on Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine; wiiw, Bertelsmann Stiftung; 
2016 
100 Basically, these were: (i) neoclassical closure – that is, employment is taken as given and (ii) perfect competition is 
assumed – that is, perfect mobility of labour is assumed as well as no south-south differentiation of quality. 

http://dcfta.md/uploads/0/images/large/studiul-pd-dcfta-final-en.pdf
http://dcfta.md/uploads/0/images/large/studiul-pd-dcfta-final-en.pdf
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/documents/report/social-impact-dcfta-moldova-mr-albu-eesc
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/documents/report/social-impact-dcfta-moldova-mr-albu-eesc
https://eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/swd_2019_325_f1_joint_staff_working_paper_en_v10_p1_1045191.pdf
https://wiiw.ac.at/benefits-and-costs-of-dcfta-evaluation-of-the-impact-on-georgia-moldova-and-ukraine-dlp-4111.pdf
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Human rights 

The TSIA101 has underlined that the expected impact of the implementation of the DCFTAs’ would 

generally be positive, leading to an increase in income, trade and wages, but also underlining a 

possible negative impact on social standards in the “race to the bottom” among competitors. 

Moreover the TSIA pointed at the limitations of the DCFTA benefits for citizens residing in the 

regions not controlled by the constitutional authorities of Moldova and Georgia.102 Furthermore, 

the reports of the European Commission, the European External Action Service, and the 

European Parliament have highlighted the associated rights that citizens are not enjoying or are 

deprived of, specifically linked to ineffective justice, the property rights and the right of a decent 

level of living. Moreover, the concentration and market abuse from some of the most prominent 

beneficiaries of the DCFTAs indicated that the trade benefits to be derived from the agreements 

with the EU might not be passed on to smaller, less integrated businesses of the partner 

countries, particularly SMEs. Lastly, the relatively high costs of adjusting production to the EU 

SPS standards made it less attractive for most of the partner countries’ businesses to divert their 

production and exports to the EU market. In turn, the lack of interest to transpose the above-

mentioned SPS standards limit the enjoyment of the higher standards of human rights, 

particularly the right to a decent level of living and the right to health. Lower quality goods also 

impact the quality of life, including the state of health. In addition, as the benefits of the trade 

with the EU are not fully reaped, less jobs are created resulting in lower incomes, which overall 

affects the right to a decent level of living. Consumer protection, which is strongly linked to the 

two fundamental rights mentioned above, is also less effective, as little or no high-quality 

products are available for the consumers in Moldova and Georgia. 

 

Environment 

In terms of the environmental effects, the TSIA forecasted relatively small effects from the 

implementation of the DCFTAs in Georgia and in Moldova on CO2 emissions, land use intensity, 

air pollution and international environmental agreements. An increase of land use intensity as a 

result of the implementation of the DCFTAs was estimated to be 2 % for Georgia and 1.9 % for 

Moldova. CO2 emissions were expected to barely increase (with 0.2 % in Georgia and 0.1 % in 

Moldova), while air emissions of other pollutants were expected to increase more considerably 

(by up to 3.1 % in Georgia and 1.9-2.9 % in Moldova) yielding negative effects on human 

health. Emissions were expected to increase in the agriculture, ferrous metals, and land & other 

transport sectors, and decrease in the minerals sector. Growth of different sectors, and 

technological and other transformations were expected to be the major drivers of environmental 

impacts from agriculture, forestry, transportation and industry. Soil and groundwater pollution 

from increased agricultural output was, for example expected to decrease or increase depending 

on the application of standards and best practices. Net environmental effects in the forest sector 

were expected to be slightly positive, while effects on transportation emissions and air pollution 

would be contingent on whether the DCFTA would promote a cleaner vehicle fleet. The DCFTAs 

were also seen to have a potentially weak, but positive impact on the implementation of 

international environmental agreements of Georgia and Moldova103.  

According to the assessments on the implementation of the DCFTAs, Georgia104 recorded some 

progress in terms of environmental governance, yet, overall the implementation of the 

environmental provisions of the AA remains among the most challenging areas for the 

implementation. Similar assessments also found significant improvements in Moldova’s 

environmental and climate legal framework. Waste management, however, remains a particular 

 
101 https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf  
102 Pages A70-71 and B69-70, TSIA 2012, https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf  
103 Trade Sustainability Impact Assessment in support of negotiations of a DCFTA between the EU and Georgia and the 
Republic of Moldova, https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf 
104 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642820/EPRS_STU(2020)642820_EN.pdf, pp. 32 & 
52-53.  

https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642820/EPRS_STU(2020)642820_EN.pdf
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challenge for the country, mostly due to the lack of finances105. Table 5 reports the quantified 

effects.  

 

 
105 https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642834/EPRS_STU(2020)642834_EN.pdf, pp.70-71. 
Moldova signed an agreement with the EIB in 2019 for a €100m loan to finance improvements to the country's municipal 
solid waste management services, which may improve the situation. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642834/EPRS_STU(2020)642834_EN.pdf
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Table 5. Quantified economic and social impacts of the DCFTAs – comparison of findings in the literature 

Study Model / Data source Scope / Time frame GDP ( %) 
National Income 

(€, mn) 
Trade 
( %) 

Wages ( %) Employment 

Ex-ante Trade 
Sustainability 
Impact Assessment 
(Ecorys and Case, 
2012) 
 
Georgia 
  

• The original economic data 
source was the 2007 GTAP 8.0 
dataset. Additional data from 
2010 was used and 
recalculated to the base year 
(2010) based on IMF data. 

• Environmental data were taken 
from CLRTAP/EMEP Emission 
inventory status report 2008 
and EMEP Status Report 20105. 

• The base year is 2010. 
• The model used was GTAP. 

Both short term and long term are 
considered, neither of which is 
determined by time itself. Rather, 
the ST is defined as the period when 
capital stock is kept fixed while the 
LT is defined as the period when 
capital stock varies.  

Short-run: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 1.7 
 
 
Long-run: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 4.3 
 

Short-run: 
• EU: 79.1 
• GE: 114.4 
 
Long-run: 
• EU: -47 
• GE: 291.9 

Short-run: 
Total 
exports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 8.9 
 
Total 
imports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 4.4 
 
Long-run: 
Total 
exports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 12.4 
 
Total 
imports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• GE: 7.5 

Short-run: 
• EU: 

unskilled 
0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• GE: 
unskilled 
1.5/skilled 
1.5 

 
Long-run: 
• EU: 

unskilled 
0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• GE: 
unskilled 
3.6/skilled 
3.6 

Labour 
displacement 
( %): 
• EU: unskilled 

0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• GE: 
unskilled 
5.1/skilled 
3.6 

Ex-ante Trade 

Sustainability 
Impact Assessment 
(Ecorys and Case, 
2012) 
 
Moldova 
 
 

• The original data source was 

the 2007 GTAP 8.0 dataset. 
Additional data from 2010 was 
used and recalculated to the 
base year (2010) based on IMF 
data. 

• Environmental data were taken 
from UNECE/EMEP database in 
sectoral disaggregation 
according to NRF classification. 

• The base year is 2010. 
• The model used was GTAP. 

Both short term and long term are 

considered, neither of which is 
determined by time itself. Rather, 
the ST is defined as the period when 
capital stock is kept fixed while the 
LT is defined as the period when 
capital stock varies.  

Short-run: 

• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 3.2 
 
 
Long-run: 
• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 5.4 
 

Short-run: 

• EU: 71.2 
• MD: 75.5 
 
Long-run: 
• EU: 240.0 
• MD: 142.4 

Short-run: 

Total 
exports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 14.8 
 
Total 
imports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 6.4 
 
Long-run: 
Total 
exports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 16.2 
 
Total 
imports: 
• EU: 0.0 
• MD: 7.7 

Short-run: 

• EU: 
unskilled 
0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• MD: 
unskilled 
3.1/skilled 
3.1 

 
Long-run: 
• EU: 

unskilled 
0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• MD: 
unskilled 
4.8/skilled 
4.8 

Labour 

displacement 
( %): 
• EU: unskilled 

0.0/skilled 
0.0 

• MD: 
unskilled 
5.0/skilled 
4.5 
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Study Model / Data source Scope / Time frame GDP ( %) 
National Income 

(€, mn) 
Trade 
( %) 

Wages ( %) Employment 

Economic Impact 
Assessment, CGE 
modelling, (DG 
Trade, 2020) 
 

• GTAP database was used (base year 
is 2014). 

• The reference year is 2019. 
• The model is a Static CGE model 

(Mirage - CEPII). 
 

Ex-post evaluation of the effects of 
the DCFTA and, thus, the time frame 
is 2016-2019. All comparisons are 
made with respect to 2019. 

• EU: €83 
mn 
(0.0 %) 

• GE: €8 
mn 
(0.04 %) 

• MD: €49 
(0.49 %) 

Disposable 
income for final 
demand and 
investment: 
• EU: 0.0 % 
• GE: -0.2 % 
• MD: -0.6 % 
 

Exports to 
EU: 
• GE: €13 

mn 
(0.9 %) 

• MD: 
€101 mn 
(6.2 %) 

 
Imports 
from EU: 
• GD: €99 

mn 
(4.3 %) 

• MD: 
€317 mn 
(1.2 %) 

Skilled 
Labour: 
• EU: 0.0 % 
• GE: 0.0 % 
• MD: -0.2 % 
 
Unskilled 
Labour: 
• EU: 0.0 % 
• GE: -0.2 % 
• MD: 1.0 % 
 

Welfare: 
• EU: 0.0 % 
• GE: -0.01 % 
• MD: 0.11 % 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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4 CONCISE SUMMARY OF THE KEY MACRO-ECONOMIC INDICATORS 

Georgia 

Georgia experienced promising GDP growth within the past decade (around 4.8 % annual growth 

of real GDP before the outbreak of the pandemic). But as a small economy, Georgia remains 

very sensitive to external shocks that exert pressure on the national currency and have passed 

through effects on inflation106.  

The EU is by far Georgia's largest trade partner, yet as the country’s trade has been growing 

fast globally, owing to Georgia’s drastic trade liberalisation, the EU shares in both Georgian 

exports and imports in 2019 (before the outbreak of the pandemic) were roughly the same as 

in 2014. In particular, the EU’s share in Georgia’s exports remained the same (at around 

21.8 %), whereas the EU’s share in total Georgian imports even declined slightly (from 27.8 % 

in 2014 to 25.61 % in 2019).  

Georgia’s trade with Russia has been recovering since the removal in 2013 of trade embargoes. 

Yet, Russia’s share in Georgia’s trade has significantly declined, and by 2019 both Georgia’s 

exports and imports to Russia were roughly half that to the EU. Georgia’s trade with Turkey and 

China remains important and shows positive trends.  

Despite the positive business developments observed in recent years, Georgia's deficit in trade 

in services remains high. Albeit decreasing, the EU remains, by far, the most important services 

investor in the country. The trade balance has been recovering over the last five years: credits 

expanded at a Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) of 12.1 % during 2010-2019 while debits 

did so at 9.3 %, in both cases, well above the inflation trend.  

Georgia has made significant progress in terms of improving its business environment, and this 

is well reflected in Georgia’s international ratings, including in the World Bank’s Ease of Doing 

Business 2020, which lists Georgia as the 7th best in the world. In 2015-2018 foreign direct 

investment (FDI) from the EU to Georgia increased by 18.2 % compared to 2011-2014, although 

the EU share in the total Georgian FDI decreased a little from 43.6 % to 40 %107. Over the same 

period, the UK and the Netherlands were the two main EU countries making FDI in Georgia 

(although the UK is no longer a Member State of the EU since January 31, 2020). These 

investments were mainly in the gas pipeline and construction sectors, which are not directly 

related to the DCFTA.  

In terms of social indicators, the very high rate of unemployment remains a concern for Georgia 

(around 16.2 % among women and 20.2 % among men). The unemployment rate for youth 

(age 15-24) is much higher compared to other age groups; however, since 2014 it has decreased 

from 31.8 % to 27.8 %108. The informal economy in Georgia remains large and amounts roughly 

to 36.2 % (according to the SDG statistics, SDG indicator 8.3.1109). Another pressing problem is 

poverty. In 2019, 19.5 % of the population lived under the absolute poverty line.110  

It should be noted that the COVID-19 pandemic, and the severe restrictions imposed as a result 

have negatively influenced economic activities and resulted in an around 6.2 %111 decline of GDP 

in 2020. The negative effects were felt particularly by the employment sector, especially in the 

tourism and leisure sectors and SMEs, as they are the backbone of the Georgian economy.  

 

 

 
106 In the past three years, inflation was mostly fuelled by the rising prices of imports as the Georgian Lari has been 
devaluing. To tackle growing inflation, the National Bank of Georgia (NBG) pursued a contractionary monetary policy by 
increasing the refinancing rates several times since 2018. 
107 Kovziridze, T. (2020), ‘’Overview of FDI Trends in Georgia before and after the DCFTA’’ , https://3dcftas.eu/op-
eds/overview-of-fdi-trends-in-georgia-before-and-after-the-dcfta.  
108 Source: Geostat. 
109 Source: Geostat; SDG statistics (Informal employment in non-agricultural sector: workers not covered or insufficiently 
covered by formal arrangements through their work or employed defined her status in employment as unpaid family 
worker or carried out activities of households as employers of domestic staff or the enterprise where she worked wasn’t 
registered)  

110 Source: Geostat 
111 According to the preliminary estimates of Geostat.  

https://3dcftas.eu/op-eds/overview-of-fdi-trends-in-georgia-before-and-after-the-dcfta
https://3dcftas.eu/op-eds/overview-of-fdi-trends-in-georgia-before-and-after-the-dcfta
https://sdg.gov.ge/sdg-tracker
https://www.geostat.ge/media/30135/0708_120320_EN.pdf
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Moldova 

As in the case of Georgia, Moldova’s largest trade partner is the EU. Between 2005 and 2019 

Moldova’s exports to EU showed remarkable growth rates (+312 %). As a result the EU's market 

share in Moldova’s exports increased substantially (+25 % points, respectively). The growth of 

imports between 2005 and 2019 was the highest with the rest of the world (+360 %) although 

in value terms imports from the EU are still the highest in all product categories.  

Among the EU Member States, Romania and Italy are the main countries involved in trade in 

services with Moldova over the last four years. In 2018, the balance of trade in services was 

negative for both Italy and Romania with transport consistently reporting the biggest share of 

overall services trade (around 50 % on average since 2015).  

FDI inflows from the EU to Moldova increased over the last four years. The Netherlands, Cyprus, 

France, Germany and Italy have been consistently the main foreign investors in Moldova. The 

Moldovan business environment is generally considered to be far from business friendly to 

foreign investors.112 Furthermore, UNCTAD’s 2020 World Investment Report suggests that 

export-oriented Special Economic Zones in Moldova might be significantly affected by the current 

ongoing Covid-19 slump, particularly in the automotive sector.113 Moreover, worsened 

performance by multinational companies operating in Moldova is expected to translate into 

limited FDI flows in coming years. 

In the past decade, the unemployment rate in Moldova has remained at roughly around 5.1 %. 

In contrast to Georgia, the unemployment rate of men in Moldova is around 1.4 % higher than 

that of women. The unemployment rate is higher among the younger age groups. The informal 

economy rate was 23.13 % in 2019 and according to ILO estimates, the informal employment 

rate was at 25.1 % in 2018.  In the second quarter of 2020, 17,6% of employed people were 

working in the informal sector (in 2019 – 17,4%), and 23,3% had an informal job (in 2019 – 

24,2%).114 Moldova recorded some progress in reducing the extreme poverty rate. Yet, the rural 

population is at a much higher risk of poverty than the urban population. The poverty rate in 

2019 in rural areas was 34.5 % compared to 11.2 % in urban areas. The country remains to 

rely considerably on remittances which help in reducing poverty level in Moldova. 

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Moldova has suffered a decline of roughly 7 % in its economic 

growth in 2020.115 All sectors of the economy have felt the negative impact of the pandemic, 

but some sectors and workers in the informal economy experienced particularly significant 

damage. 

5 EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 

5.1 Intervention Logic of the Agreement 

An indicative intervention logic for Georgia was developed by the Commission linked to the 

operational objectives as listed in Article 4 of the EU-Georgia AA. Corresponding to Task 1 (as 

outlined in the ToR), we have made slight refinements to the intervention logic developed by the 

Commission as follows: 

• Similar to the intervention logic prepared by DG Trade for Georgia, we have developed a 

draft intervention hypothesis for Moldova.  

• Underlying assumptions have been identified and integrated into the intervention logic. 

• The relationship between the key evaluation questions (EQs) and the intervention logic 

has been specified. 

The updated version of the intervention logic is presented in Figure 9 . 

 
112 See, for example, Lloyds (2020). Information available from https://www.lloydsbanktrade.com/en/market-
potential/moldova/investment 
113 UNCTAD (2020). World Investment Report. New York. 
114 According to the data from Statistica Moldova. https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=en&id=6749&idc=168 
115 Preliminary estimates of Statistica Moldova. https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=en&idc=168&id=6940  

https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=en&id=6749&idc=168
https://statistica.gov.md/newsview.php?l=en&idc=168&id=6940
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The intervention logic was also instrumental in developing the analytical framework of the 

evaluation, bringing together the key evaluation questions of the ToR, the associated judgement 

criteria and indicators, the data sources, and the methodological tools proposed in the tender 

proposal.  
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Figure 9. Draft Intervention Hypothesis – Georgia 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Main assumptions for 
coherence: 

- The DCFTAs have been 
coherent with the EU’s trade 
and neighbourhood policies 
(EQ10) 

- The DCFTAs have been 
coherent with the EU’s 
commitment to sustainable 
development in trade policies 
(EQ11) 

Main assumptions for 
efficiency: 

- The DCFTAs have been 
efficient in achieving their 
objectives (EQ6) 

- The costs associated with the 
DCFTAs are proportionate to 
the benefits they have 
generated (EQ7) 

- The costs and benefits have 
been proportional amongst 
the different stakeholder 
groups and interests (EQ8) 

- The DCFTAs do not lead to 
unnecessary regulatory costs 
(EQ9) 

Main assumptions for 
relevance: 

- The DCFTAs are still 
relevant to address the 

current trade needs and 
issues of the EU and 
Georgia? (EQ12) 
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Figure 10. Draft Intervention Hypothesis - Moldova 

 

Main assumptions for 
coherence: 

- The DCFTAs have been 
coherent with the EU’s trade 
and neighbourhood policies 
(EQ10) 

- The DCFTAs have been 
coherent with the EU’s 
commitment to sustainable 
development in trade 
policies (EQ11) 

Main assumptions for 
efficiency: 

- The DCFTAs have been 
efficient in achieving their 
objectives (EQ6) 

- The costs associated with 
the DCFTAs are 
proportionate to the 
benefits they have 
generated (EQ7) 

- The costs and benefits have 
been proportional amongst 
the different stakeholder 
groups and interests (EQ8) 

- The DCFTAs do not lead to 
unnecessary regulatory 
costs (EQ9) 

Main assumptions for 
relevance: 

- The DCFTAs are still 
relevant to address the 
current trade needs and 
issues of the EU and 
Moldova? (EQ12) 
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5.2 Evaluation questions, judgement criteria and indicators 

The evaluation framework has been based on the evaluation questions listed in the ToR for the 

study. The evaluation questions are linked to the evaluation criteria as follows: 

DCFTAs’ effectiveness  

• EQ 1: To what extent have the DCFTAs’ objectives been achieved? 

• EQ 2: Which factors are influencing (either positively or negatively) the achievements of 

those objectives? 

• EQ 3: What have been the Agreements’ unintended consequences so far? 

DCFTAs’ impact  

• EQ 4: What have been the economic, social, human rights and gender equality, and 

environmental impacts of implementation of the DCFTAs? 

• EQ 5: How did implementation of the DCFTAs affect SMEs, consumers and specific 

economic sectors as mentioned in Trade for All Communication? 

 

DCFTAs’ efficiency  

• EQ 6: To what extent have the DCFTAs been efficient in achieving their objectives?  

• EQ 7: To what extent are the costs associated with the DCFTAs proportionate to the 

benefits they have generated? 

• EQ 8: Have these costs and benefits been proportional amongst the different stakeholder 

groups and interests? 

• EQ9: Have there been unnecessary regulatory costs (including administrative burden)? 

 

DCFTAs’ coherence 

• EQ 10: To what extent has the implementation of the DCFTAs been coherent with the 

EU’s trade and neighbourhood policies? 

• EQ 11: To what extent has the implementation of the DCFTAs been coherent with the 

EU’s commitment to sustainable development in trade policies as a contribution 

attainment of the SDGs? 

 

DCFTAs’ relevance 

• EQ 12: Are the provisions of the DCFTAs still relevant to address the current trade needs 

and issues of the EU, Georgia and Moldova? 

The evaluation framework is presented in Table 6. Evaluation Framework below. It provides the 

evaluation questions, the judgement criteria for each question, the analytical approach, and 

indicators and sources through which data and information will be obtained. The evaluation 

framework also links the key evaluation questions and judgement criteria to the tasks to be 

performed under the ToR. Table 6 presents this framework.  
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Table 6. Evaluation Framework 

Contextual background  
Question 1  To what extent have the objectives been achieved, as laid down in Article 1 of the Association Agreements, and in particular Art1 (f, g) 

for Moldova and Art 1(g, h) for Georgia?  

Understanding Article 1 in the Association Agreements defines objectives of Georgia and Moldova’s Association with the EU. Objectives refer to the 
political association and economic integration between the parties based on common values, mutual interests, strengthening piece, 
fundamental freedoms, regional security and promoting good neighbourly relations. Art 1 (f) in the EU-Moldova AA and Art 1 (g) in the 
EU-Georgia AA stipulate EU’s support to Moldova and Georgia to develop their economic potential via international cooperation and 
through the approximation of their legislation to that of the EU. Art 1 (g) in the EU-Moldova AA and Art 1 (h) in the EU-Georgia AA commit 
parties to enhance economic and trade relations by establishing the DCFTAs which provide far-reaching regulatory approximation and 
market access liberalisation, in compliance with the WTO membership. As a long-term objectives, the DCFTAs should result in the gradual 
integration of Georgia and Moldova into the EU internal market.  

Sub-question a. To what degree has domestic legislation across signatory parties been aligned to meet the objectives set out in Article 
1? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• The degree of domestic 
policy implementation 

• The quantification of the 
impact on the achieving 
objectives mentioned in 
Article 1 that are 
attributable to the DCFTAs 

• Review of domestic legislation across signatory 
parties to determine the degree of legal 
approximation, implementation and 
enforcement. 

• Qualitative analysis of the DCFTAs´ impact on its 
stated goals. 

• The number and the quality of 
approximated legislation. 

• Product market regulations 
indicators. 

• Freedom to trade internationally. 

• Regulatory trade barriers. 

• Other economic, social, labour, 
human rights, gender and 
environmental indicators (see 
Task 2 for further details). 
 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

• Secondary sources 

• Academia, think tanks and WTO 
notifications 

Sub-question b. To what degree have the signatory parties developed institutional capacity to meet the objectives set out in Article 1 
beyond the Trade Committee? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• The degree of domestic 
policy implementation 

• The quantification of 
the impact on the 
achieving objectives 
mentioned in Article 1 
that are attributable to 

the DCFTAs 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
full degree of institutional capacity building 
developed to implement the DCFTA. 

• Quantitative analysis to quantify the impact of 
the DCFTAs both at national and sector level. 

• Number of meetings held by 
the Trade Committee. 

• Economic, social, labour, 
human rights, gender and 
environmental indicators (see 
Task 2 for further details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

• Secondary sources 

• Academia, think tanks and 
WTO notifications 

Sub-question c. To what degree does the quantitative research show that the objectives of Article 1 have been met?  

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Judgement criteria Analytical approach 

• The degree of domestic 
policy implementation 

• Qualitative analysis of the DCFTA´s impact on 
trade relations and economic integration of 
Georgia/Moldova with the EU. 

• Trade flows in goods and 
services. 

• FDIs. 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 
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• The quantification of 
the impact on the 
objectives mentioned 
in Article 1 that are 
attributable to this 
DCFTAs 

• Qualitative analysis of the DCFTA´s impact on 
its stated sustainable development goals. 

• Quantitative analysis to quantify the impact of 
the DCFTAs both at national and sector level. 

• SPS, TBT and other non-tariff 
barriers to trade. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details). 

 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

• Secondary sources 

• Academia, think tanks and 
WTO notifications 

Question 2 What are the factors influencing (either positively or negatively) the achievement of those objectives? 

Understanding The ability of a country to take full advantage of DCFTAs (in general) depends on several factors. Key amongst these are: the country´s 
institutional development and its ability to reallocate resources to those areas of the economy where it has comparative/competitive 
advantages. Whence, the determination of the facts affecting the achievements set out in Article 1 will stem from research aimed at 
understanding the institutional-related issues and the costs of reallocation of resources. This, of course, will be tempered by the fact that 
these economies have operated with a significant degree of openness with the EU as well as with the rest of the world for some time 
before signing the DCFTAs. As both Georgia and Moldova saw several drastic political changes before and after signing the AAs, among 
the key factors we will dedicate proper attention to the political and economic context in which the DCFTAs have been negotiated and in 
which they operate currently. 

Sub-question a. Is the country´s current institutional capacity appropriate for the attainment of the objectives mentioned in Article 1? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• Degree of institutional 
capacity put in place 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
full degree of institutional capacity building 
developed to implement the DCFTAs. 

• Public budget dedicated to 
institutional trade-related 
capacity. 

