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I. Introduction  

Republic of Armenia is a mountainous landlocked country located in South Caucasus. It is 

bordered to Turkey in the west, Georgia in the north, Azerbaijan in the east and Iran in the 

south. The area of the country is 29,743 km2 and the population is 3,018,854 as of 2011. The 

country is divided into ten marzes (regions), while capital city of Yerevan has a status of a 

community. In 2013 the GDP of Armenia was USD 10,325,000,000 and GDP per capita was 

USD 3,037. Construction, services and agriculture are the most important sectors of 

Armenian economy. Cash remittances sent home by Armenians working abroad are another 

important contributor to the GDP. 

Armenia has continental climate with dry and warm summers (temperatures fluctuate 

between 22-36 C0) and relatively cold and snowy winters (temperatures – between -10 and -

5 C0). Springs are short and autumns are quite long. Due to topography of the country the 

climate significantly varies in different parts of the country and at different altitudes. 

Climate zones vary from dry subtropics in the southern and north-eastern parts of the 

country to mountain tundra at higher elevations. Average annual precipitation levels vary 

from 235 mm in Ararat valley to over 1,000 mm on Aragats Mountain. 

Today forests cover about 11% (334.1 thousand ha) of the territory of Armenia; while 

historically the forest covered up to 40% of the territory of what is today the Republic of 

Armenia. Forests in Armenia are located extremely unevenly, with 62% of those located in 

the north-east, 36% in the south, and only 2% in the central parts of the country.  Forests of 

the country are rich in biodiversity with 274 aboriginal trees and shrubs, including 25 

endemic species. Main forest species are the beech, oak, hornbeam, and pine, which make 

89.1% of forest cover and 97.2% of forest reserves. 

By 1920s Armenia had about 20% forest cover, but during 20th century forests in Armenia 

have gone through three phases of overexploitation – during industrialization in 1920-30s, 

during WWII, as well as more recently during the energy crisis of early 1990s. As a result the 



forests have lost much of their economic and environmental reserves and value, leading to 

loss of biodiversity and quality of stands. Illegal logging still remains a serious issue, though 

officially registered cases have significantly reduced since 2000s. 

All forests of Armenia are owned by the state, expect for small portion (up to 1,000 ha) 

planted by communities and NGOs in recent years. Management of forests is implemented 

by the Ministry of Agriculture through “Hayantar” (Armforest) state non-commercial 

organization and its 20 forestry branches throughout the country, and the Ministry of 

Nature Protection though protected areas established on around 100 thousand ha of forest 

lands. The Forestry Code also provides the possibility of forest management by the 

communities if those wish so and are able to develop a management plan and get its 

approval from the Ministry of Agriculture. Up to date there have been developed such plans 

for 11 communities, but at the moment only two communities (Koghb and Jujevan villages 

in Tavush marz) manage forest with the support of donor organizations. 

II. Profiles of participants 

The three day national workshop for Armenia has been conducted in Geghadir village during 

September 10-12, 2014. Representatives of public administration bodies, including the 

ministries of agriculture, nature protection, emergency situations, finances, economy, 

territorial administration and energy, as well as Hayantar SNCO, National Statistical Service 

and State Committee of Water Resources, NGOs (Armenian Forest, Armenian Tree Project, 

Environmental Protection Advocacy Center, For Sustainable Human Development, FPWC, 

Green Land and Khazer), academic institutions (American University of Armenia, Armenian 

National Agrarian University and Institute of Botany), and international organizations (GIZ, 

RECC, UNDP and WWF) have been invited to participate in the workshop – 26 people in 

total. 

Sixteen people have participated in all three sessions of the workshop; one has attended 

only the first day, while another participant has taken part in two sessions (see the 

participants list in the end of the document). The absence of representatives of ministries, 

like economy, finance, territorial administration may probably be explained by remaining 

low level of understanding and awareness regarding the importance of the forestry sector 



not only for the green economy, but the national economy in general. On the other hand 

international organizations have been underrepresented due to busy schedule and overlap 

with other important events organized during the same days. Four organizations have been 

represented by women, mostly NGOs. 

III. Summary of workshop discussions 

All of the workshop participants have been actively involved in the discussions and openly 

expressed their opinions regarding the situation in the country and the forestry sector, as 

well as the workshop methodology and format. Despite tendency to being more protective 

than over participants, representatives of public administration bodies have also been very 

open, realistic and critical about the issues discussed, thus it has been possible to have 

productive discussions among all of the participants. 

It should be mentioned that in general most of the participants have been very critical about 

the state of things in the forestry sector and according to them much improvement is 

needed to reach the objective of green economy development. Since Hayantar SNCO is 

regarded as the main responsible agency for the management of forests most of the 

discussions have been regarding this organizations. 

