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Introduction

A much overlooked issue of social, political andnfauitarian concern in Georgia has been the
resettlement of so-calleecological migrantsor eco-migrantsi.e., persons who have been displaced

due to natural disasters in their native villages.

Resettlement and internal migration is not a neenpmenon in Georgia. Already in the™&entury,
Georgians were relocated to populate sparsely itdthlborder regions. Later with the Soviet
collectivization of the 1930s-1950s, thousands afumainous people were resettled, forcibly or
voluntarily, to lowland parts of the country. Indiibn, regions that had been emptied of their
indigenous populations during Stalin’s mass depiorta of the 1940s were then repopulated with
Georgians from other regions. In the 1950s and 496Qparticular, much of the population of the
mountain regions of Ajara was resettled into othegions, in order to regulate the demographic
balance and avoid over-population in the mountaBisce the early 1980s, the process of migration
from mountainous regions has been further exacedbly climate changes, which have had quite a
significant impact on the livelihoods of the mountaus populations. Hence, over the past quarter of
century, tens of thousands of people have becomeless as a result of flooding, landslides, and/or

avalanches.

Various governments have responded to natural tdisagn these mountainous regions of Georgia,
beginning with the Soviet authorities of the 1980sthe nationalist regime of Gamsakhurdia, over th

leadership of Shevardnadze, and finally to theenirSaakashvili government. Each has pursued a
different approach. While in the early and mid 188the process of resettlement was quite well-
organised, the late 1980s saw a serious increagheimumber of natural disasters in Georgia’s

mountain regions, coinciding with the breakdowrSov¥iet structures and the ensuing corruption. With
the coming to power of a nationalist government aunthe leadership of Zviad Gamsakhurdia,

resettlement policies were largely guided by aamaiist agenda designed to repopulate the minority-
inhabited and border regions of Georgia with etiaaorgians. Ecologically displaced persons soon
found themselves as tools to advance such poli@esing Shevardnadze however, this issue was
literally ignored. After the “Rose Revolution” in0@3, the Saakashvili government took steps to
address the problems of eco-migrants, althoughllbgppearances a consistent policy for addressing

such issues is still out of sight.



From 1981 until the present, an estimated 11,00Qilis (or around 60,000 persons) from
mountainous regions, largely from Ajara and Svaretve been resettled as part of state resettlement
efforts? In the same period, an unknown number of migraifis, majority from Ajara, have been
resettled to other parts of Georgia of their owtitiam, due to overpopulation and a lack of land in
their native regions. The regions that mainly reediecological migrants in the 1980s and early $990
were Kakheti, Imereti, Samegrelo (Mingrelia), Shitartli, Guria, Samtskhe and Javaklfetiater on,

beginning in the second half of the 1990s, KvemdlKlaas become the main recipient region.

As it is known, Kvemo Kartli and Samtskhe-Javaklaet regions of Georgia which are compactly
populated by ethnic non-Georgian populations. Semetdavakheti is predominantly Armenian,
especially the Javakheti part (Akhalkalaki and Némandarayong, along with small pockets of
Russian Dukhobors, Greeks and indigenous Georgldmee of theayonsof Kvemo Kartli (Marneuli,
Dmanisi and Bolnisi) are predominantly inhabited dy ethnic Azeri population, and the fourth, the
Tsalkarayon,is inhabited by Georgians, Armenians and Greehks.ififlux of ecological migrants into
regions populated by national minorities has fredjyeled to tension. Unfamiliar with local social
norms and arriving with a different social and ot background, eco-migrants have often
experienced severe difficulties in integrating itite local communities. Inadequate preparatiorhef t
recipient communities has often created suspicrahraistrust against the newcomers. Consequently,
poor relations between natives and newcomers hesgudntly developed as a result of these

settlements.