• Views and opinions expressed 
through stakeholder 
consultations. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

• Secondary sources 
• Academia, think tanks and 

WTO notifications 

Sub-question b. Have the benefits so far outweighed the costs of implementing the DCFTAs? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• Degree of general 
support for the 
implementation of the 
DCFTAs 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
support for the long-term benefits of the 
DCFTAs vis-à-vis the (usually short-term) 
costs of implementing the DCFTAs. 

• Qualitative analysis of the DCFTA´s impact on 
its stated sustainable development goals. 

• Wage, employment, 
unemployment, informal 
economy, investment and 
income by sector. 

• Contribution of exports to 
GDP growth.. 

• SME shut-downs. 

• Exports' growth. 

• Resource depletion. 

• Views and opinions expressed 
through stakeholder 
consultations. 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

 
• Secondary sources 
• Academia, think tanks and 

WTO notifications 
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• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details). 

Sub-question c. Can the current political dynamics lead to a general withdrawal of support for the DCFTAs? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• Degree of confidence 
that in the long-term 
the benefits will 
outweigh the costs of 
implementing the 
DCFTAs 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
support for the possible exceptions where the 
DCFTAs are viewed as a policy-arrangement 
that cannot bring out benefits, even in the 
long term. 

• Qualitative analysis of the DCFTAs´ impact on 
their stated economic and sustainable 
development goals. 

• Number of 
strikes/demonstrations 
against the government. 

• Sovereign credit rating. 

• Views and opinions expressed 
through stakeholder 
consultations. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 

and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

 
• Secondary sources 
• Academia, think tanks and 

WTO notifications 

Question 3 Have the DCFTAs had unintended (positive or negative) consequences and, if so, which ones? 

Understanding Understanding changes in economic policy, particularly major ones, usually takes a long-time as fully or accurately predicting the 
implications is essentially impossible. Put differently, the DCFTAs could certainly have had unintended consequences as economic agents 
could have responded unpredictably to the changes induced by the DCFTAs. Major unintended consequences are unlikely albeit other 
unintended consequences could certainly have taken place while others may still be unfolding. 

Sub-question a. What factors could have led to unforeseen consequences related to the implementation of the DCFTAs? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• Existence of 
unforeseen impacts in 
any of the signatory 
countries 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
possibility that unforeseen consequences 
might have emerged from the implementation 
of the DCFTAs. 

• Literature review to examine if any 
unintended consequences have been 
reported. 

• Sector unemployment. 

• Vulnerable groups as 
percentage of employment. 

• Conditions of living and 
fundamental freedoms of the 
population living in conflict 
areas. 

• Views and opinions expressed 
through stakeholder 
consultations. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• International and domestic 
agencies (see Task 2) 

 
• Secondary sources 
• Academia, think tanks and 

WTO notifications 

Question 4  To what extent have the DCFTAs been efficient in their objectives?  

Understanding The objectives set out by Article 1 of the DCFTA are, in a sense, consistent with general aims of any trade liberalisation agenda. However, 
by the degree of the ambition in establishing closer economic and political ties the DCFTAs go beyond standard general aims of the trade 
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agreements. Whence, the question of efficiency is one about determining whether the DCFTA´s provisions have helped achieving these 
ambitious objectives.  

Sub-question a. To what extent are the DCFTAs helping to move the country towards the EU single market in line with their trade 
liberalisation agenda? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources 

• There are tangible 
economic and 
sustainable 
development gains 

• Stakeholder consultations to understand the 
material costs and benefits faced by the 
private and public sectors. 

• Analysis of tariff rate quotas/reservations to 
measure the degree of protection still in place 
and the prospects that further liberalisation 
could deepen/alleviate the cost/benefits. 

• Desk research to examine the evolution of 
macroeconomic balances (including export 
revenues).  

• Trade flows as a percentage 
of GDP. 

• Employment in trade-related 
activities.. 

• FDI inflows. 

• Number of trade disputes at 
the WTO.  

• Perception of the population 
on European integration, its 
progress and implications 
(we will consider the results 

of the survey conducted in 
the framework of country 
evaluation done by DG 
NEAR). 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2 for further 
details) 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• Domestic agencies (see Task 
2) 

• Secondary sources 

• International organisations 

• EU country evaluation 

Question 5  To what extent are the costs associated with the implementation of the DCFTAs proportionate to the benefits that they have 
generated? 

Understanding As a general rule, proportionality between costs and benefits is a key threshold of conformity in order for changes in economic policy to 
become acceptable. In this sense, the population´s long-term support for the implementation of the DCFTAs hangs on the perception 
that the benefits to the country are at least proportional to the costs.  

Sub-question a. Have the costs been proportional to the benefits so far? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources 

• Net trade flows 

• A majority opinion that 
at the moment, the 
benefits outweigh the 
costs 

• Stakeholder consultation to identify the 
proportionality of costs/benefits faced by the 
country. 

• Quantitative impact analysis to determine the 
magnitude of the trade-related impact 
attributable to the implementation of the 
DCFTAs. 

• Trade flows.. 

• Net income changes. 

• Net employment changes 

• Trade creations versus trade 
diversion in each country. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 3 for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• Domestic agencies (see Task 
3) 

 

Secondary sources 
• International organisations 

Sub-question b. Is the distribution of both costs and benefits proportionate amongst different stakeholder groups and interests? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Judgement criteria Analytical approach 
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• Quantification of net 
trade flows at sector 
level 

• Quantification of net 
economic impact at 
sector level 

• Quantification of 
impact on sustainable 
development areas 

• Quantification of 
impact on human 
rights 

Stakeholder consultation to identify the proportionality 
of costs/benefits faced by the country. 
Quantitative impact analysis to determine the 
magnitude of the trade-related impact attributable to 
the implementation of the DCFTAs. 

• Trade flows by sector. 
• Net income changes by 

sector. 
• Net employment changes by 

sector. 
• Economic performances of 

SMEs.  
• Trade creations versus trade 

diversion by sector. 
• Gaps in average hourly 

earnings by sector. 
• Other economic, social, 

labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
at the country level and for 
urban and rural areas 
wherever applicable. 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 
• EU representatives in 

Georgia/Moldova  
• Domestic agencies (see Task 

3) 

 
Secondary sources 
International organisations 

Question 6  Are there unnecessary regulatory costs (including administrative burden)?  

Understanding Trade agreements are known to create a significant number of regulatory layers vis-à-vis the situation prior to the agreement coming 
into force. In consequence, it might take some time to streamline the processes to align them with the objectives of the DCFTAs. 

Sub-question a. Have the costs been streamlined to implement the DCFTAs? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• The implementation of 
the DCFTAs has 
created unnecessary 
administrative/policy 
burdens  

• Private sector 
individuals and 
companies now face 
more difficult 
regulatory processes 

• There are areas where 
legislation may be 
simplified 

• Scoping interviews to understand the extent 
to which the private sector faces more 
onerous and/or more bureaucratic processes. 
These will provide evidence as well of 
potential limitations that the public sector 
might be facing in attempting to implement 
the DCFTAs. 

• Desk research to evaluate the state of DCFTAs 
implementation in the signatory countries. 

• Percentage of business that 
consider that customs and 
trade regulations are an 
obstacle to their current 
operations. 

• Customs clearance time. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 2for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU representatives in 
Georgia/Moldova  

• Domestic agencies (see Task 
2) 

• Secondary sources 

• International organisations 

Question 7  To what extent have the DCFTAs been coherent with the EU´s trade and neighbourhood policies, including the EU’s trade policy 
objectives to contribute to the attainment of the Sustainable Development Goals?  

Understanding The DCFTAs´ coherence with other EU policy measures is key to streamline the EU´s policy tool kit and resources used to promote 
sustainable development goals and its eastern neighbourhood policy.  

Sub-questions a. Does the current trade policy mix optimise the EU´s policies and resources to promote good neighbourly relations and 
sustainable development in Georgia and Moldova? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• There is legislation that 
overlaps with the 

• Desk research to determine other EU 
legislation with the same development and 
trade-related objectives.  

• Economic, social, labour, 
human rights, gender and 

Primary sources 

• EU regulations 

• Journals 



 

50 

 

objectives stated in 
Article 1 

• There is legislation that 
contradicts the 
objectives stated in 
Article 1 

• Desk research to determine potentially 
contradictory legislation vis-à-vis the 
objectives stated in Article 1 of the AAs. 

environmental indicators (see 
Task 2 for further details). 

• Think tanks 

• Trade experts 

Question 8  To what extent are the provisions of the DCFTA relevant for addressing the current trade needs and issues faced by the EU and Georgia 
and Moldova?  

Understanding If the alternative were proven to be true, that the DCFTAs were proven to be irrelevant to address the trade needs and issues between 
the signatory parties, then, the DCFTAs would simply reduce to a useless set of commitments with no benefits attached. In this sense, 
addressing the DCFTA´s relevance provides grounds for updating it to properly deal with the signatories needs. 

Sub-questions a. Are most economic agents able to solve their needs and issues through the DCFTA´s provisions? 

Judgement criteria Analytical approach Indicators and/or descriptors Sources/ data collection 

• The private sectors of 
Georgia and Moldova 
continue to trade with 
the EU through the 
same processes and 
legal procedures as 
before the DCFTAs´ 
coming into force with 
no noticeable change in 
either procedures or 
practices. 

• Stakeholder consultation to determine if the 
private sector continues to export and import 
through a regime that is either the same as 
the one in place prior to DCFTAs’ enforcement 
or one that, albeit different, operates through 
the same logic as the one before. 

• All customs clearance 
indicators. 

• SPS, TBT and other non-tariff 
barriers to trade, including 
non-tariff trade barriers 
index. 

• Product markets regulation 
indicators. 

• National treatment to 
foreign-owned companies. 

• Other economic, social, 
labour, human rights, gender 
and environmental indicators 
(see Task 3 for further 
details). 

Primary sources 

• Stakeholder consultations 

• EU regulations 

• Journals 

• Think tanks 

• Trade experts 
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6 OVERALL EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND TOOLS 

In this chapter, we describe the proposed methodologies to undertake the evaluation. We 

present the tasks in line with the outline of the ToR.  

 

6.1 Analysis of Economic Effects of Trade Liberalisation (Task 11) 

The following presents the methodology that will be carried out to evaluate the economic 

effects of the DCFTAs in the EU, Georgia and Moldova. The overall approach follows, and is 

aligned with, the ToR albeit several refinements were introduced to account for the first 

literature review on the Agreements’ economic impact as well as the preliminary examination 

of the available data sources. The comments and suggestions brought forth by DG Trade were 

also taken into consideration.  

6.1.1 Sub-Task 11.1: Analyse the evolution of trade in goods 

The initial analysis of the Agreement’s economic impact assessment, which will be mostly 

descriptive in nature, will serve to provide the core context for the remaining economic 

assessment tasks, including the background for the interpretation of the results of the 

quantitative analysis, which will be presented in the following section. The conclusions of the 

analysis will, in part, provide substance to answer the five key evaluation questions. The table 

below summarises the main aspects of the proposed methodologies: 

Table 7. Methodological approaches and sources for the analyses of trade in goods 

Specific analysis to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

1. Identify the best and worst 
performing goods by product lines 
and groups, both in single flows 
(exports and imports) as well as 
overall trade flows. 

A detailed examination of trade data at different levels of aggregation will 
be undertaken (from HS – 2 to HS – 6) in order to ensure the consistency 
of the results. Based on this, the highest and lowest performers by 
individual products and groups will be determined. The exercise will be 
undertaken three times, once for the period up to the implementation of 
the Agreement, once for the period since its implementation and once for 
the entire period for which data are available. Finally, momentum graphs 
(short-term v/s long-term growth) will be created using aggregated trade 
data to pinpoint the exact moments in time when exports gain/lost 
momentum and determine whether the coming into force of the DCFTA led 
to a momentum gain or loss. The underlying reasons for such performances 
will also be examined in relation to the existing literature. 

Sources: COMEXT, UN Comtrade, Geostat, Statistica.  

2. Development of trade in goods for 
which tariffs were 0 under the 
previously applicable GSP+ for 
Georgia and ATP for Moldova and 
contrast these with goods for which 
tariffs were greater than 0 under the 
same scheme.  

Potential changes for products under the GSP+ and ATP scheme will be 
analysed by examining the growth rates through time. Data permitting, i.e. 
if the data are monthly, statistical tests will be undertaken to determine 
possible structural breaks in the series. Secondly, a comparison of growth 
in imports of products traded under GSP+ and ATP between non-DCFTA 
signatory countries and signatory countries will be undertaken with 
reference to the coming into force of the Agreements. Although, we do not 
expect drastic changes as almost all tariffs were already eliminated thanks 
to GSP+ for Georgia and ATP for Moldova.  

Sources: COMEXT, Geostat, Statistica. 

3. Analyse the data related to 
preference utilisation rates and 
forgone duty saving of economic 
operators of all parties.  

An examination of the data provided by the Commission on preference 
utilisation will be used to identify the key sectors and product categories 
where preferences are not fully used. 

Sources: DG Trade. 
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Specific analysis to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

4. Tariff rate quotas (and the reasons 
for sub-optimal use).  

The Commission's reports on the use of TRQs will be used to determine 
their use by signatory countries. This will be complemented by national 
sources from Georgia and Moldova as well as the stakeholder consultations 
undertaken in Task 9. In this sense, the analysis will be centred on the 
causality for the sub-optimal use of TRQs. 

Sources: DG Trade, Geostat, Statistica, national customs and revenue 

services/agencies in Georgia and Moldova.  

5. The evolution of market shares and 
concentration/diversification of 
exports and imports.  

Two methodologies will be followed: Firstly, the index of structural change 
will be calculated from the beginning of the period for which export and 
import data are available, i.e. the correlation index of the market share 
distribution, and determine the magnitude of change (if any) took place as 
a result of the implementation of the DCFTA. Secondly, the Hirschman-
Herfindahl Index will be calculated for every period for which data are 
available, thus, creating a time series of HHIs. Then, possible changes in 
trend or outliers will be identified (through statistical testing if the time 
series has sufficient data). Finally, should any spike in concentration and/or 
structural breaks in the structural change index be detected, reference will 
be made to the literature and the consultations (Task 9) in order to provide 
an explanation for the results. 

Sources: COMEXT, UN Comtrade, Geostat, Statistica. 

6. Creation, persistence, reduction or 
removal of non-tariff measures that 
have a significant impact on EU-
Moldova or EU-Georgia trade in 
goods.  

Quantitative data will be examined (e.g. product market regulations 
indicators, non-tariff trade barriers sub-index, freedom to Trade 
internationally sub-index, time and costs to export and import, etc.) as well 
as qualitative data and information stemming from the stakeholder 
consultations in order to determine the status quo of NTMs. This will be 
complemented with references to the literature and the CGE modelling 
results provided by DG Trade (if available). 

7. Comparison of the evolution of trade 
in goods between DCFTA signatory 
countries and a suitable reference 
group of non-EU countries. 

Comparative bilateral trade analysis for exports and imports will be 
undertaken between the signatory DCFTA members and a reference group 
of countries. As agreed with DG Trade during the kick-off meeting, in the 
case of Georgia, the reference group will be Turkey, Russia and China 
(imports) and China, Azerbaijan and Russia (exports). In the case of 
Moldova, the reference countries will be Ukraine, China and Russia 

(imports) and Turkey, Belarus and Ukraine (exports). The analysis will be 
geared to determine whether the coming into force of the DCFTA disrupted 
the trade patterns with the reference groups in order to determine whether 
trade could have been created or diverted. 

Sources: COMEXT, UN Comtrade, Geostat, Statistica. 

8. Determine whether new enterprises 
in each of the signatory countries 
started to either export to the EU (or 
vice versa) or started exporting new 
products to the EU (or vice versa).  

The information obtained through the case studies (Task 13) as well as the 
stakeholder consultations (Task 9) will be used to determine whether the 
DCFTA has reoriented businesses towards EU exports or, in case that these 
may have already been exporting, whether the Agreement led to new 
export product/service development. The BEEPS data will also be examined 
to determine the export status of companies in the signatory countries. 

Sources: COMEXT, UN Comtrade, BEEPS, EaP SME Policy Index, Geostat, Statistica. 

9. Identification of regions within the 
partner countries have benefited 
most and which ones the least 

A comparison of regional data across the signatory countries will be 
undertaken, data permitting across Georgia and Moldova, before and after 
the implementation of the DCFTA. This will be complemented by the 
information gathered from the literature review, stakeholder consultations 
and the case studies. 

Sources: NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistica. 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

The output from the CGE modelling – provided by DG Trade – will be used to substantiate the 

quantitative evidence of both trade diversion and creation. The CGE’s model output will be 

used as the core quantitative tool to assess the economic, environmental and welfare effects 

(including the impact on major labour market indicators) of the DCFTAs. This will be 

complemented by the output of a second quantitative trade model developed to assess the 

economic impact of the DCFTA, i.e. a Difference-in-Difference (DiD) model.  
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The purpose of undertaking an exercise through a DiD model is to have a second model that 

can corroborate the consistency of the results provided by the CGE model around trade 

flows.  In this sense, the DiD will be merely used as a consistency, back-up check, to have a 

"second opinion".   

The DiD model will be developed to provide further quantitative evidence of the DCFTA’s 

impact. To do so, we will base our approach on existing literature (e.g. ADB 2010, Gauto 2012 

and Lechner 2010) and use HS – 4 level data for the signatory member states and the 

reference groups mentioned previously. The exercise will be performed over net trade flows, 

once for Georgia and once for Moldova. In this case, the following steps will be undertaken 

for each country: 

1. Undertake a contribution to growth exercise to filter out those products that, when 

combined, contributed to at least 80 % of total growth net trade to the EU since the 

coming into force of the DCFTA (until the end of 2019) using, ideally, quarterly or 

monthly data. 

2. Develop the DiD model for each country using data for the signatory members and the 

reference countries on the products chosen in step (1). 
 

The idea is to 'zoom in' the DiD model on just the products that drove changes in net trade 

and avoid the overwhelming statistical weight of products that showed very limited response 

to the oncoming of the DCFTA. The models’ output will then be used to complement the 

interpretation and narrative of the Agreement’s economic impact. Furthermore, it will be, to 

the best of our knowledge, the first time that a DiD approach is developed to measure the 

DCFTAs’ economic impact on trade creation/diversion. 

6.1.2 Sub-Task 11.2: Analyse the evolution of trade in services  

The analysis of the DCFTA’s impact on trade in services will follow, in broad terms, the 

approach followed for the case of goods. However, it will need to be considered the lack of 

trade services' data, particularly the disaggregated data in terms of trading partners and 

sectors. During the Inception Phase, we managed to collect the services data from Comtrade, 

which are not disaggregated by trading country but they are disaggregated by the types of 

services (covering the main W120 sectors), and for the period preceding and following the 

entry into force of the DCFTAs. The analysis at the sector level will rely further on information 

provided by the stakeholders, the case studies and the literature review. To the extent 

possible, all four modes of supply will be examined. Given the limited data availability, we will 

consider all sources which provide the data on trade in services for the DCFTA states (as listed 

in Table 8). Using the data provided by Eurostat could be limiting, as it only covers the data 

on trade in services for the EU countries.  

The table below provides a summary of the tasks to be undertaken for the case of services: 

Table 8. Methodological approaches and sources for the analysis of trade in services 

Specific analysis to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

1. Overall and bilateral analysis of 
trade in services amongst DCFTA 
signatory countries 

Several analyses will be undertaken to examine bilateral trade in services: 
(i) structural breaks of growth trends, (ii) calculation of the structural 
change index, (iii) momentum graphs, (iv) calculation of HHIs and 
examination of breaks in trends and/or outliers. The output will be used 
to determine the best and worst performing sectors before and after the 
coming into force of the Agreement. The reasons that explain the trends 
will be examined in relation to the literature and the information provided 
by the stakeholders as well as the case studies. 

Sources: Comtrade, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistica. 

2. Comparative analysis between EU-
Georgia and EU-Moldova trade in 

A similar approach will be followed, data permitting, in order to provide a 
comparative analysis against both the EU’s global trade flow and the 
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services with the EU’s global trade 
in services and reference countries 
for both Georgia and Moldova 

different reference groups for both Georgia and Moldova. As agreed with 
DG Trade, in the case of Georgia, the reference group will be Turkey, 
Russia and China (imports) and China, Azerbaijan and Russia (exports). 
In the case of Moldova, the reference countries will be Ukraine, China and 
Russia (imports) and Turkey, Belarus and Ukraine (exports). Bilateral 
growth rates will be examined through the same four approaches 
mentioned above. A substantive explanation of the results will be 
provided in reference to the literature and the information provided by 
the stakeholders and the case studies (where and if appropriate). 

Sources: Comtrade, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistica. 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

6.1.3 Sub-Task 11.3: Analyse the evolution of FDIs  

The analysis of FDI flows into Georgia and Moldova, both flows and stocks, will also be broadly 

aligned with the approach undertaken for goods, albeit some important distinctions. 

Specifically, the FDI analysis will take into consideration individual existing bilateral 

investment and double-taxation treaties between EU Member States and Georgia and 

Moldova. Given the limited data availability, we will consider all sources which provide the 

data on FDIs for the DCFTA states (as listed in Table 9).  

Our main methodological approach is summarised in the following table: 

Table 9. Methodological approaches and sources for the analysis of bilateral FDI 

Specific analysis to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

1. Overall FDIs between the signatory 
countries 

A similar approach to that of services will be followed, data permitting, 
with emphasis on several analyses of growth trends: (i) structural breaks 
of growth trends, (ii) calculation of the structural change index, (iii) 
momentum graphs, (iv) calculation of HHIs and examination of breaks in 
trends and/or outliers. Particular emphasis will be placed on banking, 
insurance, asset management, investment banking and sustainable 
investment. The analysis will be complemented with references to the 
literature and the information provided by the stakeholders as well as the 
case studies. 

Sources: Comtrade, Eurostat, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistic, National 

Banks of Georgia and Moldova.  

2. Descriptive economic analysis of 
the sectors with the greatest 
increases and decreases in overall 
FDI flows as well as bilateral flows 

Once the sectors with greatest increases and decreases are determined 
(step 1), a descriptive analysis will be undertaken. Particular emphasis 
will be placed on the possible changes across time period, i.e. before and 
after the coming into force of the DCFTAs. The analysis will be 
complemented with references to the literature and the information 
gathered through the stakeholder consultations as well as the case 
studies. 

Sources: Eurostat, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistic, National Banks of 

Georgia and Moldova.  

3. Comparative analysis between EU-
Georgia and EU-Moldova FDI flows 
with the EU’s global FDI flows and 
reference countries for both 
Georgia and Moldova 

A similar approach to the one undertaken in services will be followed in 
this case as well, data permitting, in order to provide a comparative 
analysis against both the EU’s global FDI flow and the different reference 
countries for both Georgia and Moldova. As agreed with DG Trade, in the 
case of Georgia, the reference group will be the United Kingdom, the 
Netherlands, Ireland and Luxembourg for Georgia; and the Netherlands, 
Cyprus, France, Germany and Italy for Moldova. Bilateral growth rates 
will be examined through the same four analyses mentioned in point (1). 
A substantive explanation of the results will be provided in reference to 
the literature and the information provided by the stakeholders and the 
case studies (where and if appropriate). 

Sources: Eurostat, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistic, National Banks of 

Georgia and Moldova.  

4. Review of investment climate The output from the first three steps will be used as the starting point of 
analysis. To begin with, possible changes to Georgia and Moldova’s 
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Specific analysis to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

business climates, as a result of the process of implementing the DCFTA, 
will be examined. In doing this, a review of the different investment 
climate indicators will be undertaken, complemented with information 
stemming from stakeholder consultations, case studies and literature 
review.  

Sources: Eurostat, NSO, BoG, NBS, NBM, Geostat, Statistic, National Banks of 

Georgia and Moldova. 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

6.1.4 Sub-Task 11.4: Analyse the macroeconomic and budgetary effects of the DCFTA  

The analysis of the macroeconomic and budgetary effects of the DCFTA will largely rely on 

the output of the CGE modelling exercise undertaken by DG Trade. In effect, the model’s 

estimated impact on key macroeconomic variables will include the following: GDP growth, 

wages, trade flows, income and terms of trade, amongst others. At the sector level, the 

analysis will also rely on the CGE modelling output to cover variables such as output and value 

added.116 The analysis will cover both nominal as well as real values, the latter being used for 

all growth rates. 

An examination of the following indicators will also be undertaken to examine the impact of 

the DCFTAs on each of the countries´ fiscal budgets: bilateral tariff revenues, budgets of each 

country, the general tax base, tariff incomes, custom duties, special taxes on international 

trade and taxes on income, profits and capital gains. Particular emphasis will be placed on 

single potential changes associated with the implementation of the DCFTAs. In cases where 

the impact on the budget of any of the signatory countries was significant, the government’s 

responses will be examined through the literature and the stakeholder consultations. 

 

6.2 Assessment of the regulatory approximation of the DCFTAs (Task 12) 

General remarks 

In both countries, the process of approximation to the EU acquis has advanced at the level of 

primary legislation (i.e. transposition into national law), while more needs to be done at the 

secondary implementation level (adoption of implementing regulations; creation or adaptation 

of an institutional framework to support, monitor and enforce compliance). Crucially, our ex-

post evaluation is to gauge the level of implementation and enforcement of approximated 

legislation. Georgia and Moldova require complex institutional reforms to give hands and feet 

to their EU-inspired obligations, a reform process which may be facilitated by the evolution of 

trade structures with the EU. For Moldova, the latter is supposed to have been a notable 

success, especially for its exports (via Romania), which grew more strongly than either of the 

other two DCFTA states (Georgia and Ukraine). 