IV. Overview of exercises 

Generally, all exercises have been received with enthusiasm and all of the participants have 

been actively involved in discussions and presentations. More details regarding some of the 

more attractive and important exercises are presented below. 

 Quick assessment method – the method has been interesting particularly because it 

revealed the critical approach of the participants towards all of the presented issues. 

Interestingly, none of the issues has received the highest grade of 5, and there have 

has been a minimum number of 4s, while all of the issues have received at least one 

lowest grade of 1. From the trainers’ perspective the exercise has been useful for 

understanding the overall mood of the participants and then moderating the 

audience accordingly, while it has probably been equally interesting for the 



participants to realize, that sometimes they are probably too critical about the 

situation. 

 Fish bowl – this exercise has attracted more interest and got more compliments from 

the workshop participants than any other. Thanks to being interactive it has revealed 

more information than other exercises, thus showing to the participants how 

important and useful it is to provide equal opportunities for expression of opinions 

to all interested parties. The exercise also provided an opportunity for the 

participants to feel themselves in the place of other interested parties, thus to get 

better understanding of other’s interests and motives, which many often lack. The 

format of the exercise has also been very important, as it puts everyone in the same 

field and there are no leaders, moderators, guides of the process. The exercise will 

probably be more useful during the discussion of most controversial issues, when 

interested parties are more hostile towards each other, though it may prove to be 

difficult to make the participants follow the procedure and do not make side 

comments, as it has been during the national workshop sometimes. The exercise 

may be especially useful for the development of forest management plans and 

promotion of community forest management. 

 Stakeholder mapping – this has been another useful tool for understanding the 

general picture of the interested parties, thus thinking objectively about others’ 

interests and becoming more tolerant towards their needs, claims and causes. 

Interestingly, representatives of public administration agencies have been as active 

and consistent in demanding more influence of citizens on decision making process 

as NGOs, which traditionally support this cause. 

 Gap analysis – despite the fact that this has been the last exercise and the 

participants have been quite tired they have been very active and the number of 

identified gaps, stakeholders and participatory methods has been more than the 

number of workshop participants. The identified gaps mainly included state policy 

and legislative level issues, like lack of political will, tax and customs policy and 

legislation, absence of proper governance system, as well as more specific issues like 

the status of Hayantar, lack of financing, absence of forest inventory, etc. The 

Government, NGOs, private sector, international organizations, investors, rural 



communities, Hayantar, and scientists have been identified as main stakeholders. 

There have also been people who think that citizens of Armenia in general and 

simply everyone are stakeholders. As for the participatory methods, interestingly the 

most popular one has been the fish bowl, which has been tested during the 

workshop. Other methods included education, participatory decision making, 

lobbying, public oversight, as well as all methods presented during the workshop. 

V. Challenges 

During the workshop there have been few challenges related with workshop methodology 

that needed addressing during the workshop itself; while there have also been more general 

and serious issues, which require attention at the decision makers level. 

Issues related with the workshop methodology are presented below: 

 One of the challenges in the beginning of the workshop has been seeming lack of 

interest and skepticism of some of the participants towards the green economy and 

the workshop in general. Taking into consideration that many of the participants 

have been quite experienced professionals who have long track of participation in 

workshops related with green economy, sustainable development, etc., which in 

many cases proved to be uninteresting and not serious, they needed to understand 

how serious this workshop has been. The skepticism has vanished with the first 

exercise and presentations, as well as with better understanding of the purpose of 

the workshop; 

 Throughout the workshop there has been constant need to explain and remind 

participants that the objective of the workshop has been studying of participatory 

methodologies necessary for development of green economy plan for the forestry 

sector and not the development of the plan itself. In many cases discussions have 

been becoming too detailed and serious, thus distracting the attention of the 

participants from the main objective of the workshop. 

 Though all of the workshop participants have been actively participating in all of the 

discussions and exercises, some of them have been more active than the rest. There 

have also been participants who have been trying to impose their opinion, dominate 



during the discussions. Again, this has been distracting other participants’ attention, 

as well as taking time to address the issue by the moderators. On the other hand it 

has been useful and interesting to learn the opinion of more active participants, 

since these people may potentially become opinion developers. 

More general and serious issues are presented below: 

 Despite being invited to send participants to the workshop none of the non-linear 

ministries has sent anyone. These included the ministries of economy, finances, 

territorial administration and energy. Though the last one is often involved in 

forestry related events, still there seems to be lack of understanding of the role of 

forest in energy balance of the country. As for the other ministries, though 

potentially those may have very important and decisive role in forestry related 

planning processes, so far these do not actively participate in that work. Involvement 

of these and other ministries and decision makers in the forestry related processes is 

crucial for mainstreaming of forestry sector into economic planning processes in 

general and green economy particularly. 