The commitments in the Association Agreement for reform and development, with extensive 

approximation to EU acquis, are very ambitious for both countries. But unlike the frequent 

ripples in political communication, the technical implementation of the AA has evolved without 

incident. For instance, by the end of 2020, Moldovan specialised agencies had approved a 

whole body of European standards (26 838 standards). In the legislative field, almost 50 % 

of the EU acquis included in the AA is said to have been approximated to in Moldovan 

legislation. The Georgian government unofficially claims to have approximated around 48 % 

of its AA commitments. In our study, we will assess progress in the adoption, implementation 

and enforcement of relevant legislation in the five ‘Group 1’ areas in which gradual 

 
116 Please note that the CGE modelling conducted by DG Trade does not account for the inflation rate 
but instead considers price changes triggered by the DCFTAs. 
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approximation to the EU acquis is foreseen. This assessment will result in a table for each 

country showing the original EU acquis and the (degree of equivalence) of the national 

legislation adopted by Georgia and Moldova, respectively. The table will also indicate to what 

extent this approximation process has benefitted from EU financial assistance. To be sure, 

verifying these figures is time-consuming and hard to do in a scientifically defensible way.  

As a starting point for an in-depth assessment in selected areas (services, SPS, TBT, public 

procurement, customs procedures) it helps to have an overview of the current state of 

approximation. In the case of Georgia, an extensive ‘Law Approximation Inventory’ was 

shared by DG Trade via the EUD in Tbilisi. The inventory is the product of work conducted by 

the project Facility for the Implementation of the EU-Georgia AA (II). The Excel spreadsheet 

reports, for each legal act, the status of the implementation of Georgia’s commitments 

outlined in the Association Agreement (incl. DCFTA), Air Transport Agreement and the Energy 

Community Treaty. It includes links to the repository of Georgian law (Matsne), an indication 

of which line ministries / agencies are responsible for approximation, and comments about 

the (lack of) progress (e.g. bills in the making, waiting for the approval of the parliament, 

time-consuming preparatory work, impact of Covid, etc.). Partial approximation is excluded 

from the inventory (the question on approximation posed to ministries was binary: yes or 

no). However, progress with legal approximation is taken into account in the comments 

column of the inventory. Separate cells are dedicated to the legal acts that have longer 

deadlines than five years.  

Whereas the information compiled in the document relies on line ministries’ and agencies’ 

self-assessment and knowledge of the acquis and needs to be verified, the inventory is 

nevertheless of invaluable use in the implementation of Task 12 because it is the most 

extensive and up-to-date overview of the state of affairs of legal approximation in Georgia 

(March 2021). At the time of writing the Inception Report, no equivalent document has been 

obtained to assess the state of play in Moldova’s approximation process. If the evaluation 

team does not manage to access a similar inventory (the EUD in Chisinau will be asked to 

provide overviews for each of the five ‘Group 1’ sectors; i.e. beyond what was already shared 

on SPS, TBT and customs), the only readily available guide is the most recent European 

Implementation Assessment report for each country.117  

Prima facie, a number of impressions can be deduced from the Georgian inventory, as 

corroborated by AAF experts in March during an online meeting facilitated by DG Trade: 

 

• Most approximation is performed through by-laws, which makes it tricky to 

assess the fitness of legislative procedures (sub-task 12.3), from legislative 

drafting techniques to adoption, especially in TBT and SPS, where the practice is 

dominant. The rest of the approximated legislation passes through regular procedures, 

with tables of concordance, consultation rounds with relevant stakeholders, and via 

parliament. 

• Copy/pasting of the EU laws is broadly observed (cf. air transport). 

• Observations point at Georgia’s readiness to approximate the EU legislation 

beyond the AA commitments, for instance in customs, telecoms. It is interesting 

to study what are Georgia’s incentives in doing this and how the country can benefit 

from this. 

• Ministries struggle with dynamic approximation, i.e. whether to follow the old 

acquis, new one, or a mix. Indeed, the EU’s acquis is very dynamic and updating the 

 
117 See K. Całus, ‘Association Agreement between the EU and Georgia: European Implementation Assessment 
(Update)’, PE 642.834, May 2020; and M. Emerson and T. Akhvlediani, ‘Association Agreement between the EU and 
Georgia: European Implementation Assessment (Update)’, PE 642.820, April 2020. It should be noted that these 
assessments are mainly qualitative in nature. 
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Annexes of the Association Agreements becomes a burdensome task given the heavy 

procedures related to these updates.  

 

This snapshot picture remains to be confirmed in the CEPS-led ex-post impact assessment, 

also for Moldova, where similar issues are expected to be observed to varying degrees. 

Before suggesting how we intend to take the work defined in the sub-tasks forward, two 

general remarks need to be made.  

Firstly, the regulatory approximation process in AA/DCFTA countries like Georgia and Moldova 

is a lighter version of the one applied by pre-accession states. But even if Eastern Partnership 

countries do not have to absorb all EU acquis and even if differences in transition periods 

apply, the methods and instruments used for legal approximation are largely the same as for 

pre-accession countries. In our assessment, the CEPS-led team will therefore be guided by 

an enlargement-based approach to methodologies for regulatory approximation, 

(ex-post) regulatory impact assessments, cost-benefit analyses, and fitness checks 

of legal processes. At the start of the implementation phase the evaluation team will reach 

out to DG NEAR to secure the state of the art in this respect and to decide on what’s feasible 

within the confines of the study. 

Secondly, any in-depth assessment of the implementation of approximated legislation would 

require the team to drill down to the level of individual provisions of legal acts and engage in 

a forensic examination of the ways and means to give hands and feet to the new regulatory 

framework. With the time and resources available to the evaluation team, however, a choice 

needs to be made between breadth and depth of the assessment. To help the 

evaluators in making this choice, a test-case is developed in the area of SPS measures (see 

sub-task 12.1, below). The insight gleaned from this exercise is that, within the remit of the 

current project, conducting two in-depth investigations for each of the selected five  

‘Group 1’ sectors in both Georgia and Moldova (i.e. the equivalent 20 TAIEX-like 

missions) is not going to be viable. It is obvious that such an assessment could probe 

deepest in areas where TAIEX missions have already taken place (cf. animal health, food 

safety). Yet, the additional insights derived from the analysis might be disproportional to the 

efforts needed to go beyond the mandate of the TAIEX missions. At the other end of the 

spectrum, the information gathered from the envisaged consultation activities may be 

insufficient to draw firm conclusions. A middle way is therefore proposed for sub-task 

12.1: one which starts from a limited number of case studies and that follows a 

gradual approach whereby the focus for ‘spot-checks’ can be adjusted to account 

for the findings of the different surveys, focus groups and interviews. Progressive 

insights will be shared with DG Trade and the EU delegations so as to chart the way 

forward through mutual consultations. 

 

6.2.1 Sub-task 12.1: Assess progress in the adoption, implementation and enforcement of 

“EU acquis” in the “group 1” areas  

Concretely, at least two case studies (one for Georgia, one for Moldova) of regulatory 

approximation will be undertaken to assess the impact in the opening of market access for 

partner countries’ products in areas of SPS. A similar approach will be followed for TBT. In 

the area of public procurement, the evaluation team will provide an overview of the share of 

the total value of procurement by levels of government that is covered by the phases that 

have been fulfilled (i.e. Phase 1), and select and analyse two examples of tender procedures 

carried out in this respect. On customs there will be no direct case study, but activities in the 

consultation strategy will gauge the level of awareness of businesses about relevant provisions 

and procedures, how administrative cooperation works, rules of origin, management of TRQs. 
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SPS  

For agri-food products the adoption of EU SPS regulations is very burdensome for the large 

majority of very small family farm holdings (approx. 95%); while large enterprises can adapt 

more easily. There are 272 EU legal acts to be approximated in the field of SPS for 

Georgia, and 235 for Moldova.  

According to the 2020 European Implementation Assessment of the EU-Moldova AA, the 

country has managed to make significant progress in implementing EU regulations on SPS.  

Between 2014 and 2019 the country managed to adopt over 5 000 European and international 

regulations in the food sector (over 2 000 of which are European standards). Moldova is also 

gradually withdrawing from the Soviet standardss which still apply in some sectors. About 

700 of these are still in force, but almost 350 were cancelled between 2014 and 2016. One 

of the key achievements of this strategy is the setting up of a 'one-stop shop' for 

the export and import of agricultural products. During 2018, over 60 laws and 

regulations were amended. Thanks to Law 185, which came into force at the end of 2018, the 

monitoring functions have been transferred to ANSA (the National Food Safety Agency). 

Previously, these rights had been divided among the Ministry of Health, ANSA and other state 

authorities. In October 2018 (Government Decision No. 938), the ANSA became the only 

institution with the right to carry out sanitary and phytosanitary inspections at the border. 

Both those decisions secured the effectiveness of the 'one-stop shop' solution and increased 

ANSA's effectiveness. Importantly, border control procedures have been significantly 

simplified. The number of control stages during border inspections has been reduced to only 

one (previously, inspections were carried out both at the producer's warehouse, and at the 

border). The time required to receive a phytosanitary certificate has also been reduced to 

about 2 hours (the procedure is carried out in parallel with the loading of the goods in the 

presence of an inspector). Declarations of the Origin of Goods have been introduced. The 

provisions on laboratory tests have also been changed; currently they are not performed for 

each carriage of goods, but for the entire group of products intended for export. Despite the 

noticeable progress, some areas still require special attention and action. One of the 

biggest problems is the quality of laboratories which in some sectors is almost non-

existent. The financial and institutional efforts needed to improve the situation are 

insufficient, and do not allow a systemic change in quality control. For example, although 

there are some food testing laboratories in the country, there are no reference laboratories 

for various sectors (such as honey). Furthermore, the costs that producers have to incur in 

order to adapt to the new requirements are often too high, which slows down the process of 

change (this concerns almost all animal products). 

In view of the burdens for small farms Georgia has adopted a step-by-step approach with 

transition delays before implementation stretching until 2027. Georgia is progressively 

establishing SPS institutional infrastructure. According to the readout of the seventh 

and most recent EU-Georgia Association Committee in trade configuration of 3-4 February 

2021, the EU debriefed from the recent SPS subcommittee meeting on 26 January 2021, 

where Georgia indicated that approximation is well on track with 136 legal acts 

approximated. The parties shared the common understanding that certain EU acts appear 

not to be relevant for approximation or are no longer in force and should thus be removed 

from the SPS approximation list adopted in 2017 in accordance with Annex XI of the AA. The 

parties agreed that the process leading to an update of the Annex would be initiated in the 

short term. The meeting welcomed the news that Georgia had recently been authorised 

by the EU to export pet food to its Member States. Georgia however emphasised that 

more success stories on animal origin products were being sought, and that it was working 

on replying to comments from the EU on its residue monitoring plan for aquaculture. In 

addition, work is underway on the questionnaire on queen bees. Georgia expressed 

appreciation for the information received concerning the efficient and paperless flow of 



 

59 

 

certificates TRACES provides for, and parties agreed to continue work on connecting Georgia 

to TRACES. 

During the preceding (sixth) meeting of the EU-Georgia SPS subcommittee of 26 January 

2021, a discussion took place on the approximation process and to possible changes to Annex 

XI-B of the Association Agreement. Georgia presented the work carried out in 2020 and the 

progress made. Requirements of 23 legal acts of the EU were incorporated into national 

legislation of Georgia. In particular: seven acts in the field of food safety –, seven acts in the 

field of veterinary and nine acts in phytosanitary field. For Council Decision 2003/17/EC and 

two Commission Decisions, numbered 2005/463/EC and 2009/770/EC respectively, Georgia 

provided explanations as to why these would not have to be approximated and hence should 

be removed from Annex XI-B. The EU took good note and did not oppose Georgia’s reasoning. 

Georgia provided information on the implementation status of the recommendations of the 

EU TAIEX mission, which was conducted to assess Georgia’s approximation activities in the 

veterinary and food safety field in 2019 (see below). Respective amendments were made in 

the national legislation of Georgia in order to address the recommendations of the TAIEX 

mission. Georgia updated the Subcommittee regarding the approximation plan for 2021. It is 

planned to approximate national legislation to 16 legal acts of the EU. (Veterinary field – 5, 

food safety – 7, Phytosanitary – 4). Georgia also highlighted that some of the Regulations 

and Directives will not be approximated in 2021 due to the fact that they are not applicable 

for Georgia, respective justification will be provided by email. Both sides reconfirmed their 

commitment to start the preparations for amending Annex XI-B, the SPS approximation annex 

of the Association Agreement. An update would be necessary in order to remove those acts 

that either have been repealed by the EU since 2016 or are considered not relevant for 

Georgia. Adding new acts would need to be discussed too, those that have replaced earlier 

acts as well as legal acts that are the results of newly developed policies on the EU side. 

Parties agreed that the first group would be the biggest share. The EU informed that it has 

already started internal consultations seen that it would also need external experts for 

assistance. 

 

Test sample: 

A detailed assessment of the legislative approximation process in animal health and animal 

identification and registration and food safety legislation was carried out during the TAIEX 

mission carried out between 30 September and 4 October 2019 (AGRIND/EXP 65871). At that 

time, the expert team observed that the majority of national SPS measures that directly affect 

international trade were aligned with provisions (principles) of the WTO Agreement on SPS 

Measures. National legislation was evaluated in the above-mentioned fields. It was observed 

that in the drafting process of national legislation in animal health – the identification and 

registration field –usually only 2 persons are involved, with the possible help of an additional 

2 should it be necessary. Some of the persons in charge of the drafting have followed specific 

training organised by the EU. During the drafting stage, additional consultations with the other 

group members and lawyers are possible, and the NFA or Laboratory is involved in the 

discussion. When the draft is finalised, MEPA make the draft available for public discussion 

(document is placed on the website for one month) and meetings with stakeholders are 

organised. In addition, the national business ombudsman is involved, and is responsible for 

disseminating information to businesses. Even though 90 laws have been approximated to EU 

legislation, the majority of them have had a transitional period (1-3 years). Frequently, a 

transitional period has been allowed to facilitate government staff (such as laboratory staff 

and food inspectors) in adjusting to the new measures, but equally to assist food business 

operators and animal keepers to become familiar with the new requirements. At the end of 

every year, tables of correspondence are sent to the Commission for the approximation 

process to be evaluated. 
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During the mission, 10 legislative acts in the field of animal health (Council Directives and 

Decisions, Commission Regulations and Decisions) were analysed for approximation. The 

expert team found that the requirements set by the EU legislation are approximated in 

national legislation of Georgia. National legislative documents are well written and clear also 

from the practical point of view. The responsibilities for disease control measures are clearly 

defined. No major deficiencies were identified in the documents, although there were some 

minor deficiencies. The representatives of, inter alia, the national farmers’ association 

informed the expert team that they are involved in the process of drafting national legal acts 

(approximation of EU legislation). The TAIEX team found that the implementation of the 

approximated EU legislation depends on different factors, mainly insufficient 

financial resources, lack of laboratory methods etc. Laboratory testing, especially 

bacteriology, is performed in different private laboratories. 

Similar conclusions were reached with regard to the approximation of Georgian legislation to 

7 EU acts in the field of animal identification and registration. 

A rather different image was presented in the field of food safety, an area characterised by 

scattered approximation of national legislation of Georgia with DCTA prescribed acquis.  

Overall conclusions showed that the requirements set by the EU legislation are 

approximated in Georgian law. National legislative documents are well written and 

clear also from a practical point of view. Then again, the assessment was a paper 

exercise. During the TAIEX mission it was not possible for the experts to assess the 

implementation and enforcement of the legislation, which of course are two important actions 

for the improvement of food hygiene, animal identification and registration and animal disease 

prevention. In order to obtain some idea of the level of implementation and 

enforcement, the expert team observed that it would be beneficial to visit a few 

establishments, holdings and laboratories, as well central and regional veterinary 

services and laboratories. These are the kind of ‘spot-checks’ that we considered in the 

general remarks made above. 

In consultation with the Commission, the evaluation team will select and analyse two 

examples of regulatory approximation to assess the impact in the opening of market access 

for Georgian and Moldovan products in these areas. We will identify delays or challenges in 

the approximation processes that have hampered market access and the reasons for them. 

We will examine the concerns that the countries have presented to the Subcommittee on SPS, 

notifications to the WTO, and information gathered through the stakeholder consultations. In 

doing so, we will take account of the results of the trade flow analysis from Task 11.1 to 

identify which provisions could affect trade dynamics. 

 

TBT 

According to the European Implementation Assessment update of 16 April 2020 for the EU-

Georgia AA, for industrial products approximation to EU legislation is broadly proceeding on 

track and stakeholders express a relatively high level of satisfaction over the capacity and 

service of conformity assessment bodies. The adoption of European standards on TBT is 

considered largely beneficial, at least in the long-run.118 

No specific trade concerns were reported during the 7th EU-Georgia Association Committee 

in trade configuration of 3-4 February 2021. The current focus of Georgia is the 

implementation of an effective and efficient market surveillance system. In this context, 

approximation of legislation was reported to be under control. Georgia informed that the new 

Market Surveillance Agency (MSA) functioning under the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 

Development was up and running since January 2020 with 15 people. The MSA reported about 

 
118 Article 48 of the AA stipulates that the parties “may ultimately agree to add” an ACAA. 
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a new electronic platform established with the customs services, which facilitates market 

surveillance procedures by sending conformity documentation prior to importation. The 

Georgian Center for Accreditation flagged that it had become an associated member of the 

international organisation for accreditation bodies (ILAC) and continues digitalisation of their 

accreditation services. 

According to the official account in Moldova, all horizontal EU laws have been transposed in 

the period 2016-2019 in Directive 85/347/EEC concerning liability for defective products; 

Directive 2009/3/EC relating to units of measurement; Regulation 765/2008/EC on 

accreditation and market surveillance relating to the marketing of products; Decision 

768/2008/EC on a common framework for the marketing of products; Directive 2001/95/EC 

on general product safety; Regulation (EU) 1025/2012 on European standardisation (partially 

transposed). In our research, we will also consider the implementation of the Guide on the 

organizational structure and processes for the assessment of the membership criteria of CEN 

and CENELEC by the National Standardization Body in Moldova. The National Accreditation 

Center of the Republic of Moldova is a full member of the European Accreditation organisation. 

Moldova has also established conformity assessment bodies, market surveillance agencies 

and the National Metrology Institute is a full member of EURAMET. 

Work on approximation of sectoral legislation is in progress, although there are certain delays 

caused by the complexity of the legislation, lack of capacity and financial resources. So far, 

directives in the following sectors are being transposed entirely or partially: measuring 

equipment; energy equipment; safety; construction materials quality; industrial machines; 

medical equipment; non-autonomous weighting apparatus; pyrotechnic, packaging and 

package waste; cosmetics composition control; and road traffic safety. The others are in the 

process of approval at different stages of the legislative process. 

In consultation with the Commission, the evaluation team will select and analyse two 

examples of regulatory approximation to assess the impact in the opening of market access 

for Georgian and Moldovan products in these areas (manufactured products and other goods 

subject to minimum standards and requirements, conformity assessment procedures, etc.). 

In our evaluation, we will be guided by the existing tools to assess the level of implementation 

of EU standards which were shared by the EUD in Chisinau. We will identify delays or 

challenges in the approximation processes that have hampered market access and establish 

the reasons for them. We will examine the concerns that the countries have presented to the 

Trade Configurations, notifications to the WTO, and similar information gathered through the 

stakeholder consultations. In doing so, we will take into account the results of the trade flow 

analysis from Task 11.1 to identify which provisions could affect trade dynamics in these 

sectors. 

 

Public procurement  

In Moldova, some of the new regulations of the law on public procurement (Law 131, 2015) 

which came into force in 2016 are being implemented, but there are still more to be adopted, 

tested and improved in order to have a functional system in the field and ensure transparency. 

The online e-procurement system Mtender was officially launched in October 2018, but it is 

still being implemented. Moldova also has access to the European public procurement journal 

(TED – Tenders Electronic Daily). The country has not yet adopted the required implementing 

acts or a business model that would allow the government to manage the system's 

administration. As a result, the system still does not ensure full transparency of public 

procurement. These delays are largely due to a lack of political will (as shown in the case of 

the purchase of medicines). 

During the 7th EU-Georgia Association Committee in trade configuration of 3-4 February 

2021, the Commission congratulated the Georgian State Procurement Agency (SPA) on their 

work and engagement on the establishment of the independent and impartial public 
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procurement related administrative review body – Dispute Resolution/Settlement Council. 

This has paved the way to confirm the fulfilment of the Phase 1 obligations of the Public 

Procurement Chapter, which will provide access for Georgian and EU companies to supplies 

contracts in each other’s central government-level procurements. The SPA flagged that the 

necessary by-laws for the Phase 2 obligations would be approved in the second half of 2021 

and highlighted that they had completed the drafting of the new Public Procurement Law, on 

which the EU had commented. This law aims to complete Georgia’s commitments with regard 

to Phase 2 obligations, following which market access will be granted for supplies for state, 

regional and local authorities and bodies governed by public law. 

In the assessment, the evaluation team will examine the degree of completion of the 

respective roadmaps for approximation in the area of public procurement (Annex XXIX for 

Moldova and Annex XVI for Georgia), which specify the phases of the indicative time schedule 

for institutional reform, approximation and market access. We will provide an overview of the 

share of the total value of procurement by levels of government in the partner countries that 

are covered by the phases that have been fulfilled. To do so we will analyse which shares are 

affected by the DCFTAs and we will examine the evolution of the data on the government 

procurement obtained from the corresponding agencies of the DCFTA countries. In 

consultation with the Commission we will select and analyse two relevant examples of tender 

procedures carried out in this respect. For this sub-task we will focus on the sectors that seem 

to be benefiting the most from the increased access to public procurement markets. 

 

Customs procedures 

Georgia’s customs services were radically reformed over a decade ago, and are now 

considered by stakeholders to be fast, efficient and corruption-free. Further reforms are 

currently underway, for example with the introduction of a new computerised transit system. 

Georgia has already brought its customs code into line with the EU's new Union Customs Code 

ahead of its incorporation in an updated annex to the DCFTA. Progress is also underway in 

applying the Pan-Euro-Mediterranean (PEM Convention) system of preferential rules of origin 

and other trade facilitating measures, such as the Authorised Economic Operators (AEO). 

During the 7th EU-Georgia Association Committee in trade configuration of 3-4 February 

2021, Georgia highlighted that the initial stage of the Covid-19 pandemic had posed several 

challenges for the customs operational routine in 2020, but that it had swiftly adopted 

customs formalities for this reality. The Revenue Service reported that secondary legislation 

to implement the new customs code was being adopted in a timely manner and that it had 

launched a new website intending to improve communication between operators. Georgia 

reiterated its strong interest in a mutual recognition agreement with the EU on AEO 

underlining its importance as a tangible trade facilitating tool. The EU underlined that Georgia 

needed to have harmonised legislation and at least one year of the national AEO programme 

in operation in order to start negotiations for mutual recognition. However any start of the 

project will also depend on available resources in the Commission. Georgia highlighted that 

relevant legislation is already in place and expressed interest in starting consultations on this 

matter. The EU side welcomed Georgia's preparations for joining the Common Transit 

Convention with the assistance of a twinning project as well as the start of the development 

of the NCTS5, which is the next step before the accession to the convention. Georgia 

reiterated its support to the amendment to the PEM Convention and explained that it is 

developing an e-certificate to be used for rules of origin. Georgia also highlighted the need to 

introduce an electronic exchange of customs-related information as an efficient way to 

communicate with the EU. 
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In the case of Moldova, customs control on the Ukrainian border has improved in recent years, 

partially as a result of the efforts of the EU Border Assistance Mission.119 Although anti-

monopoly policy has also been improving, members of influential political and business circles 

in Moldova are still widely engaged in different non-transparent economic activities. Attempts 

to monopolise economic sectors or take control over the import of certain goods are quite 

common. Smuggling is also reported to take place through the Transnistrian region.120 In 

December 2017, Moldovan and Ukrainian border guards began joint patrols of the 

Transnistrian section of the common border. Since November 2018 similar patrols comprised 

of Moldovan and Romanian border guards have been patrolling the western borders of 

Moldova. Thanks to the neutral licence plates, Moldova gained access to information 

concerning a significant proportion of the vehicles registered in the separatist region. Joint 

(Moldovan-Transnistrian) registration points for vehicles began to operate on 1 September 

2018. On 28 December 2018 the most modern Jointly Operated Border Crossing Point on the 

Moldovan-Ukrainian border (in Palanca) came into operation and in February 2019 it was 

opened to cargo traffic. On the legislative level, the Republic of Moldova's National Strategy 

for Integrated Border Management for 2018-23 was approved by the Moldovan government 

in November 2018.121 

In the assessment, the evaluation team will analyse whether trade facilitation provisions and 

customs have simplified or complicated life for key stakeholders. We will aim to quantify the 

impact of trade facilitation by analysing data on trade costs related to trade regulation, such 

as days and costs incurred to export and import, and other indicators. We will analyse the 

data on corruption on trade, such as the percentage of enterprises asked for bribery when 

seeking an import/export licence, and other indicators. A first search exposes a number of 

interesting leads. For Moldova, for instance, UNECE has published a needs assessment of the 

Regulatory and Procedural Barriers to Trade in the Republic of Moldova which contains the 

results of face-to-face interviews with traders and surveys with exports companies from 

Moldova122. The EU Border Assistance Mission’s annual reports will also be analysed. The 

World Bank’s ‘Doing business’ report focuses, inter alia, on trade across borders123. For 

Georgia, we can rely on a BEEPS report on Georgia for 2006 with interesting pre-DCFTA 

insights124, which could be contrasted with a similar BEEPS report for 2020125. According to 

the World Bank’s latest Enterprise Survey (2019), Georgia achieves the best score in almost 

all areas covered by the indicator on preventing corruption126. The percentage of firms 

 
119 See EUBAM Annual Report 2019, available at https://eubam.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/200327_EUBAM-
Annual-Report-2019-EN-final-spreads.pdf. 
120 Ibid., page 15. 
121 Ibid. 
122 https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trade/Publications/ECE_TRADE_433E.pdf. Other potential sources of relevant information: 

studies/analysis written within the USAID-funded Moldova Structural Reform Program – a four-year project aimed to 
strengthen Moldova’s business and trade enabling environment with a specific focus on Customs Service. The 
information is not available online, but it might/could be obtained from relevant stakeholders. 
123 Reports are available at: https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/data/exploreeconomies/moldova#DB_tab; and 
https://www.doingbusiness.org/content/dam/doingBusiness/country/m/moldova/MDA.pdf. See also EBA report on doing business 

update: http://eba.md/uploaded/publicatii/Business %20Issues %20Doc/EBA %20BCU % 

20ENG.pdf. Alternative data and reports on corruption perception prepared by national and international organisations 

i.e. TI Corruption Perception index https://www.transparency.org/en/countries/moldova. Reports of the EUBAM Mission will also 
be analysed: http://eubam.org/. The team will request and review the data on customs-related bribery cases reported by 
the National Anticorruption Centre and the Anticorruption Prosecutors’ Office. Annual report of NAC, the Prosecutor 
General Office and reports on the implementation of the Anticorruption Action Plan of the Customs Service will be 
analysed. 
124 The report is available at: https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/9447/691830BRI0P 

091036B00PUBLIC00Georgia.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y. Another relevant report is by IFC from 2012, 
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/625909d6-5aaf-41fa-8339-69ea947f95b5/PublicationGeorgiaCustoms 

Survey2012_EN.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jrAEEpy. 
125 For registered users: https://www.beeps-ebrd.com/data/2018-2020/. 
126 Derived from the “Enterprise Survey – Georgia”, World Bank, Washington, D.C., 2013 
(www.enterprisesurveys.org/data/exploreeconomies/2013/georgia#2). 

https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trade/Publications/ECE_TRADE_433E.pdf
https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/data/exploreeconomies/moldova#DB_tab
https://www.doingbusiness.org/content/dam/doingBusiness/country/m/moldova/MDA.pdf
http://eba.md/uploaded/publicatii/Business %20Issues %20Doc/EBA %20BCU %20ENG.pdf
http://eba.md/uploaded/publicatii/Business %20Issues %20Doc/EBA %20BCU %20ENG.pdf
https://www.transparency.org/en/countries/moldova
http://eubam.org/
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/9447/691830BRI0P091036B00PUBLIC00Georgia.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/handle/10986/9447/691830BRI0P091036B00PUBLIC00Georgia.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/625909d6-5aaf-41fa-8339-69ea947f95b5/PublicationGeorgiaCustomsSurvey2012_EN.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jrAEEpy
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/625909d6-5aaf-41fa-8339-69ea947f95b5/PublicationGeorgiaCustomsSurvey2012_EN.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CVID=jrAEEpy
https://www.beeps-ebrd.com/data/2018-2020/
file://///cepshq/Gdrive/PUBS/_CEPS%20Paperbacks/Paperbacks%202021/RLI_3%20Handbooks_3%20edition/Georgia%203%20final/www.enterprisesurveys.org/data/exploreeconomies/2013/georgia%232
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expecting to give gifts to obtain an import licence is 0, compared with 5.6 % in Eastern Europe 

and Central Asia. The average of all 144 countries covered by the survey is 12.3 %. And 

according to the OECD’s Trade Facilitation Indicators (2019), Georgia outperforms or is closest 

to the best performance in Europe and Central Asia region as regards information availability, 

involvement of trade community, simplification and harmonisation of documents, automation 

of border processes, streamlining of procedures, and internal border agency cooperation127. 

Performance has improved between 2017 and 2019 in the areas of information availability, 

streamlining of procedures, governance and impartiality. 

We will add to the findings from this desktop research by obtaining information through 

stakeholder consultations about business awareness of the DCFTAs (administrative 

cooperation, rules of origin, management of TRQs, agricultural safeguard measures and 

approved exporter status) and experiences related to corruption and good governance in 

relation to customs and trade facilitation, including digitalisation in customs declaration and 

procedures128.The consultation strategy will also extend to the situation in the Transnistrian 

region. 

 

6.2.2 Sub-task 12.2: Provide cost and benefits analysis of regulatory approximation 

We intend to provide an assessment, per country and per “Group 1” area, of the costs and 

benefits of implementation and economic adjustment linked to the legislative approximation. 

To the extent that we can assemble, with the help of the Commission, the necessary 

information, we will cover: i) costs associated with the regulatory burden taken by the public 

sector; ii) costs incurred by the private sector in order to comply with the new standards; iii) 

social impact of the legislative approximation.  

That said, we are currently not aware of any ready-made assessments that could assist us in 

answering these questions in a methodologically sound manner. There is, for example, no 

evidence of rigorous ex-post impact assessments, which quantify the financial offset by 

international aid to the bureaucracies charged with the regulatory reforms. We may need to 

find answers as a result of inquiries and interviews with Ministry of Economy and 

Infrastructure, public agencies (ex. National Standardization Institute, National accreditation 

body and Conformity Assessment Bodies) and the Centre of Legal Harmonization, State 

Chancellery of the Government in charge of the coordination of the ex-post assessment of 

policies. Still, we are likely to collect impressions rather than conduct a scientifically defensible 

audit. Furthermore, we would not be able to conduct this assessment for all ‘Group 1’ priority 

areas because the regulatory approximation process has not moved past the (paper) Phase 

1 yet (cf. public procurement).129  

We will thus try to approximate an assessment as to what extent EU assistance covered these 

costs or contributed to the approximation process. To do so we will review budget support 

programmes, technical assistance, grants, loans by international financial institutions or by 

national development agencies provided to the DCFTA countries130. The team will prioritise 

 
127 https://sim.oecd.org/Simulator.ashx?lang=En&ds=TFI&d1c=eca&d2c=geo  
128 For example, the Moldovan Customs Service and the National Anticorruption Centre of the Republic of Moldova which implement an 
Operational anti-fraud cooperation agreement with OLAF with designated contact points will be interviewed.  During the interviews with private 
sector stakeholder and business associations the team will inquire on reported cases of corruption linked to import/export licenses. 
129 In Moldova acts linked to phases 1 and 2 have already been adopted but are not yet “recognised” by a decision 
of the ACTC. 
130 E.g., Georgia already received substantial technical assistance from the EU and IFIs for strengthening capacities 
of institutions through various instruments and programmes. For example: since 2018, more than EUR 15 million 
was allocated for Twinning programmes, among others, for strengthening capacities of TBT institutions, Statistics 
Office, National Bank, State Procurement agency etc. Substantial support is provided for capacity building of 
institutions involved in agriculture and rural development through the ENPARD programme as well as for the National 

 

https://sim.oecd.org/Simulator.ashx?lang=En&ds=TFI&d1c=eca&d2c=geo
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the review of the DCFTA-related EU projects and support available through, for instance, the 

above-mentioned Facility for the Implementation of the AA in Georgia (AAF II) and available 

through the EU4Moldova.md platform131. The team will also review other flagship DCFTA-

related projects (many of them blended with funding through the Neighbourhood Investment 

Platform) implemented by the European Investment Bank, EBRD and World Bank offices.132 

In the framework of the EU4Business programme, implemented by IFIs (e.g. EBRD) in 

addition to EU-funded technical assistance projects by consultants and Member State 

implementing agencies, and SMEs financing, capacity building for SMEs is carried out to 

enable them to seize opportunities offered by the DCFTA133. We will also examine the decisions 

made by the Trade Committee on these types of measures and will collect the information 

from various reports and through stakeholder consultations. We will rely on the Commission’s 

(DG Near and DG Trade) information and the interim deliverables from the specific ex-post 

evaluations covering EU financial assistance in general and in support of the DCFTAs. 

 

6.2.3 Sub-task 12.3: Assess the fitness of the legislative procedures 

Compared to other European countries undertaking similar reforms, legal reform in Georgia 

and Moldova has required not only a complete revision of the existing legislation but also the 

introduction of a whole series of new legal fields and institutions that did not even exist under 

the former regimes. A significant legislative effort was necessary to support this 

comprehensive rebuilding of the legal systems in both partner countries. 

An analysis of the legislation enacted to achieve this reform may show that a portion of its 

provisions did not fully achieve their objectives. The ineffectiveness of these pieces of 

legislation, including subordinate or secondary legislation, could be attributed, in part, to 

deficiencies in its preparation and drafting. Because of financial constraints, the priority of the 

Georgian and Moldovan public administrations in terms of human resources and finances is 

expected to be mostly implementation and enforcement activity, whereas the part of the work 

related to the law-making process receives, in practice, far less attention than would be 

necessary to ensure a higher quality of legislation. 

Our fitness-check could pay particular attention to identifying any synergies (e.g. improved 

performance, simplification, lower costs, reduced burdens) or inefficiencies (e.g. excessive 

burdens, overlaps, gaps, inconsistencies, implementation problems and / or obsolete 

measures) with the approximation of national legislation in selected cases of the above-

mentioned ‘Group 1’ areas of the DCFTAs which may have appeared over time. A detailed 

description of the evaluation process could be derived from the enlargement context or, 

indeed, of the fitness for purpose of EU law itself (cf. Better Regulation Guidelines and 

Toolbox). The evaluation team will consult with DGs Trade and NEAR on the methodology to 

be used. The CEPS team will study both the formal procedures and the actual practices 

whereby legislation is elaborated, drafted, discussed, adopted, published, communicated and 

evaluated in Georgia and Moldova (see also ODIHR)134. To do so we will review and analyse 

feasibility studies, ex-ante assessments and reports on the selected issue areas. In addition, 

we will conduct in-depth interviews with seven different groups of stakeholders to assess the 

respect of established procedures, independence of national regulatory authorities, 

 
Food Agency for effective implementation of legislative approximation in SPS and enforcement of rules and 
regulations. 
131 The list of relevant projects is here: https://eu4moldova.md/en/sector/23, https://eu4moldova.md/en/sector/30.  
132 See, for instance, www.Eu4Bussines.md and https://projects.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/projects-
list?lang=en&countrycode_exact=MD&os=0. 
133 Source: EBDR, EU4Business. 
134 Assessment of the Legislative Process in Georgia (2015): https://www.legislationline.org/download/id/5843/file/ 
256_Legis_Assessment_GEO_Jan_2015_en.pdf; Moldova (2010): 
https://www.legislationline.org/download/id/3197/file/Assessment%20of%20the%20Legislative%20Process_2010_en.pdf. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://eu4moldova.md/en/sector/23
https://eu4moldova.md/en/sector/30
http://www.eu4bussines.md/
https://projects.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/projects-list?lang=en&countrycode_exact=MD&os=0
https://projects.worldbank.org/en/projects-operations/projects-list?lang=en&countrycode_exact=MD&os=0
https://www.eu4business-ebrdcreditline.ge/en/
https://www.legislationline.org/download/id/5843/file/256_Legis_Assessment_GEO_Jan_2015_en.pdf
https://www.legislationline.org/download/id/5843/file/256_Legis_Assessment_GEO_Jan_2015_en.pdf
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transparency measures, etc. We will assess at least two concrete legislative procedures per 

‘Group 1’ area (per country) which we will select in consultation with the EU delegations in 

the partner countries and DG Trade. 

 

6.2.4 Sub-task 12.4: Assess the alignment in IPR, trade-related energy and competition 

areas 

IPR 

Contrary to other DCFTA chapters, the sections on IPR do not oblige Georgia and Moldova to 

approximate a selection of the EU’s IPR legislation annexed to the Agreement. However, the 

main text of the DCFTAs is very detailed, and its provisions reflect – or sometimes copy – 

several principles and procedures of the EU’s IPR legislation. The DCFTAs lay down rules on 

copyrights, trademarks, geographical indications (GIs) and designs, including detailed 

enforcement provisions. 

The assessment will cover the areas of copyright and related rights, trademark, designs and 

patents. We will pay particular attention to the enforcement mechanisms in place and their 

impact on the overall business climate in each of the DCFTA countries. To assess the 

regulatory approximation in terms of the GIs, we will consider the results of Task 11.1 on 

trade of GI products between the EU and the DCFTA countries. We will review addition of new 

GIs to the relevant Annexes, which took place for Georgia in 2016, 2018 and 2020135 and for 

Moldova in 2016 and 2018136. We will also review the decisions of the subcommittees on GIs. 

We will analyse reports on the IPR enforcement and relevant indicators, such as the protection 

of intellectual property rights index (including index of Patent, Copyright Piracy, etc.). As with 

other tasks, we will obtain information through the targeted stakeholder consultations. 

 

Energy 

Georgia’s energy sector has been substantially reformed prior to its membership of the Energy 

Community and has since been attracting remarkably high volumes of FDI, in particular in 

the hydro sub-sector. But in terms of core network unbundling, renewables and energy-

efficiency measures, much work still remains to be done. The reform and modernisation of 

Moldova’s energy sector is a challenge of the highest priority, for both economic and 

geopolitical reasons. The Association Agreement’s provisions are relevant for the necessary 

policy reforms to the energy sector. The regulatory reforms will be complemented by major 

investments to link power networks to those of the EU, via Romania. The energy sector stands 

to be much affected by the European Commission’s Green Deal. We will identify the progress 

and challenges of the regulatory approximation of the free trade provisions to the electricity, 

crude oil and natural gas sectors. Further, we will investigate the degree of the competition 

in the sector, as well as transit of energy goods (Article 351 for Moldova and Article 213 for 

Georgia; Art. V GATT 1994 and of Art. 7 of the 1994 Energy Charter Treaty). We will examine 

the independence and effectiveness of the national regulatory agencies on energy in the 

DCFTA countries. As both Georgia and Moldova have become full parties to the Energy 

 
135 Decision No 1/2016 of the Geographical Indications Sub-Committee of 10 November 2016 amending Annex XVII-C and Part B of Annex XVII-D 
to the Association Agreement; Decision No 1/2018 of the Geographical Indications Sub-Committee of 14 March 2018 modifying Annexes XVII-C 
and XVII-D to the Association Agreement; and Decision No 1/2020 of the Geographical Indications Sub-Committee of 23 January 2020 replacing 
Annexes XVII-C and XVII-D to the Association Agreement between the European Union and the European Atomic Energy Community and their 
Member States, of the one part, and Georgia, of the other part [2020/273]. 
136 Decision No 1/2016 of the EU-Republic of Moldova Geographical Indications Sub-Committee amending Annexes XXX-C and XXX-D to the 
Association Agreement between the European Union and the Republic of Moldova; and Decision No 1/2018 of the Geographical Indications Sub-
Committee of 24 August 2018 amending Annexes XXX-C and XXX-D to the Association Agreement between the European Union and the European 
Atomic Energy Community and their Member States, of the one part, and the Republic of Moldova, of the other part [2018/1948].   
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Community Treaty, we will take the Energy Community acquis as a reference. We will obtain 

the information through the targeted stakeholder consultations.  

 

Competition 

We will assess the implementation of Chapter 10 of the DCFTAs (Title IV in the EU-Georgia 

and of Title V in the EU-Moldova). In particular, we will examine the implementation of the 

provisions on antitrust and mergers, state aids and institutional aspects. To do so, we will 

evaluate the alignment of the competition laws of the DCFTA countries with the provisions 

and will assess whether they effectively address anti-competitive conduct such as cartels, 

vertical restraints and the abuse of a dominant position by enterprises; and the extent to 

which they adopt similar rules and practices in the control of mergers and acquisitions. We 

will assess the implementation of the provisions on state aid for Moldova, in line with Article 

107 TFEU, and the subsidy commitments laid down in the DCFTA for Georgia.137 We will 

evaluate the effectiveness of the national regulatory agencies on competition in the DCFTA 

countries, including an independent authority on state aid in Moldova (Georgia does not have 

an obligation to establish such independent body). 

 

6.2.5 Sub-task 12.5: Assess the enforcement of the new provisions and the institutional 

framework 

For all relevant “group 1” and “group 2” areas in both Georgia and Moldova, we will assess 

the quality of the institutions in charge of enforcing the relevant policy. We will cover all the 

national agencies and their relevant parent ministries, as mentioned in the ToR. We will focus 

on the aspects related to the fight against corruption and to the independence of the 

institutions by assessing their mandate, budgetary allocations, staffing and training. We will 

also take into account the effects of the EU assistance (such as twinning and technical 

assistance) on their performance. We will assess to what extent the DCFTAs have contributed 

to strengthening the institutional capacity and rule of law in Georgia and Moldova by 

mobilising our networks in both countries and by conducting in-depth interviews and targeted 

stakeholder consultations with the seven groups of stakeholders.  

 

6.3 Analysis of the DCFTAs’ effects on SMEs and consumers (Task 13) 

6.3.1 Sub-task 13.1: Analyse impact of the DCFTAs on SMEs 

In this sub-task we will analyse whether SMEs in all parties are making use of the DCFTAs. 

We will evaluate whether new SMEs in each of the partner countries have started to export 

to the EU (or vice versa) or whether SMEs in each of the partner countries which already 

export to the EU have started to export new products (or vice versa). 

We will assess whether the difficulties that the SMEs in all parties may encounter in the 

application of the Agreement (if any) are similar to those experienced by larger companies, 

and the reasons for such difficulties. 

To achieve this, we will: 

• Include specific questions for SMEs in the targeted survey of business users/interests, 

the SME Panel questionnaire.  

 
137 The subsidy commitments in the DCFTA take as reference WTO concepts (such as the definition of subsidies, transparency by means of 
notification to WTO), but they are standalone commitments. 
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• Use the data extracted from the Business Environment and Enterprise Performance 

Survey (BEEPS) compiled by the EBRD and the World Bank. Additionally, we will ask 

the three partner countries to provide us with firm-level data on exporting SMEs as 

well as contact the EU Member States that have data of this type. 

• Consider the results from Task 11. In addition we will place the sector dynamics in the 

relevant economic and social context in order to understand a bigger picture. This is 

an important exercise as factors other than the DCFTAs also have impact on the 

performances of the SMEs, including domestic and regional trends, which need to be 

clearly identified and analysed.  

• Consider the results from Task 12. We will look at regulatory changes in relevant 

sectors, in particular changes associated with legislative approximation requirements 

stemming from the DCFTA. In this context, we will answer the question to what extent 

regulatory approximation has played an impact, and whether it resulted in additional 

cost and/or opportunities for SMEs in short-, medium- and long-term.  

• We will also consider indicators on exports (percentage of sales as exports) compliance 

and administrative costs (costs and days to import and export, percentage of SMEs 

that consider that customs and trade regulation imply obstacles for them to trade). 

 

Case studies 

We will conduct two case studies in each of the two partner countries on comparable sectors: 

ICT services and textile and apparel. We do not select top agricultural export products, such 

as wine, mineral waters, nuts, which were among key export products from the DCFTA 

countries to the EU even before the entry into force of the DCFTA. Instead, we focus on the 

sectors which are increasing substantially and which demonstrate a future potential for 

growth.   

We include services sectors in the analysis given the economic structure of the DCFTA states 

which mainly relies on services. ICT services are particularly interesting as ICT sectors are 

growing fast in both countries and point at the importance of the digitalisation of the 

economies of the DCFTA states.  However, it is noteworthy, that outlining the effects of the 

DCFTAs on the SMEs performance in ICT services exports could be challenging given (i) the 

limited data availability,  (ii) relatively limited scope of the DCFTAs and AAs in the areas of 

digital and ICT, (iii) the nature of the growth of the ICT sectors, involving a wide range of 

policy changes in many areas, as well as the development of the tech sectors and human 

capital, which are not directly related to the DCFTAs. These factors will limit the depth of the 

insights on the ex-post effects of the DCFTAs, but instead will deliver more future-oriented 

recommendations. 

Georgia. Although the export structure has not changed much after the implementation of 

the DCFTA, according to information of the Ministry of Economy and Sustainable 

Development, the number of companies exporting to the EU in 2019 increased by 61 % 

compared to 2013 (the year before the DCFTA came into force), reaching more than 900. 

These are mainly new companies exporting products that were already represented among 

the main export categories. However, since the application of the DCFTA in 2014, several new 

products (kiwi, dried lemon, persimmon, blueberry, quince, fruit jams, honey, pet furniture, 

glass bottles) were exported to the EU market, albeit in limited quantities. 

Moldova. SMEs play an important role in contributing to the Moldovan economy. In 2019, 

the share of SMEs was 98.6 % of the total number of enterprises and sourced 61.6 % of the 

total employment. Although these two indicators are comparable with the EU average, the 

contribution of SMEs to Moldova’s GDP is 31 % (an increase of only 2.7 % since 2010 and 

prior to the application of the EU-Moldova DCFTA) which is very low in comparison with the 

EU average or individual EU countries, where the contribution of SMEs to GDP is around 56 %. 



 

69 

 

Several factors may explain this difference: increased corruption, poor infrastructure, 

competitive disadvantages, weak marketing capacities, lack of supporting policies from the 

government.  

In order to better capture new trends in trade structure and future prospects of trade 

diversification, we selected two potential sectors for case study analysis, as reported in Table 

10.  

Table 10. Selected sectors for Case Studies 

Selected 
sectors  

Georgia Moldova 

ICT 
services: 

In 2010-19 the ICT sector was growing on 
average by 4% annually. In the World 

Economic Forum’s “Global Competitiveness 
Report”,  Georgia ranks 55th in ICT adoption 

component.  

In 2019, the contribution of ICT to the 
country’s GDP was 7% (MDL 13 billion), 

while monthly salaries in the ICT sector are 
many times higher than the average. 

Export of ICT services increased by about 
70% between 2014 and 2019, reaching 
around €190 million.  

Textile 

and 
apparel: 

Export of apparel (HS 61 and 62) to the EU 

increased by 107 % in 2013-2019, from 

USD 9 million up to USD 20 million, averaging 

about 18 % annual growth. The largest 

importing countries of Georgian apparel are 

Italy and Germany. For this product category 

the utilisation of the so-called PEM rules of 

origin will be an important factor and might 

add new dynamics and opportunities to the 

sector, among others, once the relevant 

amendment to the Georgian-Turkish FTA 

enters into force138.  

 

Over the period 2015-2018 compared to 

2011-2014 the industrial exports to the EU 

have increased, but the growth was smaller 

than that registered in the agri-food sector. 

Textiles represent only the third main 

export of industrial exports, after wires and 

cables and car upholstery (both sectors 

being dominated by the multinationals that 

operate in Economic Free Zones). However, 

the utilisation of the so-called PEM rules of 

origin could be an important factor and 

might add new dynamics and opportunities 

to the sector.  

 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.  

To conduct the task, the information will first be collected from the stakeholder consultations, 

existing literature on the subject and the case studies. Then, it will be contrasted with our 

findings on the regulatory approximation, the DCFTAs’ impact on SMEs, labour costs and FDI 

trends both before and after the implementation of the Agreement. The findings will then be 

presented with a difference being made between the period before and after the coming into 

force of the DCFTA. 

 

The preliminary draft of case studies is provided below.  

Box 1. Case Studies on SMEs 

Problem Statement: 

The implementation of the DCFTAs, along with the trade liberalisation policies of the DCFTA 

countries, should have led to increased international expansion of SMEs. The SMEs from 

the DCFTA countries should seek to integrate into the EU market and substitute their inward 

looking growth to outward and export led growth.  

 
138 https://3dcftas.eu/publications/georgia %E2 %80 %99s-competitiveness-in-the-apparel-export-to-the-eu-
under-the-dcfta . 

https://3dcftas.eu/publications/georgia%E2%80%99s-competitiveness-in-the-apparel-export-to-the-eu-under-the-dcfta
https://3dcftas.eu/publications/georgia%E2%80%99s-competitiveness-in-the-apparel-export-to-the-eu-under-the-dcfta


 

70 

 

To find out the real impact of the DCFTAs on SMEs, we will address the following research 

questions: 

• What are the issues and challenges facing the SMEs from the DCFTA countries in 

exporting to the European market and what determines their choice of destination? 

• To what extent are the costs of aligning to the EU standards burdensome for the 

operations and exports of SMEs? 

• What are the strategies being adopted by SMEs in order to overcome the limitations 

in accessing external markets? 

• Are there any home country challenges that reduce the export possibilities to the 

EU market? 

• How many new SMEs have started exporting/importing operations as a result of the 

implementation of the DCFTAs? 

• How many new products have been exported/imported as a result of the 

implementation of the DCFTAs? 

• How has the implementation of the DCFTAs affected government policies towards 

SMEs? 

 

Objectives  

The case studies will have the following objectives: 

• To provide a comprehensive review of the institutional and operational environment 

for SMEs, progress and results, including detailed data and statistics (obtained from 

the Ministry of Economy/Infrastructure from the DCFTA countries).  