 Forest management structure – one of the most important issues raised during the 

discussions has been the management of forests by two organizations, Ministry of 

Agriculture and Ministry of Nature Protection. There has been expressed an opinion 

that this needs to be ceased and all of the forests need to be managed by Hayantar 

SNCO in order to make the management more efficient. As a related topic there has 

also been raised the issue of conflict of interest related with the Forest State 

Monitoring Center, which is under the Ministry of Agriculture together with 

Hayantar SNCO. Some of the participants have suggested making the Center an 

independent organization under the Government of the Republic of Armenia. 

 Hayantar status – despite the fact that the organization is responsible for the 

management of over 10% of the territory of Armenia, it has a very low legal status of 

state non-commercial organization under the Ministry of Agriculture. Each of the 

protected areas under the Ministry of Nature Protection responsible for much 

smaller areas has the same legal status. The issue has long been under discussion, 

but still no solution has been given. Because of such low status the organization 



cannot directly come up with legislative initiatives, present forestry issues at the 

Government level, etc. Moreover, this also results in operational issues, since for any 

even smallest transaction branches of the organization responsible for management 

of forests in different, often quite distant, parts of the country need to send their 

documents to Yerevan to get approval. 

 Lack of financing of Hayantar SNCO – the issue of underfinancing is related to the 

previous one. For many years Hayantar does not receive enough funds from the 

Government to perform its activities properly. The state budget is only financing part 

of the salaries, thus the rest of the salaries and other expenses have to be covered 

from the organizations own incomes. These in turn are shrinking, since the only 

source of immediate income, the wood, is becoming less accessible from year to 

year. Most of the mature wood in accessible areas has long been harvested, thus 

there is need for new equipment or construction of new roads in order to harvest 

the wood, but this requires investment, for which there is no money either. Other 

potential sources of income like ecotourism, collection of non-timber products, etc., 

do not provide enough income, as well as require investments. More advanced tools 

like payments for ecosystems services simply do not exist in Armenia so far, though 

there are undertaken some steps towards development of these by organizations 

like WWF and UNDP. 

 Lack of young professionals – despite the opening of forestry course in the Armenian 

National Agrarian University and increasing number of graduates with degrees in 

forestry, the number of young professionals working in the sector is still low. The 

reason is mostly related with the low salaries. The other issue is that due to lack of 

financing of academic institutions young graduates have almost no field experience 

and their knowledge is mainly theoretical. As a result there is gradually increasing 

the issue of generation changing in the forestry sector. This is especially significant in 

the branches of Hayantar, where most of the employees are relatively old and few 

young employees do not have professional education in forestry or other related 

disciplines. 

 Lack of community involvement – as mentioned above despite the provision of the 

Forestry Code allowing for management of the forests by the communities so far 



only two of those have undertaken this. And these two communities have done that 

only with the financial support of donor organizations. In most of the cases 

management of forests is only an additional burden for underfinanced 

municipalities, and since these are hardly coping with their mandatory 

responsibilities it is hard to expect those to involve in forest management without 

financial incentives. On the other hand, there is an opinion that forest management 

gradually needs to be decentralized and the communities’ role has to increase. One 

of the ways to do this is through more active informal (and later formal) involvement 

of local population into development of project management plans. 

 Lack of alternative sources of income in rural areas – in most of the rural 

communities, especially the distant ones, the only occupation of local population is 

the agriculture, which is very risky and the incomes are affected by many weather-

related exogenous factors. As a result locals tend to pay less attention to other 

issues, such as forest management. The only major interest in the forests is related 

with harvesting of firewood. Due to lack of income and relatively low price of 

firewood in comparison with other sources of energy, local population relies on 

forest as their main source of relative comfort during the winters. Creation of 

alternative businesses related with the forest, such as wood processing, collection 

and processing of non-timber products, ecotourism, skiing, etc., will provide 

additional financing to the communities, thus potentially reducing the pressure on 

the forests. On the other hand life in rural areas will become less risky. 

VI. Conclusions and recommendations 

The workshop has reached its objective and all of the participants have obtained better 

understanding of the participatory methods they have previously used as well as have 

learned some new and very useful methods. Among these there needs to be distinguished 

the fish bowl method, which has been by far the most popular one among all of the 

participants. 