• To develop a comprehensive account of the issues and challenges faced by SMEs 

(extensive stakeholder consultation, e.g. focus groups and in-depth interviews). 

• To outline a framework that will help policymakers in developing better policies and 

tools to help SMEs to adjust their export / import operations. 

 

 

Stories on SMEs 

In addition to the two sectors for case studies, we will focus on the additional sectors to find 

stories on SMEs. We will focus on a diversified sample encompassing agricultural as well as 

non-agricultural products, which have not been typically and steadily among the top export 

products of the DCFTA countries over the years, but represent a comparatively new trend and 

that have potential for export growth. 

Georgia. We will focus on the sectors in which Georgian exports to the EU increased 

significantly, by 3-4 digits in 2013-2019: Furniture (specifically pet furniture), jams and 

canned vegetables, dried fruits, and fresh fruits and vegetables. 

Moldova. We will consider agricultural sectors, as the share of agri-food exports of the total 

export to the EU increased from 35 % in 2014 to over 40 % in 2017. In addition, 80 % of 

total SME employment is in the agri-business sector. This dynamic proves that DCFTA 

represents a good opportunity for the agri-food sector. 

Table 11. Selected sectors for the stories on SMEs.  

Georgia Moldova 

Furniture (specifically pet furniture). Export 

of pet furniture (HS 4421) increased by 7,592 % 

in 2013-2019, from USD 140 000 to USD 11 

million, averaging 220 % annual growth. The 

Natural Honey. Natural honey is one of the few 

products of animal origin admitted for exports in the 

EU. Over the period 2015-2018 compared to 2011-

2014, exports of natural honey increased 2.9 times.  
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Georgia Moldova 

main importing countries of this product are 

Germany, Poland and Belgium.  

 

Jams and canned vegetables Growth of export 

of jams and canned vegetables (HS 2007; 2008) 

in 2013-2019 accounted 154 %, from USD 3 

million up to USD 8 million, with 23 % average 

annual growth. Germany is the largest importer 

of this product. 

Wine. The wine industry is traditionally considered 

a strategic branch for the economy of the Republic 

of Moldova. Over the period 2015-2018 compared to 

2011-2014, wine exports to the EU increased 1.7 

times. 

 

Dried Fruits. The volume of export of dried 

fruits (HS 0813; 0814) to the EU is not significant 

but has a growing trend. During 2013-2019 it has 

increased by 110 %, from USD 506 000 up to 

USD 1 million. Average annual growth of export 

amounts to 17.3 %. Germany is the main 

importing country. 

Textile and apparel. The top industrial exports of 

Moldova to the EU come on wires and cables and car 

upholstery. However, these sectors are dominated 

by the multinationals that operate in Economic Free 

Zones. Instead, more relevant sector to find stories 

on SMEs could be textile, which represents only the 

third main product category of industrial exports. As 

mentioned above, the utilisation of the so-called 

PEM rules of origin could be an important factor, and 

might add new dynamics and opportunities to the 

sector.  

Fresh Fruits and Vegetables. Growth of export 

of fresh fruits and vegetables (HS 0709; 0805; 

0810) to the EU in 2013-2019 amounted to 

428 %. It has increased from USD 3.7 million up 

to USD 19.6 million, averaging 37.2 % annual 

growth in this period. Georgia started to export 

some new products to the EU from this product 

group, as mentioned above. 

Fresh Fruits and Vegetables. For this category, 

the DCFTA played a major role in adjusting the 

export market from the CIS to the EU. The export of 

fresh fruits, such as plums and grapes, that are 

subject to annual duty exemption under TRQs, 

increased immediately after the implementation of 

the DCFTA. Over the period 2015-2017, the grape 

and plums quotas were used in a proportion of 

100 %. At the same time, over the period 2015-

2018 compared to 2011-2014, grape exports 

increased 6.3 times. Increased exports have been 

registered for apricots, cherries, sweet cherries and 

peaches. But not all DCFTA possibilities are being 

fully used. Despite having a significant TRQ for 

apples (40000 tonnes/annually) the usage levels are 

rather low. In 2017, only 5 % of the TRQ was used. 

Textile and apparel. As described in the section 

on the case studies. 

Textile and apparel. As described in the section on 

the case studies. 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.  

 

6.3.2 Sub-task 13.2: Analyse the impact of the DCFTAs on consumers 

We will research the DCFTAs’ impact on: consumer prices, welfare and detriment; on the 

quality, availability, accessibility, choice and safety of consumer goods and services actually 

traded between the EU and the partner countries; as well as on consumer trust and protection. 

To do so, we will carry a multidimensional analysis, including both qualitative and quantitative 

assessment.  
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Table 12. Assessing the impact of the DCFTAs on consumers 

Qualitative assessment Quantitative assessment 

Evaluation of RAPEX and RASFF notifications and 

complaints about disputes settled in WTO around the 

examination of the benefits from product quality. 

Studying the gains on product variety based on 

the results from Task 11.1. 

 

We will provide special focus on vulnerable groups139 

such as low-income groups, the elderly, low-

education groups 

Studying the benefits from price changes. To do 

so, we will use the results based on the CGE 

model narrowing it to sectoral prices. 

We will obtain information of this topic from relevant 

stakeholders, including government representatives, 

agro-producers, agencies on food safety, experts in 

the field (see Appendix B for the list of stakeholders). 

Assessment of changes in consumer surplus 

associated to the implementation of the 

DCFTAs.  

 

We will also include specific questions on 

consumers/consumption in the online public 

consultation. We will conduct focus groups with 

consumers of agricultural products as well as with 

producers / business associations. 

Analysing different indicators related to 

consumers such as consumer price indices by 

product category, household consumption per 

product category, and data regarding consumer 

attitudes (see the list of indicators in Tables 17-

21). 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.  

 

 

Case Studies 

We will conduct one case study in each of the DCFTA countries. The case studies on consumers 

will be concentrated on the agricultural sector and more specifically on the impact of 

legislative approximation in the SPS sector on consumers. The reasons for selecting this sector 

are the following: 

o The agricultural sector is one of the most sensitive sectors in both Georgia and 

Moldova, where about 50 % of the employed population is involved. 

o Legislative approximation in the SPS sector has impact on all enterprises involved 

directly or indirectly in agriculture, but importantly on consumers, including the 

vulnerable. 

o As SPS concerns broad masses of consumers, and almost everyone, it is important to 

evaluate its impact. Food is part of basic consumption and an important element of 

the consumption basket, based on which, among others, the consumer price index is 

calculated. 

o The legislative approximation programme in SPS is extensive and extends over a 

lengthy period of over 10 years after the entry into force of the DCFTAs, and thus the 

impact is likely to continue for some time as approximation continues and its impact 

becomes visible. 

o The impact on consumers of agricultural products is very likely to be expressed in price 

changes but also in the improvement of safety of goods. Therefore, it is relevant to 

analyse the balance between the two parameters and to identify what are the price 

changes that directly influence vulnerable groups. 

We will adopt the following approach to conduct the case study on consumers: 

 
139 Following Better Regulation Toolbox. 
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o We will identify specific key (vertical and/or horizontal) SPS regulations approximated 

after the entry into force of the DCFTAs. These will be 2-3 regulations (such as 

introduction of HACCP requirements for food business operators) with a strong likely 

impact on consumers as they concern products broadly consumed by an average 

consumer as well as by various consumer groups, including the vulnerable.  

o We will examine the impact on price changes induced by DCFTA-related obligations 

and legislative approximation; as well as the impact of price changes on various groups 

of consumers identified by our team, on their welfare, and economic and social 

situation. In this context, it would be important to answer the question of whether 

price changes, if any, have had any impact on consumption patterns and the ability of 

consumers to buy these goods in order to satisfy their basic needs, but not only.  

o We will identify the impact of the implementation of the DCFTAs on product safety and 

the groups of consumers which are most affected.  

o We will map opportunities and challenges in terms of local production as well as exports 

/ imports to the EU.  

 

The preliminary draft for the case studies is provided below.  

Box 2. Case Studies on Consumers 

Problem Statement: 

The economic theory argues that any free trade agreement, in our case the DCFTAs, should 

have led to lower trade barriers on imported goods, thus leading to consumer welfare gains 

from increased product variety, better quality products and reduced prices. Furthermore, 

trade agreements tend to stimulate competition in the domestic market leading to an 

increase in consumer welfare by switching to the most efficient producers.  

To identify these effects we will address the following research questions:  

• To what degree did the DCFTAs ensure better access of consumers to better quality 

products and lower prices for imported products? 

• Did the DCFTAs enhance consumers’ rights, consumer safety and consumer 

protection?  

• What are the impacts on price changes induced by DCFTA-related obligations and 

legislative approximation? 

• How are the price changes distributed among various groups of consumers, on their 

welfare, and economic and social situation?  

• Have price changes affected consumption patterns? 

• Which groups of consumers are most affected by changes in the safety of products? 

 

Objectives  

The goal of the case study is to provide an in-depth analysis of the impact of the DCFTAs 

on consumer’s welfare, with a special focus on vulnerable groups. Specifically, the case 

study has the following objectives: 

• To assess the effects of the implementation of the DCFTAs on consumer welfare, 

their economic and social situation and their consumption patterns.  

• To map opportunities and challenges in terms of local production as well as 

exports/imports to the EU.  
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6.4 Analysis of sustainable development effects (Task 14) 

6.4.1 Sub-task 14.1: Analyse the impact of implementing the DCFTAs´ chapter on TSD  

The aim of this sub-task is to assess the implementation of the sustainable, social,  

environmental and climate-related aspects of the TSD chapters in the DCFTAs between the 

EU and Georgia and Moldova. It will be performed through the following three activities: 

• Activity 1: Scoping exercise 

• Activity 2: Preparation and analysis of stakeholder consultation  

• Activity 3: Assessment of TSD implementation 

 

Activity 1 – Scoping exercise 

We will scope the key commitments related to the social and labour aspects, environment, 

climate and energy, made under the chapters on TSD in the DCFTAs. In order to focus this 

exercise, we will select provisions in the TSD chapter to be analysed in the later Activities as 

part of this sub-task.  

This activity will set out an overview of key actions by Georgia and Moldova in the period of 

2016-2020, which will be further utilised to assess the implementation of the commitments 

undertaken by the countries in the TSD chapters. The list of actions will be grouped to reflect 

the countries’ relevant commitments in the DCFTAs, including the main provisions and 

respective Annexes of Title IV, Chapter 13, in the EU-Moldova AA and Title V, Chapter 13, in 

the EU-Georgia AA.  

 

Activity 2 – Preparation and analysis of stakeholder consultation  

As part of the stakeholder consultations (Task 7 and 9), we will ask questions aimed at 

elucidating the degree to which the selected provisions on TSD have been implemented. Based 

on the results of Activity 1, we will include the DCFTA provisions selected and the specific 

activities for each country that may be relevant to the selected TSD provisions, in the 

questionnaire provided in Appendix B, and in in-depth interviews with stakeholders. The 

results will be also analysed as part of this activity. 

 

Activity 3 – Assessment of TSD implementation 

 

This activity aims to bring together all the information gathered as part of the preceding 

activities. 

It will also help assess the implementation of the TSD chapters of the DCFTAs in Georgia and 

Moldova. Based on the input received as part of the stakeholder consultation (see Appendix 

B), we will also reflect stakeholders’ perceptions on whether the TSD chapters have 

contributed to better implementation of environmental and social and labour policies and 

legislation more generally. 

6.4.2 Sub-task 14.2: Analysis of the effects of the DCFTAs on wages, sectoral employment, 

and household income in the EU and partner countries 

The analysis within this sub-task is part of the general objective of demonstrating the effects 

of the implementation of the DCFTAs on the sustainable development of Moldova and Georgia. 

Specifically, we will analyse the effects of the DCFTAs on wages, sectoral employment, and 

household income in the partner countries. In general, the results of the evaluation under this 
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sub-task will also provide an answer to the key evaluation questions on the social impact of 

the Agreements, including the impact on poverty reduction in Moldova and Georgia.  

We will analyse the estimated effect on wages, sectoral employment, and household income 

at the macro level, and use these variables as a proxy to measure the welfare effects of the 

Agreements. We will also explicitly examine the impact of the DCFTAs on the income of 

farmers and will collect statistical information on the employment and wages for each sector 

to conduct an accurate quantitative analysis. 

For the analysis we will compare statistics and trends of different indicators in a 10-year 

period (wherever possible and available), including the periods before and after application of 

the DCFTA. We will consider a number of differences and specificities of the two countries, 

related to regulations and general economic, employment and social policies before the entry 

into force of the DCFTAs and will describe development trends after the application of the 

DCFTAs. To assess the effects of the DCFTAs on specific indicators we will identify and 

compare average annual development trends before and after the implementation of the 

DCFTAs (given the data availability). We will also identify factors influencing the observed 

trends, including policy measures applied by the governments. 

To evaluate the effects on poverty, we will use, if feasible, indicators proposed by the UN to 

track the fulfilment of SDGs relevant to poverty considering that poverty is a cross cutting 

issue and requires a broad assessment  (see the List of Indicators in Table 20-21 in Appendix 

D). We will also complement our quantitative analyses with the qualitative information 

obtained from the stakeholder consultations. Interviews will be conducted with sectoral and 

employment associations as well as with representatives of specific sectors (apart from those, 

producing GIs). As regards tourism, we will analyse the contribution of travel and tourism to 

the economies of Georgia and Moldova and its contribution to GDP growth and the 

employment levels of the two countries. 

We have already identified information and data sources which include the Statistical 

Yearbooks of both countries 2014-2020, results of the latest available population and housing 

censuses, labour market reports published by the national statistics offices and relevant 

agencies, National Voluntary Report on SDG implementation by Moldova and Georgia, 

available reports on poverty, the ILO, WB and UN data, and studies on decent work and UNFPA 

publications on youth in both countries. For the analysis of statistical information for 2020 we 

will take into account the impact of COVID 19, which was followed by lockdown measures that 

negatively influenced economic development and respectively–employment and incomes (see 

the List of Indicators in Table 20-21 in Appendix D). 

The information from the existing public sources will be completed with information obtained 

from stakeholder consultations, and this will allow us to verify and complement our findings. 

Where possible and applicable, we will conduct stakeholder surveys through questionnaires, 

which is important for analysis of the impact of the DCFTAs on the indicators under this sub-

task.  

 

6.4.3 Sub-task 14.3 Qualitative and quantitative assessment of the DCFTAs’ impact on the 

pillars of the Decent Work Agenda 

The analysis under this task will provide an assessment of the extent to which the Agreements 

have influenced the Decent Work Agenda in Georgia and Moldova. The four pillars of the 

Decent Work Agenda – employment creation, social protection, rights at work, and social 

dialogue – cover a wide range of indicators and respectively, the sub-task has broad scope. 

The assessment will, therefore, be divided into four sub-tasks addressing i) employment and 

poverty indicators ii) working conditions and labour standards, iii) labour inspection and social 

dialogue and iv) social protection.  
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Within the framework of the assessment, we will perform a qualitative and quantitative 

analysis of indicators measuring SDG 1 (No Poverty) and SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic 

Growth), as well as qualitative analysis of existing labour legislation on and implementation 

of core labour standards embodied in the fundamental ILO conventions as provided by the 

AAs, and of the EU directives provided in the Annexes of the AAs. 

For the assessment we will collect and analyse data for a 10-year period (where possible and 

available). more specifically: i) employment and poverty, we will analyse employment 

trends by years, sex and age; indicators describing poverty, by sex and age; GDP per capita 

trend, output per worker, labour share of GDP (comprising wages and social protection 

transfers), inequality indicators such as average household income and inequality in income; 

proportion of population living below national poverty lines and below thresholds of median 

incomes, as well as those living below USD 1.90 a day, and other relevant data obtained from 

various sources; we will also analyse the GINI index by sex. ii) working conditions and 

labour standards: we will analyse, among others, mean weakly hours usually worked per 

employed person; average monthly earning by sex and sector; the number or rate of fatal 

and non-fatal accidents at work as well as the implementation of the EU directives on 

occupational health and safety provided in the annexes of the AAs; type and duration of 

employment contract (as provided by the national legislations); to analyse the 

implementation of core labour standards according to the ILO Fundamental Conventions 

(C029; C087; C098; C100; C105; C111; C138 and C182), we will review annual monitoring 

reports / reviews /observations by ILO related to the implementation of labour standards in 

Moldova and Georgia, and the AA implementation reports by the EU; we will check compliance 

of national legislation with the labour standards and the requirements of the ILO Fundamental 

Conventions, including those related to forced labour (N 029 and N 105), child labour (N 182 

and N 138), equal remuneration (N 100), and non-discrimination (N 111). iii) labour 

inspection and social dialogue, we will conduct quantitative and qualitative analysis of 

statistics related to labour inspections and social dialogue, including the development of 

labour inspections, the number of labour inspectors and inspections carried out at work places 

as well as information related to trade unions; we will analyse compliance of national 

legislations with the ILO Fundamental Conventions related to freedom of associations (N 87), 

collective bargaining (N 98) , including conditions for setting up, joining and operation of trade 

unions and employer organisations, and functioning of social dialogue in Moldova and Georgia. 

We will also look at the convention on discrimination (Employment and Occupation). iv) 

social protection, we will perform a quantitative analysis of the population covered by social 

protection floors / systems by sex; we will provide analysis of the existing systems of social 

protection, including various types of social support for different groups of vulnerable people 

and the elderly; we will also analyse public social security expenditure (per cent of GDP, 

separately for total, health services, and old-age pensions), domestic public and private health 

expenditures per capita, share of economically active population contributing to a pension 

fund and other available statistics. 

For the quantitative analysis of the information mentioned above, we will use the statistical 

information produced by national statistics offices of Moldova and Georgia, the ILO, the WB 

and the UN, as well as national SDG implementation reports and statistics (see the List of 

Indicators in Table 20-21 in Appendix D). 

For qualitative analysis we will review national legislation towards its compliance with AA 

commitments and ILO labour standards, AA implementation reports by the EU; ILO monitoring 

reports and other available sources of information such as periodic surveys, national and 

international reports on human rights.  

And most importantly we will describe the general situations related to employment policies 

(including those related to Decent Work Agenda) in Georgia and Moldova, before and after 

application of EU and ILO requirements included in the AA/DCFTA, with consideration to 

differences in regulations, economic development and state of play of both countries.  
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The information from the existing public sources will be completed with that obtained from 

stakeholder consultations, and this will allow us to verify and complement our findings. Where 

possible and applicable we will conduct surveys of stakeholders through questionnaires and 

consider their results during the analysis. 

 

6.4.4 Sub-task 14.4: Assessment of the DCFTAs’ impact on the informal economy and 

informal employment in the DCFTA countries 

The specific objective in this sub-task is to identify whether the DCFTA implementation had 

impacted the informal economy and informal employment. Under this sub-task, we will 

analyse the general situation regarding the informal economy and will aim to identify the main 

factors leading to its existence. We will also gather and analyse quantitative and qualitative 

information on trends of the informal economy to establish the dynamics (before and after 

implementation of the DCFTAs). We will also review and analyse national and ILO data on 

informal employment.  

Taking into account the specificities and realities in Georgia and Moldova related to economic 

development and state policies, we will describe and take into account in the analysis the 

situation in both countries before application of the DCFTAs, including development trends, 

economic policies (including regulations, liberalisations), and reforms concerning fighting 

against corruption and informal economy. This will help us to identify what the starting point 

in both countries was and to what extent the DCFTAs and respectively new regulations 

influenced the informal economy and employment. 

For the analyses, we will use the information gathered through stakeholder consultations and 

other reliable sources of information (official reports, etc.) to identify which sectors and areas 

of informal employment are more prevalent and exposed to tariff reductions. To this end, we 

will analyse data on the informal economy and informal employment for the period before the 

signing of the Agreement by Moldova and Georgia, and the more recent data from the last 5 

years. This is necessary to be able to verify the influence of the implementation of this 

agreement, considering also the general situation and policies related to informal economies 

in both countries. As the availability of data provided by national public databases is quite 

limited, we will use data provided by the international databases on the two states, as well 

as information collected from reports and studies conducted by independent institutions, 

including civil society organisations (see the List of Indicators in Table 20-21 in Appendix D). 

6.4.5 Sub-task 14.5 Examine the effects of the DCFTAs’ on gender inequality 140 

To conduct this sub-task we will pursue a common approach to analyse the impact of the 

trade agreement on women through the multiple channels which affect the different aspects 

of gender equality. These channels are identified based on the three key economic roles that 

women play as workers, consumers, and producers/entrepreneurs. To the extent that data 

availability permits, our methodological approach will follow the lines of One World Action 

(2009), which is also consistent with UNCTAD’s Trade and Gender Toolbox (UNCTAD 2017).  

One World Action (2009) mainly focuses on the products (including both final goods and 

intermediate goods) that are affected by the Agreement and examines the gender 

characteristics of production and consumption of the selected products. Furthermore, the loss 

of government revenue from the elimination or reduction of import tariffs and its implications 

 
140 Following One World Action (2009). Gender Justice in Trade Policy: The gender effects of Economic Partnership 
Agreement; Better Regulation Toolbox; Masood, M. (2017). Trade and Gender Toolbox. How the Economic 
Partnership Agreement Between the European Union and the East African Community Affect Kenyan Women? United 
nations Conference on trade and development. United Nations. 
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for gender equality is assessed. Therefore, four transmission channels are analysed: (1) 

production/employment effects; (2) consumption effects; (3) gender-based constraints to 

supply response; and (4) revenue effects. The data for the analysis will be mainly sub-tracked 

from the national statistical offices of Georgia141 and Moldova142 and from the World Data 

Atlas compiled by Knoema143.  

 

Production / employment effects: this effect refers to potential job losses in different 

sectors and occupations following import displacement and the impact on females working in 

these sectors. There can also be a technology-driven shift in labour demand away from low-

skilled female workers. In addition, this may also refer to the corresponding job gains in 

sectors expanding due to the effects of the DCFTAs. 

Sectoral reallocations may be problematic for women as they tend to be more discriminated 

against in the labour market and are overrepresented in professions with lower qualifications 

or average wage levels (Ecorys and Case, 2012). 

The assessment of this effect requires sex-disaggregated employment data in sub-sectors 

and occupations. However, the gender-disaggregated data of employment (share of female 

and male) for Moldova and Georgia is available only for three main sectors: agriculture, 

manufacturing, and services sectors (based on ILO estimate available for 2000-2020).  

Furthermore, the sectoral impact, monitoring the gender composition of the labour force and 

employment, as well as gender employment by skill levels can help to gauge the possible 

disproportionate effect of the agreement on women workers. To this end, we will examine the 

data on employment and labour force participation rate by gender in Georgia and Moldova 

(for 2000-2020, based on ILO and national estimates). It is noteworthy that a breakdown by 

skill level is missing in the data and to address this gap, we will analyse the composition of 

the labour force by educational level and by gender (these data are available for the two 

countries for 2009-2019). 

We will also analyse indicators on gender wage gap. Given the data availability, we will 

examine gender wage gap by economic activity for Moldova (for the time period 2011-2019) 

and average monthly nominal earnings of employees by economic activity and sex for Georgia 

(for the time period 2000-2019). 

It is also argued that the changes in employment opportunities and participation of women 

derived from trade policies influences family decisions for having children reflected in fertility 

rates (World Bank and WTO, 2020). Although the data on (total, adolescent, wanted) fertility 

rate is available for the two countries, it is likely to be of secondary importance in this analysis.  

 

Consumption effects: this effect addresses the impact of the agreement on price of goods 

and services consumed by genders, specifically the products related to women’s housework 

responsibilities such as household appliances. In this sense access to electricity is essential 

and needs to be taken into account.  

Moreover, as documented by Stephenson and Fontana (2019), an increase in the consumer 

price of local food staples and replacing them with cheaper imported processed food can have 

adverse impacts on health including an increase in child obesity. This trend could be tracked 

by studying the data on the prevalence of obesity by gender for Moldova and Georgia. 

However, the data for the two countries are only available for 2000-2016 which is a relatively 

short time span since the implementation of the Agreement. This makes this indicator 

unsuitable for our analysis.  

 
141 https://www.geostat.ge.  
142 https://statbank.statistica.md . 
143 https://knoema.com/gender-statistics. 

https://www.geostat.ge/
https://statbank.statistica.md/
https://knoema.com/gender-statistics
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The detailed data on final consumption goods can probably be obtained through household 

surveys. Although collecting the data specifically on female consumption at individual level 

and separate from household consumption could be challenging.  

Additional methodology for identifying the female consumption pattern is to look at the data 

on female headed households (World Bank and WTO, 2020). Similarly, the indicators related 

to women’s participation in household decisions about major household purchases can be 

used as a proxy to assess the possible consumption effects for females. Data on both 

indicators are available for Moldova but only for 2005.  

Another factor that can be considered here is females’ income. It is expected that females 

with (higher) income have greater decision-making powers on household purchases. The 

applicable statistics available on our database for both countries is the share of female wage 

and salaried workers (based on ILO estimates available for 2000-2020). However, there is no 

data on females’ wages and disposable income for either country. 

As the most feasible approach to capture consumption effects we will look at the details of 

the CPI (consumer price index) which records the price of goods and services in consumer 

baskets and is based on the household surveys. We will examine time series data to track the 

price changes of the items that are most likely to be consumed by females.  

 

Gender-based constraints to supply response. This channel looks at the gender access 

to assets, resources, and markets as workers and (micro-)entrepreneurs. Factors such as 

restricted access to credit, poor infrastructure, and labour discrimination144 are considered 

here.  