The activeness of the participants during the discussions and exercises, as well as their good 

understanding of the situation in the forestry sector, have been decisive for successful 

conduction of the workshop. It has also been very helpful that workshop participants have 

been really interested in building a more effective forestry sector and have had an 



understanding of the importance of the forests for the national economy. A good mix of 

participants representing all key actors of the sector has ensured that the discussions are 

both active and to the point. Nevertheless, more efforts have to be put in order to involve 

representatives of other sectors too, like ministries of finances and economy, which play 

very important role in decision making, though probably lack understanding of the 

important of forests for the national economy. 

On the other hand the methodology used for the conduction of the workshop has been very 

well developed and adapted for the needs of the country, thus the participants have not 

needed time to understand its logic. The training modules have been developed so that to 

proceed from more general to more specific exercises, thus gradually preparing participants 

for real involvement in planning processes and potentially leading and moderating those. It 

has been very important that a lot of stress has been put on the participatory nature of the 

methodologies and the need for equal participation in the planning process by all 

stakeholders. 

During the local workshops it will be clear how participants understand and digest the 

training at the local level. Meanwhile, many of the national workshop participants have 

expressed willingness to help with the conduction of local workshops in order to understand 

the methodologies even better, as well as gain practical experience in application of the 

methodologies at the local level, where most of the potential meetings for development of 

the plan for inclusion of forestry sector in the green economy planning processes will be 

conducted. If possible, few of the national workshop participants will be involved in local 

workshops, thus preparing them for further involvement in the planning processes. 

Since the local workshops will be shorter that the national one and it will not be possible to 

introduce all exercises tested and taught during the national workshop, different exercises 

will be used during each of the local workshops. This will help to understand which of the 

exercises is more useful and understandable for the participants at the local level. 

During the local workshops there will be made an attempt to involve local businesses too. 

Entrepreneurs involved in sectors relying on forest and natural resources, such as tourism, 

have to be interested in the planning processes too, since they are directly affected by the 

decisions regarding the future of the forests. So far the involvement of businesses in the 

planning processes is not significant in Armenia, but the local workshops will potentially 



help with making those more active and gradually increasing their role in the participatory 

decision making processes.  



VII. List of participants 

N Name Organization Position Mobile E-mail 

1 Aghasi Mnatsyan Forest State Monitoring Center  Leading Specialist 093 12 10 89 aghasi_mnatsyan@mail.ru 

2 Armen Nalbandyan Hayantar SNCO Head of Division 093 18 93 33 armennalbandyan@yahoo.com 

3 Armine Nazaretyan 
Association for Sustainable Human Development 
NGO 

Member 055 14 23 36 naz_armine@yahoo.com 

4 Artashes Manaseryan Hayantar SNCO Head of Division 093 71 58 58   

5 Artavazd Mankyan Ministry of Emergency Situations Chief Specialist 098 52 40 77 arto.2014@mail.ru 

6 Arthur Alaverdyan WWF Armenia Project Coordinator 055 99 70 41 aalaverdyan@wwf.com 

7 Atom Grigoryan Forest State Monitoring Center  Senior Specialist 093 19 39 96 atomgr8484@gmail.com 

8 Eduard Ghazaryan Hayantar SNCO Chief Specialist 098 80 38 02   

9 Harutyun Harutyunyan Hayantar SNCO Chief Specialist 093 89 76 44   

10 Nazeli Vardanyan Armenian Forests NGO Director 093 41 46 77 vnazeli@mail.ru 

11 Nelli Baghdasaryan National Statistical Service Head of Division 091 49 44 05 nelli@armstat.am 

12 Ruben Khachatryan Fund for Preservation of Wildlife and Cultural Assets Director 093 04 40 88 ruben@fpwc.org 

13 Seryozha Jilavyan Institute of Botany Dendrologist 077 25 03 90 sanshakoolyan@mail.ru 

14 Silva Atoyan Armenian National Agrarian University Lab Assistant 055 20 27 12 silva_atoyan@mail.ru 

15 Vahe Abovyan Ministry of Nature Protection Cartographer 093 46 00 88 v_vahe@mail.ru 

16 Vahe Martirosyan Armenia Tree Project Forester 099 35 44 57 vahe.mart@gmail.com 

17 Vahe Matsakyan Hayantar SNCO Head of Division 055 60 06 94 forester.vahe@gmail.com 

18 Varsenik Khachatryan Kanachazard Yerkir NGO   193 21 75 53 vavossi@mail.ru 
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19 Elina Warsta UNECE/FAO Forestry and Timber Section 
Associate Economic 
Affairs Officer 

 elina.warsta@unece.org  

20 Vardan Melikyan Independent consultant 
UNDA project 
national consultant 

 
vardan.melikyan@gmail.com  

21 Said Inogamov Independent consultant 
UNDA project 
regional consultant 

 said.inogamov@gmail.com  

 