In general, the data on the number of firms owned by females for Moldova and Georgia is 

available for every seven years (2005,2012,2019). Other indicators available from identified 

sources that can be relevant include: discrimination in access to credit based on gender (a 

dummy variable available for 2000-2020), account ownership at a financial institution or with 

a mobile-money-service provider by gender (but available only every three years from 2011), 

and the equal access to property rights (2009-2017 with a gap in every 2 years). 

Other available indicators that identify the possible disadvantages facing female 

entrepreneurs are: cost of business start-up procedures by gender (available for 2003-2019), 

time required to start a business (available for 2003-2019), and start up procedures to 

register a business (available for 2003-2019). We will consider these indicators.  

This also includes a consideration of factors that affect gender access to financial resources 

such as financial literacy, access to digital financial services, and the level of income to meet 

the collateral requirements. It should also be noted that women active in informal sectors or 

those living in rural areas have more difficulties in accessing credit145.  

Data on financial literacy is missing and there are sparse data on the literacy rate of adult 

females in both countries. Data on the share of female rural population in Moldova and Georgia 

is available only for every five years and share of female employment in the informal sector 

is available for only one year of the sample period.  

Another relevant indicator of access to resources is land property rights or land ownership by 

gender. This information for Moldova and Georgia could not be found from the available 

sources.  

 

 
144 Non-discrimination legal framework in line with ILO standards will be relevant element to measure 
impact of TSD commitments of the DCFTA states.  
145 http://www.fao.org/3/cb0569en/CB0569EN.pdf 
  https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2020/03/pdf/africa-gender-gap-access-to-finance-morsy.pdf 

http://www.fao.org/3/cb0569en/CB0569EN.pdf
https://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/fandd/2020/03/pdf/africa-gender-gap-access-to-finance-morsy.pdf
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Revenue effects: this channel addresses the fiscal impact of the trade agreement and its 

implications for gender equality. The possible expenditure cuts to key social services for 

women such as health, education, childcare, water, sanitation, and other infrastructure 

necessary to household needs are of concern here. An alternative tax policy to offset tariff 

revenue losses such as, for example, an introduction of VAT on food products can lead to 

higher food prices that is likely to increase the input of women’s unpaid labour (One World 

Action, 2009).  

In this context, any possible decline in revenues will be investigated. Accordingly, the sectors 

and groups that are likely to be affected by budget cuts or increase in taxation (depending 

also on type of taxation) should be identified and the consequences for women should be 

addressed. In addition, any increase in VAT on food products can be examined. The indicators 

that can be relevant include: Maternal mortality ratios (available for both countries for 2000-

2017), proportion of time spent on unpaid domestic and unpaid work by gender (data for this 

indicator are available only for 2012). There are also several indicators of educational 

attainment by gender available for the countries for 2007-2018 with some gaps in the data 

for several years. Other relevant data are information on water, sanitation and hygiene 

services. The data on number of people using safely managed sanitation services in urban 

areas is available for Moldova and Georgia (2000-2017). Furthermore, in this context, 

information about proportion of population covered by social protection floors/systems is 

important but there are sparse data across countries, genders, and years. 

Our analysis will review a number of indicators as presented in Table 22 in Appendix D. To 

understand the gendered impact of DCFTA-induced sectoral reallocation, a closer analysis of 

gender occupational segregation is essential, what is currently a gap in the data. The same 

applies to the data on females’ income and their working conditions (in relation to workers’ 

right, social coverage, hours worked, employment contract, unpaid care work etc.). We will 

fill these gaps in the data with qualitative analysis through the stakeholder consultations. 

Moreover, we will complement the analytical framework with the elements from the proposed 

approaches by other studies covering gender-based analysis of trade policies146. 

 

6.4.6 Sub-task 14.6: Assessment of the DCFTAs’ environmental impact  

In order to assess the potential environmental and climate impacts of the DCFTAs, we will 

conduct 3 activities (described in more detail below): 

• Activity 1: Refining methodology, impact categories and areas 

• Activity 2: Quantitative analysis 

• Activity 3: Qualitative analysis 

 

We will utilise both quantitative and qualitative research methods. We will rely on the results 

of the CGE modelling exercise to establish a relationship between certain indicators and the 

DCFTAs, and complement this with a wider set of quantitative indicators to look at trends for 

additional environmental and climate areas. Qualitative research will be used to complement 

this analysis and gain further insight beyond quantitative impacts or trends, as well as to 

cover areas where quantitative indicators may not be readily available. 

 

Activity 1: Refining methodology, impact categories and areas 

 
146 https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/women_trade_pub2807_e.pdf 
Mary-Ann Stephenson and Marzia Fontana, “The Likely Economic Impact of Brexit on Women: Lessons from Gender 
and Trade Research”, 2019 

https://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/women_trade_pub2807_e.pdf
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We will refine the initial methodology and selection of categories and areas described below, 

and additional research will be carried out to finetune the methodology.  

Environmental and climate impacts from the DCFTAs in Georgia and Moldova may materialise 

across a multitude of areas. In order to take a systematic approach and cover key areas of 

potential impact, we identify seven impact categories that will be used to guide the 

assessment (subject to change as part of Activity 1): 

• Climate change (mitigation and adaptation) 

• Air quality and pollution 

• Water quality and resources 

• Biodiversity and ecosystems 

• Waste  

• Energy 

• Other natural resources 

 

Within each category, a number of areas will be covered with a set of indicators, both of which 

have been tentatively identified in Table 13. 

In order to assess the potential impacts of the DCFTAs, it will be important to have an 

overview of the situation before their implementation. For the quantitative indicators this will 

involve ensuring data availability for 2014 and for the latest available year (ideally 2019 or 

2020 if available, but may be earlier due to limited data availability).  

 

Activity 2: Quantitative analysis 

The following quantitative methods will be utilised to complete the assessment (see below): 

• CGE modelling results: we will utilise the results of the modelling exercise to assess 

the effects of the DCFTAs on the areas covered by the exercise.  

• Assessment of indicator trends: we will examine a wide variety of indicators covering 

the impact categories identified in Activity 1 to the extent possible in order to assess 

their evolution from before to after the implementation of the DCFTAs. As part of the 

assessment, we will look at the situation preceding and following the entry into force 

of the DCFTAs. This involves comparing the baseline value with values from the latest 

available years. We will also aim to visualise the trends through graphs, showcasing 

the evolution of the indicator through the relevant and available years. In this way, 

we can also ensure that the years which we compare are representative of the trends, 

and note specific developments if relevant.  

 

Table 13 below provides an indicative list of thematic areas we aim to cover under each impact 

category and relevant indicators identified. Notably, as mentioned in the Limitations section, 

the table is limited to indicators that are available for both Georgia and Moldova (with the 

exception of indicators only applicable to one, e.g. marine indicators for Georgia), and where 

the data availability covers the years as set out in Activity 1 The table may be updated based 

on Activity 1, and indicators changed, added or removed to focus the analysis. In particular, 

an effort to focus the quantitative analysis may see the number of indicators reduced for 

those areas where several, particularly those that are similar, have been identified.  
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Table 13. Indicative list of indicators per area and impact category 

Category Potential 

areas 

Indicators 

Climate 

change 

GHG 

emissions 

• CO2 and GHG Emissions (per capita and per 

2011 PPP $ of GDP) 

Good quality data for GHG /GHG per capita 

emissions might be difficult to get as they 

include land use and changes in land use. If 

needed to proxy GHG /GHG per capita 

emissions, we will use CO2/ CO2 per capita 

emissions. 

• Ozone-depleting substances (ODS) and 

hydrofluorocarbons (HCFs) in Georgia 

Moldova. 

► Air quality 

and 

pollution 

Particulate 

matter 

• PM2.5 (EMEP/CEIP) 

• Mean population exposure to PM2.5 (OECD 

Green Growth indicators) 

• PM10 (EMEP/CEIP)  

Acidifying 

gases  

• NOx (EMEP/CEIP) 

• SOx (EMEP/CEIP) 

Water 

quality and 

resources 

Water stress 

and 

availability  

• Freshwater withdrawal as a proportion of 

available freshwater resources (%) (UN SDG 

Indicators) 

Water use 

efficiency 

• Water Use Efficiency (World Bank / FAO 

Aquastat)  

• Irrigated Agriculture Water Use Efficiency 

(World Bank / FAO Aquastat)  

• Industrial Water Use Efficiency (World Bank / 

FAO Aquastat) 

Water quality 

and pollution 

• To be evaluated based on the desk research 

and stakeholder consultation input (if 

available) 

Biodiversity 

and 

ecosystems
147 

Threatened 

species 

• Red List Index (UN SDG indictors) (UN SDG 

indicators) 

Forest area • Forest area as percentage of land area (%) 

(World Bank) 

Minerals • Adjusted savings: mineral depletion (current 

US$) (World Bank) 

 
147 First we will focus on the Red List Index to look more widely at the threat level, however we will make another 
assessment of the most suitable indicators as part of Activity 1 and will consider the protected and endangered 
species (CITES) as well.  

 

https://www.ceip.at/webdab-emission-database/reported-emissiondata
https://www.ceip.at/webdab-emission-database/reported-emissiondata
https://www.ceip.at/webdab-emission-database/reported-emissiondata
https://www.ceip.at/webdab-emission-database/reported-emissiondata
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Other 

natural 

resources  

Land use • To be evaluated based on stakeholder 

consultation input and GCE modelling, if 

applicable 

Fisheries • Sustainable fisheries as a proportion of GDP 

(UN SDG Indicators) 

• Total fisheries production (tonnes) (World 

Bank) 

Waste Waste 

generation 

and 

management 

• Electronic waste generated, per capita (Kg) 

(UN SDG indicators) 

• Municipal waste collected (tonnes) (UN SDG 

Indicators) 

Energy 

►  

Energy • Share of renewables in final energy 

consumption 

• Share of fossil fuels in final energy 

consumption 

• Share of fossil fuels in primary energy 

consumption 

• Share of renewables in power generation 

• Final electricity consumption 

• Energy losses (transmission, distribution) 

Transport • Share of CNG/LNG/LPG (public) transport 

 

 

Activity 3: Qualitative analysis 

The following qualitative methods will be utilised to complete the assessment (further details 

on where and how is provided in the relevant Actions below): 

• Desk research: we will gather additional information available through relevant 

reports and literature, as well as potential other sources of information (e.g. news 

articles) to complement the quantitative information and fill gaps.  

• Stakeholder consultations: The information gathered in the stakeholder consultations 

will be used to inform the analysis as part of this sub-task.  

• Interviews: Additional information will be gathered as part of interviews conducted as 

part of Task 7, 9). An effort may be made to prioritise topics of particular relevance 

for Georgia and Moldova, or topics where we have less quantitative information, e.g., 

forest management or trade in endangered species. The final selection of topics and 

questions for interviews will be made as part of this Activity.  

 

These methods will be used to supplement the information provided as part of Activity 2 and 

provide an estimate of the impact of the DCFTA, as well as important input where quantitative 

information may not be readily available.  
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Methodological limitations  

Establishing causality: where available, we will rely on the CGE modelling exercise to 

establish the impacts of the DCFTAs on relevant indicators. However, establishing causality 

between other impacts and the DCFTAs is outside the scope of this assessment. Instead, we 

will aim to showcase trends and developments across a wide variety of areas that may be 

impacted from the different transmission channels as outlined in DG Trade’s “Handbook for 

trade sustainability impact assessment”148. Notably, certain impacts could also arise over time 

and thus may not be visible on the time horizon considered. We will also make an effort to 

assess perceptions of causality through stakeholders’ consultations and interviews, but due 

to the highly subjective nature of such an exercise the results will be used to guide the analysis 

and supplement with domestic perceptions rather than to draw any conclusions on causality.  

Data availability: A notable limitation of the quantitative assessment (excluding the 

modelling exercise) is the availability of data for both countries in a relevant timeframe. In 

order to make an assessment of trends, it will be important to have data from both periods, 

preceding and following the entry into force of the DCFTAs, which may not always be available. 

As such, time lags and absence of consistent reporting over time can pose a constraint for 

the selection of indicators. Indicators for which data are not available after 2016 (thus from 

2017 or later) will thus be excluded from the assessment as they cannot provide information 

on the situation post-DCFTA implementation. Additionally, in some cases data for certain 

indicators is available for only one of the two countries assessed. Indicators selected for the 

assessment are thus limited to those that are available for relevant times, and both countries 

(with the exception of those only applicable to one, e.g. those related to marine environment).  

Screening: Impacts from the DCFTAs may cover a wide range of areas, and may arise from 

the different impact channels. In order to focus the assessment of the potential environmental 

and climate impacts of the DCFTAs, it is necessary to screen and limit the areas to be 

assessed. The screening includes a categorisation of impacts, to ensure that all the major 

categories are covered, as well as an overview of areas we aim to cover within each foreseen 

in Activity 1 of Tasks 14.1 and 14.6. 

 

6.4.7 Sub-Task 14.7: Examination of the DCFTAs’ impact on business conduct and 

corporate social responsibility 

To conduct this sub-task, we will rely on the information obtained from the stakeholder 

consultations. We will inquire whether they have incorporated internationally recognised 

instruments of responsible business conduct and corporate social responsibility (including the 

OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, ILO Tripartite Declaration, Global Compact, 

ISO 26000, UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights) in their practices. We will 

complement our analysis with information from other reliable sources on this topic, mainly 

academic and institutional research-based reports. 

 

6.5 Analysis of the DCFTAs’ effects on human rights (Task 15)  

The analysis of the impact of the implementation of the DCFTAs on human rights' in Moldova 

and Georgia will focus on three essential elements: (1) analysis of the provisions of the 

DCFTAs which have impacted selected human rights' aspects in the two partner 

countries, (2) identification of the groups that may have been affected by the 

implementation of the DCFTAs and (3) formulating recommendations on how to 

 
148 see https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/april/tradoc_154464.PDF p. 23 . 

https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2016/april/tradoc_154464.PDF


 

85 

 

reinforce and / or strengthen selected human rights targeting identified 

disadvantaged groups. 

Information sources. The literature review for this task will include existing reports published 

by the European Commission and the European External Action Service on the implementation 

of the Association Agreement, as well as Progress Reports on the implementation of the ENP 

commitments by Moldova prior to the entry into force of the Association Agreement. The 

existing trade sustainability impact assessment Reports (TSIA)149 will also be consulted to 

gather initial data on the prospects of trade relations with the EU. Additionally, reports 

prepared by the European Parliament150 151 as well as the reports, agendas, statements and 

minutes of the Association Committees and subcommittees will be reviewed152153. The reports 

on the observance of human rights in Moldova154 and in Georgia155 prepared by UN Human 

Rights Treaty Bodies issued during the assessment period will also be consulted, as will the 

reports prepared by regional initiatives in Moldova156 and in Georgia157, tackling the 

implementation of the AA/DCFTA concluded between the EU and the two DCFTA countries. 

Finally, the reports prepared by the national organisations158 on the impact of the AA/DCFTA 

between the EU and Moldova will be summarised around the impact of the DCFTAs on human 

rights. 

 

6.5.1 Sub-task 15.1: Analysis of the DCFTAs’ stipulations that have impacted on the 

enjoyment of human rights and the parties’ ability to fulfil their human rights 

obligations 

As a preliminary step we will review the existing human rights obligations of the parties under 

international law, including the ILO fundamental Conventions. We will then carry out human 

rights-based approach159 analysis of the legal obligations of the parties under the DCFTAs. In 

this regard, we will examine the legal framework and the commitments the partner countries 

have taken to observe human rights. To that end, the team will review the status of 

commitments undertaken by the partner countries both prior and after the entry into force of 

the DCFTA and prepare the baseline conditions for the enjoyment of the selected rights in the 

partner countries, as presented below under the scoping of the human rights analysis. 

Particular attention will be paid to those belonging to disadvantaged groups or in vulnerable 

situations: women, LGBTI, low income, children, persons with disabilities, minority ethnic 

groups, unskilled workers, human rights defenders, defence associations and investigative 

journalists. The pre-existing as well as negotiated and agreed commitments by the partner 

countries in the human rights sector will be considered when structuring the baseline 

assessment. To that end, a checklist of Fundamental Human Rights (as presented in Table 23 

in Appendix D), will be prepared to better present the existing, in-coming and perspective 

commitments in the human rights sector. 

 
149 https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf  
150 Most recent report, 2020. 
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642834/EPRS_STU(2020)642834_EN.pdf  
151 Most recent report, 2020.  
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642820/EPRS_STU(2020)642820_EN.pdf  
152 https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/moldova/  
153 https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/georgia/  
154 https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/Pages/Overview.aspx  
155 https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/Pages/Overview.aspx  
156 https://3dcftas.eu, https://www.ceps.eu  
157 https://3dcftas.eu, https://www.ceps.eu  
158 Institute for European Policies and Reforms, www.ipre.md, Expert-Grup, www.expert-grup.org 
159 For further details on the rights-based approach, please see https://www.unfpa.org/human-rights-based-
approach 

https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2012/november/tradoc_150105.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642834/EPRS_STU(2020)642834_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2020/642820/EPRS_STU(2020)642820_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/moldova/
https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-regions/countries/georgia/
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/Pages/Overview.aspx
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/Pages/Overview.aspx
https://3dcftas.eu/
https://www.ceps.eu/
https://3dcftas.eu/
https://www.ceps.eu/
http://www.ipre.md/
http://www.expert-grup.org/
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The assessment of the impact of the DCFTAs on human rights will involve both qualitative and 

quantitative data relevant to the implementation of the DCFTA which is pertinent to the 

observance of selected fundamental rights. In that respect, we will consider the data from 

national and EU sources on the trade patterns between the EU and the partner countries to 

highlight the general benefits as well as the limitations of the implementation of the DCFTAs 

in Georgia and Moldova. The analysis will also touch upon data that, although not 

disaggregated, could be extracted after the cumulative application of a number of indicators. 

The quantitative analysis will be based on information extracted from the economic modelling 

exercise conducted by DG Trade160 and will mainly rely on the use of the human rights 

indicators presented in Table 23 in Appendix D, which provides a description of the human 

rights indicators and their use in the key evaluation questions. 

We have identified limitations of the impact assessment. These relate to the lack of sufficiently 

disaggregated data which would allow us to assess the impact of the DCFTA on specific human 

rights. Thus, data may not be available to identify the beneficiaries’ trade with the EU, 

particularly those that fall within i) the groups of SMEs, ii) the location of the enterprises and 

their respective contributions as taxes to the settlements and communities where they have 

their main place of business, iii) the origin of the primary export products which take the form 

of agricultural products, timber, ore and other construction materials that have been exported 

to the EU. This last group of disaggregated data may be essential to measure the negative 

impact of the DCFTA on the sustainable use of natural resources. Other limitations of 

quantitative analysis may be linked to the lack of disaggregated data on exported products 

compliant with EU standards as opposed to their internal circulation and consumption. 

To mitigate these limitations, the assessment would complement the lack of sufficiently 

disaggregated data with the economic indicators and calculations published by the central 

banks of the partner countries related to trade in goods and services. The data that has not 

been disaggregated by the statistical offices of the partner countries will be requested so as 

to indicate the level of disaggregation necessary to perform the impact.  

The qualitative analysis will be based on the information collected during the consultations 

and case studies, including those mentioned under Task 13. The literature review, including 

the reports of the EC, EP, EEAS and the international organisations, such as the International 

Labour Organization, Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International, Freedom House will be 

used to extract other qualitative assessment.  

 

Scoping of the human rights analysis 

The human rights impact assessment will focus on the following specific human rights: 

1. Fairness in accessing trade-related benefits for SMEs and its link to enjoyment of 

the right to a decent living, particularly for vulnerable groups, LGBTI and from the gender 

perspective, as provided by Article 7 letter a) point (ii) and Article 11 para. 1 of the 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 

2. Sustainable use of natural resources as provided by Article 11 para. 2 letter a) and 

Article 25 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in the 

context of free trade with the EU (primarily related to agricultural products, forestry and 

extraction activities).  

3. Enjoyment by Moldovan and Georgian citizens of their best physical and mental health 

as provided by Article 12 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights in the context of implementation of the sanitary and phytosanitary rules set in the 

DCFTA. 

 
160EC (2015). Guidelines on the Analysis of Human Rights Impacts in Impact Assessments for Trade-Related Policy 
Initiatives. Directorate-General for Trade. European Commission. Brussels. 
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The rationale behind the selection of these three aspects – fairness in accessing trade-related 

benefits, sustainable use of natural resources and the enjoyment of best physical and mental 

health – is that these three are the trigger factors for the improvement of other fundamental 

rights, which may be linked to the benefits of the DCTFAs. 

The fairness in accessing trade-related benefits would measure how the DCFTAs have 

improved the enjoyment of the right to a decent living for the persons employed in enterprises 

who conduct trade with the EU, what share of the trade benefits was passed to the enterprises 

which have less access to integrated resources (vertical integration, access to credits, capacity 

to negotiate with large EU distribution networks, availability of packaging and labelling 

equipment, own transportation fleet, access to large sources of production (agricultural land, 

concession contracts to extract minerals) etc.) to conduct trade with the EU (i.e. SMEs). The 

enjoyment of the right to a decent living through the fairness of accessing trade-related 

benefits is seen to have an important spill-over effect on other fundamental rights. For 

example, the welfare gains from trading with the EU increase the tax base for local authorities 

and promotes the enjoyment of other rights, primarily social, economic and cultural rights 

(right to social and medical insurance, right to social protection, right to best physical and 

mental health, right to education, right to cultural life etc.) 

To ensure that the trade with the EU under the DCFTAs is sustainable, the assessment of 

the use of natural resources is proposed. This stems from both the need to comply with one 

of the key fundamental rights and from the TSD dimensions of the DCFTAs. Sustainability is 

paramount to ensure the observance of other fundamental rights, such as access to natural 

resources, as specified in the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 

The sustainability of the use of natural resources in trading with the EU can be extracted from 

the structure of exports and imports of Georgia and Moldova with the EU. The monitoring 

reports on the implementation of the AAs/DCFTAs already highlight the low-end value of the 

exported products (mainly raw materials or intermediate goods). The sustainability 

assessment, therefore, will be essential to determine whether the DCFTAs affect the 

availability of resources in long-run and whether the excessive agriculture, extraction 

activities or timber production is an imminent threat to the sustainability in trading with the 

EU. The assessment will identify whether the DCFTAs have ensured a balanced use of natural 

resources and if not, which actions are necessary to ensure the sustainable use of the 

resources in the trading partners.  

Third, the right to best physical and mental health is considered essential from the 

perspective of consumer protection. This fundamental right is considered to have precedence 

over the others mentioned above, as it has an important spill-over effect on the other 

fundamental rights, forming the three-side rationale of this assessment: wealth-

sustainability-health.  

These three rights are considered essential to evaluate the impact of the DCFTAs in the 

partner countries. The right to health, protection of the environment and right to a decent 

standard of living are considered essential economic and social rights that may directly benefit 

from the implementation of the DCFTA. The impact assessment will inevitably touch on other 

pertinent economic, social and cultural human rights, as the separation of the impact may not 

be possible due to cumulative positive or negative effects of the DCFTAs in the partner 

countries. 

Additionally, these fundamental economic and social rights are considered to have an 

important spill-over effect over others, such as the labour rights and the cultural and religious 

rights. Two primary channels for the spill-over effects are identified: fairness in accessing 

trade benefits and the use of natural resources contribute to extended availability of public 

funds as a result of the trade returns in communities specifically and the partner countries 

generally, in the form of national, regional and local taxes. The availability of these funds is 
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the starting point in observing and gradually improving the level of observance of other 

economic, social and cultural rights. 

 

6.5.2 Sub-task 15.2: Identification of individuals or groups that may have been affected. 

To carry out this task we will use the stakeholder consultations (see also the preliminary list 

of stakeholders in Appendix B on Consultation Strategy and Plan), and confirm by data 

(including, but not limited to, data from each country censuses), with the intent to, if possible, 

identify not just the groups and individuals but also their geographical location. This will serve 

to complement the analysis from sub-task 15.1. 

The criteria to identify any effects of the DCFTA on certain vulnerable groups will entail: 

income, employment, access to, quality and diversity of goods or services provided by 

enterprises. 

6.5.3 Sub-task 15.3: Make recommendations and proposals for additional or flanking 

measures to maximise/reinforce the impacts of the Agreement’s articles. 

To provide recommendations and proposals for additional or flanking measures the evaluation 

team will use the results obtained in sub-task 15.1 primarily on the provisions of the DCFTA 

that have enhanced the observance of the selected human rights and which have worsened 

their condition (if any). Based on the results of sub-task 15.2. the affected groups will be 

identified and the reasons behind these potential negative effects of the DCFTAs will be 

structured. Finally, we will deliver recommendations to address particular policies and to 

formulate actions for the EU and the partner countries on how to promote human rights 

aspects of the DCFTAs. 

  

6.6 Assessment of the DCFTAs impact on competitiveness, business environment 

and investment climate (Task 16) 

The following describes the methodology undertaken to assess the DCFTAs’ impact on both 

Georgia and Moldova’s competitiveness, business environment and business climate. To do 

this, the section builds on the output from other tasks – particularly the economic impact and 

regulatory approximation assessments (Tasks 11 and 12 respectively) as well as social effects 

of the Agreements (Task 14) – to provide an overall evaluation of how the Agreements have 

so far affected the context in which the private sector operates in both countries. In this 

regard, the work provides a synthesis of some of the implications of the various areas of 

analysis on the manner in which business and investment, in particular, are conducted in each 

of the two countries. The following table provides a description of the methodological 

approach. 

Table 14. Methodological approaches for the analysis on competitiveness, the business 

environment and investment climate 

Specific analyses to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

1. Impact on competitiveness First, a thorough review of all the analytical output from previous tasks 
will be performed to focus on the core aspects determining transaction 
costs in both countries. Secondly, the information reported by the 

stakeholders and the case studies that is relevant to the competitiveness 
of the domestic markets will be contrasted with both the estimated 
economic impact (CGE modelling) and the latest regulatory 
approximations. By doing so, a picture will emerge on whether regulatory 
changes are indeed translated into more competitive performances of 
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Specific analyses to be carried out Main methodological approach and sources 

firms and whether markets are becoming more competitive, as perceived 
by market participants. A view on the competitiveness of the domestic 
markets will then be developed based on the information analysed, 
differentiating the situation prior and after the coming into force of the 
DCFTAs. 

2. Impact on the business 
environment 

Information will first be collected from the stakeholder consultations, 
existing literature on the subject and the case studies. It will then be 
contrasted with our findings on the regulatory approximation, the 
DCFTAs’ impact on SMEs, labour costs and FDI trends both before and 
after the implementation of the Agreement. The findings will then be 
presented differentiating between the period before and after the coming 
into force of the DCFTA. 

3. Impact on the investment climate As in the first two cases, information will be collated from the literature, 
stakeholder consultations and the case studies and contrasted with our 
findings on the regulatory approximation, labour costs and indicators on 
the quality of the countries’ institutions (for example, the World Bank’s 
global governance indicators). This will be complemented by the output 
from Task 11 on FDI flows. In this manner, the analysis will examine the 
macroeconomic environment, the quality of infrastructure and 
institutions, labour costs and availability of skilled labour as well as the 
transparency of legislation, the tax regime and market potential.  

4. Trade facilitation to third countries 
and / or use of intermediate goods 

from the EU 

The analysis will draw on the findings on regulatory approximation and 
the economic impact on bilateral trade (CGE modelling), which will be 

contrasted against the information collected from stakeholder accounts, 
the case studies and the literature. There will be particular emphasis on 
highlighting whether the DCFTAs have led to the implementation of trade 
facilitating measures. 

5. Practical/market experience of 
business as usual 

In this case the analysis will draw heavily on the opinions and information 
provided by stakeholders, particularly private sector operators, and the 
case studies. The observations will then be contrasted with the 
conclusions on the regulatory approximation, economic impact, labour 
costs and transaction costs in general (See Step 1 above) to provide a 
balanced and rounded account of business as usual. Particular attention 
will be paid to whether current business practices and institutional 
governance tend to hinder foreign investments or not.  

 

6.7 Assessment of the effectiveness of the institutional structure in place to 

implement the DCFTAs (Task 17) 

In this task we will analyse the impact of the Association Committees in Trade Configuration 

and the four specialised subcommittees on the implementation of the DCFTAs; we will assess 

the impact of the various institutional structures on the level of bilateral trade; we will identify 

priority areas that could support further use of opportunities offered under the DCFTAs; we 

will examine the impact on implementation of the Agreements of the institutional structure 

established by the TSD Subcommittee, the joint civil society dialogue forum including the EU, 

Georgian and Moldovan Domestic Advisory Groups and the public.  

 

 

To conduct this task we will: 

1. Analyse the decisions taken by the Association Committees in Trade Configuration 

Trade Committee and the four specialised subcommittees on different topics (SPS, GI, 

Customs and TSD), the measures taken by the parties to implement these decisions 

and the possible impacts on bilateral trade focusing on the goods / services concerning 

the affected topics. 
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2. Assess the functioning of the TSD Subcommittee and the joint civil society dialogue as 

a fora. To do so, we will rely on the information gathered through the targeted 

stakeholders consultations and two civil society meetings. 

3. Assess the functioning and the effects of the domestic mechanisms set up in line with 

the commitments of the DCFTAs. This will include the domestic mechanism established 

for labour, environment and sustainable development. 

4. Evidence our findings with the opinions and observations collected from the 

stakeholders through the consultation process. 

 

6.8 Concluding tasks 

Based on the analysis as described in this report, the evaluation team will prepare: 

• An assessment of the implementation of the DCFTAs and the economic and political 

context in which they operate and their interaction with other policies. 

• A comprehensive review of the extent to which impacts identified in the 2012 ex-ante 

Trade Sustainability Impact Assessments have materialised (Task 10)161; 

• Replies to the key evaluation questions (Task 18); and 

• Conclusions and recommendations (Task 19). 

7 CONSULTATIONS 

Consultation Strategy 

The consultation strategy presented in the technical offer has been refined during the 

Inception Phase (Task 7); it is presented in Appendix B.  

Study Website and Electronic Communications 

The establishment and continuous updating of a webpage, as well as ongoing electronic 

communications with stakeholders constitute the last pillar of the consultation strategy and 

will be mostly used for sharing and distributing information from the study team to 

stakeholders. During the Inception Phase, the webpage has been established and launched 

at:  

http://www.dcfta-evaluation.eu/ 

Electronic communication with stakeholders will take place through email newsletters as well 

as Twitter, using CEPS Foreign Policy’s Twitter account. 

Further details are provided in Appendix B. 

8 STUDY WORK PLAN 

The detailed study schedule, which sets out the activities and deadlines for conducting every 

task as presented throughout this inception report, is presented in Table 15. The detailed plan 

for the stakeholder consultations is presented in Appendix B. 

 

 
161 Depending on the evaluation progress made and the robustness of findings available at the time of the interim 
report, a preliminary review of the SIA’s conclusions and recommendations might already be provided in that report. 

http://www.dcfta-evaluation.eu/
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Table 15. Work plan and timetable  

Inception Phase 

 

Tasks  

1
8
/0

2
/2

0
2
1
 

2
5
/0

2
/2

0
2
1
 

0
4
/0

3
/2

0
2
1
 

1
1
/0

3
/2

0
2
1
 

1
8
/0

3
/2

0
2
1
 

2
5
/0

3
/2

0
2
1
 

0
1
/0

4
/2

0
2
1
 

0
8
/0

4
/2

0
2
1
 

1
5
/0

4
/2

0
2
1
 

1
9
/0

4
/2

0
2
1
 

1
2
/0

5
/2

0
2
1
 

 

Kick-off Meeting  

          

Sub-task 1.1: Refine the draft intervention hypothesis                    
 

Sub-task 2.1: Identify information sources                      

Sub-task 2.2: Establish a list of relevant indicators                     
 

Sub-task 2.3: Define the scope, assumptions and methodology used by 

the Commission                     

 

Sub-task 2.4: Establish a consultation strategy                      

Sub-task 2.5: Propose a methodology for the case studies                     
 

Sub-task 2.6: Outline the main risks and propose mitigation measures                     
 

Sub-task 3.1: Literature review on substantive and methodological aspects                      
 

Sub-task 3.2: Allocation of literature to review to different tasks                     
 

Sub-task 4.1: Analyse the data collected on the key indicators                     
 

Sub-task 4.2: Provide a concise description                      

Sub-task 5.1: Provide a concise description of the DCFTAs                     
 

Sub-task 5.2: Economic and political context in the Parties motivating 

conclusion of the DCFTAs                     

 

Sub-task 5.3: Description of the economic and political context in which 

the DCFTAs operate                     

 

Sub-task 6.1: Design and construction of the website                     
 

Sub-task 7.1: Definition of the overall strategy                      

Sub-task 7.2: Stakeholder assessment and identification                     
 

Sub-task 7.3: Definition of scope and target of consultation activities                     
 

Sub-task 7.4: Design of consultation tools                      

Sub-task 7.5: Implementation of consultation activities: expected timing 

and language policy                      

 

Sub-task 8.1: Structure of the final reports                     

Inception Report            

ISG Meeting            

Revise Inception Report            
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Implementation Phase 

 

Task/Month 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

 Implementation Phase: Interim Reports May-21 Jun-21 Jul-21 Aug-21 Sep-21 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 

Sub-task 11.1: Analyse the evolution of trade in goods 
                 

Sub-task 11.2: Analyse the evolution of trade in services 
                 

Sub-task 11.3: Analyse the evolution of FDI 
                 

Sub-task 11.4: Analyse the macroeconomic and budgetary effects of 
the DCFTA                   
Sub-task 12.1: Progress in the adoption and implementation of “EU 

acquis” in “group 1” areas  
                    

Sub-task 12.2: Provide cost and benefits analysis of regulatory 

approximation 
                    

Sub-task 12.3: Assess the fitness of the legislative procedures 
                    

Sub-task 12.4: Assess the alignment in IPR, trade related energy and 

competition areas 
                    

Sub-task 12.5: Assess the enforcement of the new provisions and the 

institutional framework 
                   

Sub-task 13.1: Analyse impact of the DCFTAs on SMEs 
                  

Sub-task 13.2: Analyse the impact of the DCFTAs on consumers 
                  

Sub-task 14.1: Analysis the impact of implementing the DCFTAs´ 

chapter on TSD                       
Sub-task 14.2: Effects of the DCFTAs on wages, sectoral employment 

and household income in the Parties                      
Sub-task 14.3 Qualitative and quantitative assessment of the DCFTAs’ 

impact on the pillars of the Decent Work Agenda 
                     

Sub-task 14.4: Assessment of the DCFTAs’ impact on the informal 

economy and informal employment in the DCFTA countries                      
Sub-task 14.5 Examine the effects of the DCFTAs’ on gender 

inequality                      
Sub-task 14.6: Assessment of the DCFTAs’ environmental impact                       
Sub-task 14.7: Examination of the DCFTAs’ impact on business 

conduct and corporate social responsibility                      
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Sub-task 15.1: DCFTAs’ stipulations that have impacted on the 

enjoyment of human rights 
                  

Sub-task 15.2: Identify individuals or groups that may have been 

affected 
                  

Sub-task 15.3: Make recommendations and proposals to maximise 

the benefits of the DCFTAs 
                  

Sub-task 16.1: Impact of the DCFTAs on the competitiveness, 

business environments and investment climate 
                 

Sub-task 17.1: Impact of the Association Committees in Trade 

Configuration and the four specialised Sub-committees 
                 

Sub-task 17.2: Impact of the various institutional structures on 

bilateral trade 
                 

Sub-task 17.3: Identify priority areas that could support further use of 

opportunities of the DCFTAs 
                 

Sub-task 17.4: Impact of the institutional structure established under 

DCFTAs 
                 

Draft Interim Reports               
ISG Meeting 

             
Revise Interim Reports 

             
Final Interim Reports 

             
Implementation Phase: Final Reports 

                        

Sub-task 10.1: Assessment of the impacts identified in the SIA 
              

Sub-task 10.2: Analysis of the five key policy recommendations 

suggested in the SIA 
              

Sub-task 18.1: Provide an in-depth answer to DCFTAs’ effectiveness 
              

Sub-task 18.2: Provide an in-depth answer to DCFTAs’ impact 
              

Sub-task 18.3: Provide an in-depth answer to DCFTAs’ efficiency 
              

Sub-task 18.4: Provide an in-depth answer to DCFTAs’ coherence 
              

Sub-task 18.5: Provide an in-depth answer to DCFTAs’  relevance 
              

Sub-task 19.1: Provide conclusions 
             

Sub-task 19.2: Provide recommendations 
             

Draft Final Reports              
ISG Meeting              

Revise Final Reports              

Final Reports              

Progress reports                         



 

94 

 

Risk Management  

The main challenges that we have identified and the approach we have developed at this 

stage to overcome / mitigate them are set out in Table 16 below.  

Table 16. Key challenges for the study and how we will overcome them  

Main challenges Region/Country How we will overcome them 

Lack of literature on the EU-
Georgia and EU-Moldova 
DCFTAs 

All o Reach out to the key 
stakeholders through our 
partner organisations 
(Reformatics and IPRE) as well 
as EY offices to ask for further 

documentation. 

o Reach out to EU Delegations in 
the DCFTA countries to enquire 

about publicly available 
documentation on the DCFTA 
and/or informal conversations 
to clarify specific points. 

o Reach out to network of 
contacts to enquire about 
publicly available 
documentation on the DCFTA. 
This will include WTO experts 
in GATS. 

o Reach out to network of 

contacts at the Trade 
Committee to enquire about 
publicly available 
documentation on the DCFTA 
and/or informal conversations 

to clarify specific points. 

Lack of literature on the 
appropriate research 
methodology  

All o Reach out to network of 
academic contacts in each of 
the DCFTA countries as well as 
European universities to 
enquire about specific 
methodologies. 

Difficulty in reaching out to 
the right stakeholder 

All o We will use CEPS’s extensive 
network in Georgia and 
Moldova, as well as EY´s 
offices to reach the 
appropriate stakeholders, 
including our local experts´ 

network of contacts. 

o We will use the EU Delegations' 

contacts to further expand our 
reach and understanding of 
local stakeholders. 

Stakeholders concerned are 
not properly identified 

All o The team has already drafted 
a list of stakeholders. The list 
will be refined and completed 
during the Inception Phase. 

o The team will use exploratory 
interviews to collect 
information on possible 

relevant stakeholders. 

o Constant communication with 
DG TRADE will ensure that all 
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competent authorities and 

stakeholders are taken into 
account in the mapping. 

Misstating the correct level 
of DCFTA implementation 

All o An external legal review of the 
work on the degree of 
implementation, should there 
be reasonable doubt about our 
conclusions. 

o If necessary, seek out 
additional country-specific 
trade policy experts for second 
opinions.  

Obtaining very limited 
information through the 

online consultation 

All o First, a request for an 
extension of the online 

consultations will be made to 
DG Trade. 

o Assuming that the extension 
were granted, we would then 
create a list of stakeholders 
(as described in Task 7) that 
we have not spoken to and 

reach out to them to ask them 
to use the online consultation 
method. 

Uncertainties in drafting the 
stakeholder matrix due to 

the lack of sufficient 
information on stakeholders 

All 
o Team members combine a 

solid understanding of the 

subject matter of the 
Agreement with experience in 
the implementation of similar 
analysis and will actively 
cooperate to properly place 

stakeholders within the 
matrix. 

o Communication with DG 
TRADE can prevent 
mismatches or mistakes in the 
assessment of the level of 
influence over and interest in 
the current framework and 

future policy options. 

Reaching wrong / 
misleading conclusions on 
the trends and effects of the 
DCFTA 

All o An internal review of the 
modelling approach will be 
undertaken. 

o An internal review of the 
conclusions will be undertaken 

by our economics team. 

o We will consult the members of 
the Advisory Board.  

Misrepresenting the 
economic, social, human 
rights and environmental 

impact of the DCFTA 

All o All of our conclusions will go 
through several processes of 
review and control – quality 

assurance – before being 
delivered to the Commission. 
This will include local, regional, 
national levels before reaching 
the team leader´s own review 
process in Brussels as well as 

the Advisory Board´s own 
review process. 
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Reaching the 
wrong/misleading 
conclusions on the 

evaluation questions 

All o As will be the case with every 
major deliverable, our 
conclusions on the evaluation 

questions will go through the 
same local, regional, national 
levels before reaching the 
team leader´s own review 
process in Brussels and the 
Advisory Board´s review 

process. 

Response rates to the 
surveys are low 

All o The online survey 
questionnaires (including OPC) 
will be translated into 
Georgian, Romanian and 
Russian to facilitate access by 

stakeholders. 

o Where possible we will ask DG 
TRADE to contact specific 
stakeholders to alert them 
about the surveys. 

o The surveys will be 
accompanied by an official 

reference letter from DG 
TRADE supporting the survey. 

o The survey design will ensure 
clearly worded questions.  

o Survey design will allow 
respondents to skip sections 

on which they do not have 
expertise. 

o A named point of contact will 

be provided so survey 
respondents can email or call 
for guidance or support. 

o Email reminders will be sent. If 

stakeholders do not feel 
comfortable in providing an 
answer in writing, the team 
will make arrangements to 
have a conference call to 
address the survey questions. 

o Respondents will be able to 

return to the survey to 
complete it, rather than being 
required to complete it in one 
session.  

o Response rates will be 

continually monitored. If 

particular stakeholders have 
low response rates, the 
research team will proactively 
seek to identify alternative 
respondents. 

Lack of data to determine 

which sectors / topics to 
focus case studies on 

All o We will rely on the stakeholder 

consultations, our local 
partners in Georgia and 
Moldova, EY’s local teams’ 
opinion, Advisory Board point 
of view to make a decision on 
the appropriate sector. In case 
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of further doubt, we will reach 

out to the Commission to ask 
for some context. Therefore, 

the decision will be based 
more on qualitative 
information. 

Lack of the most recent 
reports 

All o We will carry regular updates 
on the literature review from 

all the different sources 
proposed. 

o We will ask the Commission to 
provide us with the most 
updated reports on the 
DCFTAs and AAs or any aspect 
related to the DCFTA 

Countries. We will enquire 

about any report or update of 
information to the national 
governments in the DCFTA 
countries through our 
networks. 

There may be biased 
opinions stated in 
documents 

All o We will concede quantitative 
analysis a major role in the 
analysis that we will fulfil in 
this project. 

o We will apply triangulation and 
other mixed methods, such as 

hierarchical models and multi-
level analysis of quantitative 
and qualitative data, in order 
to avoid any kind of bias. 

Lack of significant 

information on other 

policies, commitments or 
agreements relevant to the 
Agreement 

All o Ask the Commission or the 

EEAS to provide us with 

information on cooperation 
development and other 
agreements, commitments or 
dialogues held between the EU 
and the signatory DCFTA 
countries. 

o We will ask the national 
governments, through our 
network of contacts, to provide 
us with information on the 
countries´ other FTAs. 

Change of external IT 

vendor (for website 
development) 

All o To avoid the possibility of gaps 

created due to possible 
changes in venders, we will 

require that detailed 
documentation of the 
website´s development be 
handed over to us. This will 
include all IT architectural 

designs. 

Lack of data to assess the 
impact of the Agreement on 
the other main trade 
partners of the DCFTA 

countries (such as Turkey, 
EFTA, CEFTA, CIS, EAEU) 

All o We will request the national 
authorities of the outermost 
regions to provide us with the 
most specific data possible. 
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Lack of data of the parties to 
carry out the Structural 
Gravity Model and the 

Dynamic Panel Effects 

All o We will contact national and 
international institutions to 
provide us with relevant data. 

Misleading results on the 
effects on consumers of the 
CGE due to perfect 
competition assumption 

All o We will use the output of our 
dynamic panel data and 
structural gravity models as 
far as possible. This will allow 

us to insert imperfect 
competition assumptions. 

Lack of information related 
to vulnerable groups 

All o We will ensure that the 
stakeholders consulted include 
stakeholders related to 
vulnerable groups. 

o We will reach national and 

international authorities 
through our contacts network 
to ask them to provide us with 
information on these groups. 

Lack of quantitative 
information on affected 
groups of people or actors 

All o We will reach national 
authorities through our 
network of contacts to ask 
them to supply us with data. 

o We will deepen our data, 
focused on the qualitative side 
by adding the output from the 

stakeholder consultations, as 
well as extend the search for 
reports and other reliable 
qualitative data. 

Lack of qualitative data and 

incomplete data 

offered/published by 
Transnistrian de facto 
authorities.  

 o We will reach out to DG Trade, 

local statistical offices and the 

international organisations to 
study the drawbacks/biases in 
the existing statistical 
information.  

o We will try to fill the gaps in 
the data via stakeholders’ 

consultations where 
applicable.  

Reaching unfeasible 
recommendations 

All o We will request our local 
partners and the Advisory 
Board to confirm the feasibility 
of the recommendations. 

o In case of doubt, we will ask 
the Commission to confirm the 

possibility of applying the 
recommendations.  

o We will apply the modifications 
the Commission suggests to us 
to the conclusions presented in 

the Draft Final Report. 

Stakeholders do not show up All o We will provide alternative 
days, during the same week of 
the first meeting. 

o If a stakeholder cannot come 

on either of the dates 
proposed, we will then arrange 
a phone / online conversation 



 

99 

 

to cover the same material 

that we would have gone over 
in person. 

 

The identification, management and monitoring of risks will be a central part of our 

approach to undertaking the work. Figure 11below outlines the process for the definition, 

update and control of the risk management plan.  

 

Figure 11. Risk Management Plan 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Draft Outline for Interim/Final Report 

A draft final report for Georgia and Moldova will be submitted 8 months after the 

kick-off meeting. As requested in the ToR, the draft final reports will be no longer than 

100 pages per country (including the executive summary and annexes) and structured as 

described in Table 17 below. The following content description is subject to final validation 

with the Commission as well as additional themes not foreseen at the moment. 

 

Table 17 Draft Table of Content for Interim/Final Report 

 Table of contents Number 

of pages 

 Abstract (200 words maximum)  

 Executive Summary (2 pages maximum) 2 

 Summary of the principal conclusions and highlights stemming from tasks 9 to 

19 of the ToR, including the impact analysis of the main areas contained in the 
DCFTA. Any technical terminology and jargon will be adapted or explained. It 
will use the standard disclaimer and the graphic requirements described in the 
ToR. 

 

1 Description of the Intervention hypothesis 3 

 This chapter will describe the transmission mechanisms and logic of the DCFTAs 
implementation, as described in task 1 of the ToR. 

 

2 Brief Description of the DCFTAs 5 

 This chapter will cover the fundamental areas contained in the text of the 
DCFTAs as well as the economic and political context leading up the signing of 

the Agreements and the context in which it currently operates. It will be the 
starting point for the assessments contained through the report. 

 

3 Description EU – DCFTA countries Sustainability Impact Assessment 5 

 This chapter will cover the points developed under Task 10. Basically, it will 
describe the main conclusions, including the degree of implementation of the 
flanking measures suggested in the SIA. 

 

4 Economic impact analysis 18 

 This chapter will cover all the research points contained in Task 11 and Task 16. 
It will assess the evolution of trade in goods and services between the EU and 
the DCFTA countries. The chapter will also analyse the effects of the DCFTAs on 

the FDIs in Georgia and Moldova as well as economic impacts of the Agreements 
in terms of key macroeconomic and sectoral variables. In this chapter we will 
furthermore assess impact of the DCFTAs on the competitiveness, business 
environment and investment climate in the partner countries. 

 

5 State of play of regulatory approximation to the EU acquis and 

international practices  

18 

 This chapter will cover all the areas postulated in Task 12 and Task 17. It will 
assess the progress in the adoption, implementation and enforcement of 
relevant EU legislation and international practices in SPS, TBT, public 

procurement, customs, IPR, energy, competition, postal and 
telecommunications services, by Georgia and Moldova. This chapter will also 

cover the impact of different institutional structures on the implementation of 
the Agreements and will identify priority areas for further implementation to 
use more opportunities offered under the Agreements (Task 17). 

 

6 Effects on SMEs and Consumers 13 

 This chapter will address the research questions of Task 13 and will evaluate 
the effects of the DCFTAs on SMEs and consumers. We will summarise the 
outcomes of the conducted case studies.  

 

7 The DCFTA´s impact on sustainable development 18 

 Essentially, this chapter will cover the research questions that are contained in 

Task 14. It will expand into the qualitative and quantitative methods used to 
address, in particular, implementation and the Agreement´s impact on Trade 
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and Sustainable Development including employment, informal economy, 

decent work agenda, gender inequality, environment, corporate social 
responsibility, labour, climate.  

8 The DCFTA´s impact on human rights 8 

 This chapter will cover all of the points contained in Task 15 as well as the 
DCFTA´s impact on the human right standards set out in the European Charter 
of Human Rights. All the methodological approaches will be described along 
with the principal highlights found across the geographies of analysis. 

 

9 Answers to Key Evaluation Questions 5 

 Key evaluation questions proposed in the ToR related to the DCFTA’s 
effectiveness, impact, efficiency, relevance and coherence will be concisely 
answered. 

 

10 Conclusions and Recommendations 5 

 In this section, main conclusions and recommendations will be examined. For 

this purpose, we will use, as a basis, the guiding questions proposed in the ToR. 

 

11 References  

12 Appendices  

 Appendix 1: Mapping of report sections to ToR tasks  

Appendix 2: A table with a brief explanation of the evaluation questions, 
judgement criteria and required evidence developed as part of the evaluation 
framework in Task 2 of the ToR 
Appendix 3: A summary (maximum 10 pages) of the stakeholder consultations 
Appendix 4: A summary of conducted case studies 
Appendix 5: A summary of the methods and models used in the evaluation 
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Appendix B: Consultation Strategy and Plan 

See separate document. 
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Appendix C: Literature review 

 

Table 18. Literature review 

Source Summary/relevant statements 

Economic Analysis of Georgia’s Free Trade 
Agreements with EU and China (PMC Research 
Centre 2020) 

• Two methodologies were used to examine the ex-post effect of whether increases in Georgia’s trade flows 
was the result of trade creation or trade diversion once Free Trade Agreements came into force while also 
quantifying the impact on trade flows as well. The exercise was performed for both the case of the DCFTA 
with the EU and Georgia’s FTA with China. The two methodologies were: 
• The Viner model. Descriptive approach to establish causal change due to the implementation of the 

FTA with emphasis on the potential for trade creation/diversion at sectoral level. 
• The Gravity model. Estimation of one-way log linear gravity models estimation with a Pseudo Poisson 

Maximum Likelihood Estimation approach. Ten explanatory variables were used covering the economy, 
geographical and trade-related variables. 

 

The main conclusions are:  

• Based on the Viner model 
• Not all of Georgia’ economic sectors were affected by either trade agreement 
• There is no fundamental difference between the trade creation/diversion effects triggered by the 

DCFTA and those triggered by the FTA with China. 
• Georgia gained welfare from the DCFTA and the FTA because in both cases trade creation was greater 

than trade diversion. 
• In some cases, it was not possible to detect trade creation/diversion effects because imports from both 

the EU and China declined after the trade agreements came into force. 
• Based on the Gravity model: 

• Since 2015, most traded products have not been affected by the DCFTA. 
 

Other conclusions include: 

• Exports to the EU of aircrafts, spacecrafts and parts thereof (measured at HS-2 level) benefited from the 
DCFTA. 

• Imports from the EU into Georgia declined after the coming into force of the DCFTA at both aggregated 
and disaggregated levels of data (a similar effect was encountered with respect to the FTA with China). 

Dissecting Export Trade Patterns of Georgian 
Economy and the Growing Importance of the 
European Union Market (Belkania, 2019) 

• The analysis examined Georgia’s export performance for the period 2007 – 2017 with the objective of 
determining the growth potential of its export products to the EU. The analysis was based on the 
calculation of three indices: 
• The Balassa index (normalised revealed export advantages) 
• The diversification index of export products  
• Trade intensity indices. 

 

The main conclusions were: 
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• Georgia has comparative advantages in 9 product categories, including the top 5 Georgian exports, which 
account for around 60 % of Georgia’s exports. 

• However, when considering the top 10 products imported into the EU (and elsewhere in the world), 
Georgian exports do not show comparative advantages. 

• Convergence between Georgia and the EU / the world’s import structure seems to hold in relation to 
automobiles and pharmaceutical products. 

• The EU has the smallest share of Georgia’s export markets with a low intensity of trade between them. 

Benefits and Costs of DCFTA: 

Evaluation of the Impact on Georgia, Moldova and 
Ukraine (The Vienna Institute for International 
Economic Studies, 2016). 

• An impact evaluation of the DCFTA is undertaken based on a review a literature of quantitative analysis 

performed previously and descriptive analysis of ongoing economic, financial and social trends. 
• The paper references various modelling exercises, including the CGE modelling performed in the 2012 

Trade Sustainability Impact Assessment. In particular, it mentions that, although CGE modelling is highly 
sensitive to simplifying assumptions and lacks the necessary flexibility to incorporate the cost of reform 
(beyond changes in byad value equivalent values and limiting variables and are often agnostic about 
social costs), their output is still valuable, particularly as an ex-ante multi-sectoral exercise. 

 

The main conclusions are: 

• The net benefits of the DCFTA are expected to be highly asymmetric with respect to time, as high costs 
are likely to occur in the short and medium term while benefits materialise in the long run. 

• The net benefits will likely be asymmetrical with respect to regions and sectors as well. 
• Several policy recommendations are made: 

• Sequencing of reforms along the alignment to the EU acquis 
• Prioritise competitiveness of export-oriented sectors 
• Improve attractiveness of FDI and integration into global value-chains 

• Focus “how-to” training for businesses 
• Higher financial support from the EU, with increased commensurate oversight 
• Develop programmes to alleviate the social impact of implementing the DCFTA. 

Regulatory and Procedural Barriers to Trade in 
Georgia and Moldova (UNECE, 2017 (Moldova) and 
2018 (Georgia)) 

• Descriptive analysis of various regulatory and procedural issues affecting international trade covering—
separately—Moldova and Georgia including, amongst other topics, trade facilitation, standardisation and 
regional integration. 

• In both reports, revealed comparative advantages indices were calculated to examine each country’s 
export competitiveness. 

 

In the case of Georgia, the main conclusions are: 

• Around 70 % of imports from the EU enjoyed tariff-free access to the Georgian market before the 
coming into force of the DCFTA. 

• The DCFTA might create trade diversion in some sectors where EU exporters are not price 
competitive. 

• Georgia has a consolidated, market-driven, private sector with a business-friendly regulatory 
environment. 

• As at 2018, regulatory and procedural barriers were limited and reflected the “inherent complexities” 
of trade-related reform.  

 

In the case of Moldova, the main conclusions are: 
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• As at 2017, Moldova did not enjoy significant comparative advantages in any of its export (by 
group). Rather, it had relative comparative advantage in most of its top export products with an RCA 
index close to one. 

• Lack of clarity on rules, the State’s capacity shortfalls, lack of expertise of EU rules, health and 
environmental procedures, customs procedures and lack of proper equipment and storage facilities at 
the border were identified as the principal sources of regulatory and procedural bottlenecks affecting 
trade. 

An Analysis of Moldova’s Agro-food Products 

Competitiveness on the EU Market (Cimpoies, 
2016) 

• Several indices are calculated to examine the competitiveness of Moldova’s agro-exports, including: 

• Reveal Comparative Advantages 
• Relative Trade Advantage 
• Relative Export Advantage 
• Relative Import Advantage. 

 

The main conclusions are: 

• Up to 2015, 80 % of Moldova’s agro-exports were concentrated in 7 products. 
• Moldova had comparative advantages up to 2015 with the EU in a few items, mainly, meat products, 

beverages, spirits and vinegars. 

Moldova Trade Study, Note 2. Is the DCFTA Good 
for Moldova? Analysis of Moldova’s Trade Options 
Using a Dynamic Computable General Equilibrium 
Model (World Bank, 2016) 

• The study examines several ex-ante scenarios through simulations developed with a Dynamic Computable 
General Equilibrium. 

• In particular, it studies the desirability of joining the DCFTA v/s the Customs Union of 
Russia/Belorussia/Kazakhstan. 

 

The main conclusions are: 

• The impact of Russian trade restrictions (at the time) was likely to dissipate in the medium term. 
• Even with those restrictions in place, the impact of joining DCFTA is still positive. 
• The combination of fully implementing the provisions of the DCFTA and the FTA with Turkey will likely add 

around 7.6 % to Moldova’s GDP. 
• Higher FDI flows into Moldova, as estimated in 2016, could lead to an additional 9.6 % to GDP vis-à-vis 

the baseline scenario. 
• Joining the Customs Unions of Russia/Belorussia/Kazakhstan would lead to a -2 % contraction in GDP, 

even in the presence of lower gas prices and 100 % liberalisation within the Customs Union. 

• A protectionist scenario, i.e. abolishes the DCFTA and the multilateral FTA with the CIS and does not 
implement the FTA with Turkey, relying instead on MFN rates, would be by far the most damaging 
scenario for Moldova. 

The Relationship Between Institutions and Trade. 
Empirical Analysis from the Republic of Moldova 
Case (Muschei, 2019) 

• A multiple linear regression model was developed to quantify the relationship between Moldova’s trade 
pattern and its institutional framework. 

• Nine explanatory variables are used in the model that include macroeconomic variables as well as 
measures on the quality of institutions, e.g. voice and accountability, political stability, government 
effectiveness, regulatory quality and the prevalence of the rule of law, amongst others. The institutional 
variables come from the Global Governance Indicators published by the World Bank. 

 

The main conclusions are: 
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• The coming into force and implementation of the DCFTA has not led to a robust institutional development 
in Moldova. 

• A weak relation was found between the quality of institutions in Moldova and its trade flow with the EU. 
• Of the six institutional explanatory variables, only three were statistically significant (political stability, 

quality of regulations and the prevalence of the rule of law).  

A Free Trade Area between the Republic of 
Moldova and the European Union: Feasibility, 
Perspectives and Potential Impact (Expert Group, 

2009) 

• A Computable General Equilibrium model was developed to estimate the ex-ante impact of an FTA 
between the EU and Moldova. 

• Three simulation scenarios were examined: 

• Increase of fob export prices from Moldova to the EU to simulate the elimination of EU tariffs on 
Moldovian imports 

• Elimination of all Moldovan tariffs on imports from the EU 
• Combination of the first two scenarios. 

 

The main conclusions are: 

• A 3 % expansion in exports and a 2 % increase in imports was expected under the first scenario, 
accompanied by a real appreciation of the Moldovian Leu. 

• In the second scenario, imports are expected to expand marginally with some diversion of imports from 
non-EU to the EU region. 

• In the third scenario, the expected outcome is similar to the combination of the previous two scenarios. 
• Most of the structural change and trade effects that would result from a Moldova–EU simple FTA have 

already been triggered by the Autonomous Trade Preferences offered by the EU to Moldova since March 
2008. 

Methodology for 

Impact Assessment of 

Free Trade Agreements (ADB, 2010) 

• Provides and exhaustive review of literature of different quantitative modelling techniques and approaches 
for ex-ante and ex-post evaluation of FTAs 

• The methodological approaches surveyed include: 
• The Viner model 
• General Equilibrium Models (e.g. GTAP) 
• Partial Equilbrium models (e.g. SMART model) 
• Gravity models 
• Regional trade interdependece 
• Comparative advantages. 

Bonus vetus OLS: A simple method for 
approximating international trade-cost effects 
using the gravity equation (Baier and Bergstrand, 
2009) 

• The paper modifies the traditional gravity model to include multilateral resistance effects (e.g. trade costs) 
using a Taylor series expansion to examine the relationship between trade flows, incomes and trade costs. 
The work builds on the previous work of Anderson and Wincoop. 

• An unbiased gravity equation model is specified to incorporate multilateral resistance terms. 
 

The main conclusions are: 

• The Taylor-based specification is robust and provides coefficient estimates that are nearly identical to 
those estimated through existing non-linear square and fixed-effects approaches. 

Trade Liberalisation and Industry Dynamics: A 
difference-in-difference Approach (Álvarez and 
López, 2008) 

• A Difference-in-Difference model is developed to investigate the impact of trade liberalisation on average 
size firm, the number of firms and firms’ mark-ups. 

• The exercise was undertaken with a data set of 26 industries across 46 countries. 
• The research focuses on the three control variables mentioned to determine the control groups between 

those that received treatment (i.e. liberalised their economies) from those that did not. 
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The main conclusions were: 

• The results show that the number of firms does not increase, as a general rule, although it does expand in 
those sectors where comparative advantages exist. 

• The impact on the average size of firms also depends on where comparative advantages lie as it increases 
only in those sectors where these exist. 

• Mark-ups were found to decline about three to four years after trade liberalisation. 

The Estimation of Causal Effects by Difference-in-
Difference Methods (Lechner, 2010) 

• The study provides and in-depth examination of the Difference-in-Difference methods to quantify causal 
effects. In doing this, it first examines the history of DiD models and then, it examines a variety of DiD 
approaches. After that, it examines potential shortfalls associated to this type of models and finishes with 
a discussion on inference using DiD models. At the end, it provides a description of further topics within 
DiD modelling. 

• Different assumptions are examined and their consequences for model specification and estimation are 
studied. 

• Different models and formulations are examined, including their relation to matching models and linear 
and non-linear regression specifications. 

An Econometric Analysis of Trade Creation and 
Trade Diversion in Mercosur: the Case of Paraguay 
(Gauto, 2012) 

• The effects of the Mercosur customs union on Paraguayan import flow to identify patterns of trade 
creation and diversion. 

• An alternative Gravity model using a reparameterisation of the Difference-in-Difference model is 
developed to study import flows from both Mercosur members and non-members. 

 

The main conclusions are: 

• Evidence was found that average regional imports from Mercosur increased by 266 % since 1995, thus 
providing evidence of trade creation. 

• No statistically significant evidence of trade diversion was found. 

Investigating the Effects of Euro on Bilateral 
Trade: a Kernel Matching Approach (Fotopoulos 
and Psillidas, 2009) 

• A Difference-in-Difference modelling approach is followed using a panel gravity model to investigate the 
counter-factual scenario of the impact of not adopting the Euro on trade flows. 

• The control groups are defined around those that did not adopt the Euro while the treatment group are 
those that did so. 

• Matching techniques were used to ensure comparability across countries. 
 

The main conclusions are: 

• The adoption of the Euro increased trade significantly.  
• No evidence was found to the effects of trade diversion effects. 
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Appendix D: List of Indicators  

Economic 

The following table provides a description of economic indicators and the research tasks 

where these will be used (albeit they may be used for other tasks) and their use in the 

key evaluation questions. 

Table 19. Indicators to be used in economic analysis 

Indicator Research 

task 

Effectiveness Impact Efficiency Relevance Coherence 

Employment growth, 
by sector 

11, 14      

Real GDP growth 11, 14      

Real GDP per capita 
growth 

11, 14      

Share of GDP of 
Mining, Agriculture 
and Forestry 

11, 14      

Index of Export Market 
Penetration 

11, 12, 
14 

     

Trade flows 11, 12, 
14 

     

FDI (stock and flows) 
and National 
Investment 

11, 12, 
14 

     

Public Debt 11      

Preference utilisation 
rates (provided by the 
Commission) 

11      

Forgone duty savings 
(provided by the 
Commission) 

11      

Tariff rate quotas 11      

Trade in domestic 
value added content of 
gross exports 

11      

Trade in re-imported 
domestic value added 
content of gross 
exports 

11      

Trade in foreign value 
added content of gross 
exports 

11      

Trade in domestic 
value added embodied 
in foreign final demand 

11      

Trade in foreign value 
added embodied in 
foreign final demand 

11      

Trade in domestic 
value added share of 
gross exports 

11      

Trade in domestic 
value added share of 
gross imports 

11      

Consumer price index, 
by product 

11, 13      

Capital flows 11      

GDP contribution of 
the key financial 
services 

11      

Services export 
contribution of the key 
financial services 

11      
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Freedom to trade 
internationally sub-
index 

11      

Foreign 
ownership/investment 
restrictions sub-index 

11      

Tariffs sub-index 11      

Non-tariff trade 
barriers sub-index 

11      

Regulatory trade 
barriers sub-index 

11      

Compliance costs of 
importing and 
exporting sub-index 

11      

Structure of 
consumption 
expenditure, by 
income quintile, 
consumption purpose, 
product, activity and 
status of the reference 
person, type of 
household, etc. 

11      

Custom duties, levies 
and others gathered by 
the parties 

11      

Value added taxes in 
the EU and indirect 
taxes in the DCFTA 
countries 

11      

Public procurement162: 
Sum of intermediate 
consumption, gross 
fixed capital formation, 
social transfers 

11, 12      

Number of commercial 
bank branches and 
automated teller 
machines (ATMs) per 

100 000 adults 

11, 14      

Proportion of adults 
(15 years and older) 
with an account at a 
bank or other financial 
institution or with a 
mobile-money-service 
provider 

14      

Exchange rates 11, 14      

Time to export 11      

Time to import 11      

Costs to Export 11      

Costs to Import 11      

Product Market 
Regulations Indicators 

11, 12      

Foreign procurement 
by origin 

11, 12      

Protection of 
intellectual property 
rights index 

11, 12      

Perception of IP 
Protection (index) 

11, 12      

 
162 Kutlina-Dimitrova, Z. (2018). Government Procurement: Data, Trends and Protectionist Tendencies. European 
Commission. 
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Patent protection 
(index) 

11, 12      

Copyright piracy 
(index) 

11, 12      

Intellectual property 
protection (index) 

11, 12      

Number of patents, by 
technology and by 
patents office 

11, 12      

Trade Facilitation 
Indicators on 
governance and 
information 

11, 12      

Trade Facilitation 
Indicators on rulings, 
procedures and fees 

11, 12      

Trade Facilitation 
Indicators on 
formalities 

11, 12      

Trade Facilitation 
Indicators on border 
agency cooperation 

11, 12      

Tariffs on agricultural 
and forestry products 

11, 14      

Trade flows (quantity 
and value) of 
agricultural and 
forestry products, by 
partner country 

11      

Share of the DCFTA 
parties’ exports and 

imports from the EU, 
and their main EU 
trade partners 

11      

Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary 
notifications to the 
WTO 

11, 12      

Number of meetings of 
the Trade Committee 
and the 
Subcommittees 

11, 17      

Number of trading 
enterprises, by sector 
and partner region 

11      

Value of trade 

enterprises, by sector 
and partner region 

11      

Custom clearance time 11, 12      

Average number of 
Days for Imported 
Goods to Clear 
Customs 

11, 12      

How Many Days Did It 
Take to Obtain Import 
Licences 
(Authorisations)? 

11, 12      

To what degree is/are 
Customs and trade 
regulation an obstacle 
to the current 
operations of 
establishments? 

11, 12, 
14 

     

Percentage of times 
that informal payment 
were expected or 
requested when 
clearing exports 
through customs 

11, 12      
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Percentage of times 
that informal payment 
were expected or 
requested when 
clearing imports 
through customs 

11, 12      

Percentage of times 
that informal payment 

were expected or 
requested when asking 
for a construction-
related permit 

11, 12      

Percentage of times 
that informal payment 
were expected or 
requested when asking 
for a import licence 

11, 12      

Number of disputes on 
the WTO 

11, 12      

Tariff Income from 
Bilateral Trade 

11      

Custom and other 
import Duties 

11      

Taxes on international 
trade 

11      

Taxes on income, 
profits and capital 
gains 

11      

Imports and exports of 
raw material 

11, 14      

Trade in 
environmentally 
related goods 

11, 14      

 

Labour163 

The following table provides a description of the labour indicators, the research tasks 

where these will be used (albeit they may be used for other tasks) and their use in the 

evaluation questions. 

 

Table 20. Indicators to be used to undertake labour analysis 

Indicator Research 
task 

Effectiveness Impact Efficiency Relevance Coherence 

Unemployment rate, 
by sex, age, level of 
education and sector 

14, 15      

Vulnerable 
employment, by 
gender ( % of Total 
Employment) 

14, 15      

Mean weakly hours 
usually worked per 
employed person 

14, 15      

Proportion of youth 
(aged 15-24 years) 
not in education, 
employment or 
training  

14, 15      

Compliance of labour 
rights based on ILO 

14      

 
163 Aker, R., Chernyshev, I., Egger, P., Mehran, F., Ritter, J. (2002). Measuring Decent Work with Statistical 
Indicators. International Labour Office. 
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Trade union density 
rate 

14      

Collective wage 
bargaining coverage 
rate 

14      

Hiring regulations and 
minimum wage 

14      

Average monthly 
earnings of employees 

14      

Labour force 
participation rate 

14      

Employment-
population ratio  

14      

Share of wage 
employment in non-
agricultural 

employment 

14      

Child labour  14      

Complaints/cases 
brought to labour 
courts or ILO 

14      

Excessive hours of 
work 

14      

Employment rate for 
women with children 
under compulsory 
school age (ratio to 
the rate for all women 
aged 20-49)  

14      

Fatal injury rate (per 
100 000 or per 1 000 
employees)  

14, 15      

Labour inspectors 
(inspectors per 
100 000 employees 
and per 100 000 or 
1 000 

employees)  

14      

Public social security 
expenditure (per cent 
of GDP, separately for 
total, health 

services, and old-age 
pensions) 

14      

Domestic public 
expenditure (current 
USD) 

14      

Private health 
expenditure per capita 
(current USD) 

14      

Beneficiaries of cash 
income support  

14      

Share of economically 

active population 
contributing to a 
pension fund 

14      

Average monthly 
pension (per cent of 
median/minimum 
earnings) 

14      
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Output per employed 
person (GDP $ in PPP) 

14      

Informal employment 
(per cent of non-
agricultural or urban 

employment) 

14      

Labour share of GDP, 
comprising wages and 
social protection 
transfers 

14      

Travel and tourism 
direct contribution to 
GDP ( %) and in 
growth rate ( %) 

14      

Travel and tourism 
direct contribution to 
employment ( %) 

14      

 

Social 

The following table provides a description of the social indicators, the research tasks where 

these will be used (albeit they may be used for other tasks) and their use in the evaluation 

questions. 

Table 21. Indicators to be used to undertake social analysis 

Indicator Research 
task 

Effectiveness Impact Efficiency Relevance Coherence 

Proportion of 
population living 
below the national 
poverty line, by 
gender and age 

14      

Market income 
inequality  

14, 15      

Inequality in income  14, 15      

Average household 
income 

14      

Proportion of 
population living 
below the USD 1.90 a 
day, by gender and 
age 

14, 15      

Proportion of 
population covered by 
social protection 
floors/systems, by sex 

14, 15      

Population below 
poverty line ratio 

14, 15      

Proportion of people 
living below 50 % of 
median income 

14, 15      

Food price index 10.3, 10.4      

Age dependency ratio 
young (% of working-
age population) 

14      

Proportion of 
population with access 
to electricity, by 
urban/rural divide 

14      

Bribery incidence  14, 15      
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Irregular 
payments/bribes  

14, 15      

Number of victims of 
intentional homicide 
per 100 000 
population, by gender   

14, 15      

Gini Index, by gender 14, 15      

 

Gender164 

The following table provides a description of the gender indicators, the research tasks 

where these will be used (albeit they may be used for other tasks) and their use in the 

evaluation questions. 

Table 22. Indicators to be used to undertake gender analysis 

Indicator Research 
task 

Effectiveness Impact Efficiency Relevance Coherence 

Educational 
attainment, population 
25+(% of gender ) 

14, 15      

Education, pupils ( % 
of gender) 

14, 15      

Employment in 
agriculture % of 
gender employment) 

14, 15      

Employment in 
industry by gender % 
of gender 
employment) 

14, 15      

Employment in 
services by gender (% 
of gender 
employment) 

14, 15      

Employment to 
population ratio (15+, 
gender) 

14, 15      

Wage and salaried 
workers, gender (% of 
gender employment)  

14, 15      

Labour force 
participation rate, 
gender (% of gender 
population ages 15+) 

14, 15      

Ratio of female to 
male labour force 
participation rate 

14, 15      

Labour force by 
education, gender (% 
of gender working-age 
population) 

14, 15      

Ratio of female to 
male youth 
unemployment rate % 
ages 15-24) 

14, 15      

Unemployment, youth 
gender (% of gender 

14, 15      

 
164 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development. (2017). Trade and Gender Toolbox. How will the 
economic partnership agreement between the European Union and the east African community affect Kenyan 
women? 



 

121 

 

labour force ages 15-
24)  

Unemployment, 
gender (% of gender 
labour force) (national 
estimate) 

14, 15      

Firms with female 
participation in 
ownership (% of 
firms) 

14, 15      

Account ownership at 
a financial institution 
or with a mobile-
money-service 
provider, gender (% of 
population ages 15+) 

14, 15      

Financial institution 
account, gender (% 
age 15+) 

14, 15      

Access to credit based 
on gender 

14, 15      

Property rights for 
genders 

14, 15      

Cost of business start-
up procedures by 
gender  

14, 15      

Time required to start 
a business 

14, 15      

Start-up procedures to 
register a business 

14, 15      

Maternal mortality 
ratio (deaths per 
100 000 live births) 

14, 15      

Prevalence of obesity, 
by gender 

14, 15      

Vulnerable 
employment, gender 
(% of gender 
employment) 

14, 15      

Rural population ratio, 
gender ( % of total) 

14, 15      

Gender Inequality 
Index 

14, 15      
 

Gender wage gap 14, 15      

Gender wage gap by 
economic activity 

14, 15      

Inactivity rate of 
persons by age group, 
family context, 
categories of 
inactivity, and sex 
(ages 15+) 

14, 15      

Average monthly 
nominal earnings of 
employees by 
economic activity and 
sex 

14, 15      
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Human Rights 

The following table provides a description of the human rights indicators, the research 

tasks where these will be used (albeit they may be used for other tasks) and their use in 

the key evaluation questions. 

Table 23. Indicators to be used to undertake human rights analysis 

Indicator Research 
task 

Effectiveness Impact Efficiency Relevance Coherence 

Protection of property 
rights sub-index 

15      

Integrity of the legal 
system sub-index 

15      

Average and median 
age 

15      

Maternal mortality 
ratio 

15      

Death rate due to road 
traffic injuries 

15      

Neonatal mortality 
rate 

15      

Under-five mortality 
rate 

15      

Average life 
expectancy rate 

15      

Proportion of 
population with ICT 
skills 

15      

Number of new HIV 
infections per 1 000 
uninfected population, 
by sex, age and key 
populations 

15      

HIV prevalence, adult 
(% ages 15-49), total 

15      

Tuberculosis incidence 
per 1 000 population 

15      

Number of people 
requiring interventions 
against neglected 
tropical diseases 

15      

Mortality rate 
attributed to 
cardiovascular 
disease, cancer, 
diabetes or chronic 
respiratory disease 

15      

Adolescent birth rate 
(aged 10-14 years; 
aged 15-19 years) per 
1 000 women in that 
age group 

15      

Proportion of 
population with large 
household 
expenditures on health 
as a share of total 
household expenditure 
or income 

15      

Coverage of essential 
health services 

15      
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Proportion of 
population with large 
household 
expenditures on health 
as a share of total 
household expenditure 
or income 

15      

Mortality rate 
attributed to unsafe 
water, unsafe 
sanitation and lack of 
hygiene (exposure to 
unsafe Water, 
Sanitation and 
Hygiene for All 
(WASH) services) 

15      

Mortality rate 
attributed to 
unintentional 
poisoning 

15      

Age-standardised 
prevalence of current 
tobacco use among 
persons aged 15 years 
and older 

15      

Proportion of the 
population with access 
to affordable 
medicines and 
vaccines on a 
sustainable basis 

15      

Total net official 
development 
assistance to medical 
research and basic 
health sectors 

15      

International Health 
Regulations (IHR) 
capacity and health 
emergency 
preparedness 

15      

Public expenditure on 
health, education and 
social protection 

15      

 

Access to education by 
urban/rural, ethnicity, 
age group 

15      

Human rights scores 15      

Press Freedom Index 15      

 