The aim of this monograph is twofold. On the onadjat sets out to provide an overview of the
resettlement processes and the policies — or laglolicies — that have guided the resettlement of

ecological migrants. It aims at providing much reskddata on the resettlement process, and at

! The estimation is based on the following calcolagi According to Putkaradze (see below), a tdtdl, 572-1,600 families from Ajara
were resettled from 1981 to 1988. According toistiadl information provided by Khulo, ShuakhevidaiKedarayon Gamgeobas,
around 6,151 families were relocated from Ajararfrt989 to present and according to Nizharadze l{stmwv), 2,620 families from
Svaneti were resettled as part of government pragifar ecological migrants since 1987. In totasthaumbers make up around 10,857-
10,885 families.

Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis istoriu-etnologiprbblemebi[Historical-ethnic problems of migration of poptite
of Ajara], Batumi: Batumi University, 2006, p. 72.

Luara NizharadzeSvanebis migracia da misi gansaxlebis area[dtigration of Svans and Areas of their Resettleherbilisi: Thilisi
University Publications, 1999, pp. 14-15.

About the data provided iyamgeobasf Khulo, Shuakhevi and Kedayonssee Table 6.

2 samtskhe and Javakheti were separate adminigtraiions until 1994.



identifying the major trends in the changing pagitowards resettlement. It also seeks to provide
recommendations in the direction of policy enhanesinnegarding the management of eco-migration.
On the other hand, it seeks to discuss why tense@ms to emerge as a result of the resettlement in
some (but not all) of the recipient communitiespessally in those regions populated by national
minorities, and to resolve how this tension coutdadvoided via enhancement of the standards of the

management of the resettlement process.

Very little material exists on the situation of emigrants in Georgia. It is an issue that is s@ipgly
neglected by the academic and political establistisneén Georgia, as well as by the international
community. Hence, apart from studies of scarcedriesources, this document is based on interviews
with government officials, scholars and civil sdgipractitioners who have interest and expertisthén
subject. Special attention has been given to et and field studies in Svaneti and Ajara, from
where the eco-migrants mostly have been displaagdyell as to the communities where the eco-

migrants have settled, particularly in Samtskheallheti and Kvemo Kartli.

In the first part of the monograph, governmentwtotis and programs during the Soviet era and durin
the leadership of Gamsakhurdia, Shevardnadze aakhStavili will be reviewed. In the second part,
the process of resettlement to Samtskhe-JavakhdtiKzemo Kartli will be addressed. In the final
section, the paper will discuss how tension has bgenerated as a result of the resettlement of
ecological migrants in Kvemo Kartli and Samtskheakheti.

Government policies and the management of ecotl@®eint throughout the past 25 years have
fluctuated, been poorly prepared, and have beeerdbas ad hoc interventions, if not neglected

altogether. This lack of a coherent approach stheecollapse of the Soviet Union has negatively
affected the ethno-political situation in the ragoof Samtskhe-Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli, thus
further fuelling tension in such regions alreadgreltterized by far from harmonious relations betwee

the authorities and the minority populations.

Georgia took a major step forward towards the wmaegn and protection of national minorities with
the ratification of the Council of Europe Framewdad@onvention for the Protection of National
Minorities (FCNM) in December 2005. The elaborati@inthoughtful policies on resettlement and
internal migration in Georgia has become a greatem of the international community. Indeed, eco-
migrants from Ajara and Svaneti are not persongrgghg to national minorities. They are Georgians.

However, belonging to populations from isolated mtain regions and being uprooted and resettled
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into other parts of Georgia with completely diffiereharacteristics and often populated by cultyrall
different ethnically non-Georgian populations (ipexiod when the country as a whole is facing sever
political and economic difficulties), these eco-naigts are quite vulnerable and special measuras nee
to be taken to ensure their accommodation and riaieg into the recipient communities. Of equal
concern are the rights and protection of the natimeulations in the recipient communities, oftent(b
not only) Armenians, Azeris and Greeks, who haegdently faced turbulence in their communities
and violation of their human rights with the artiedthese eco-migrants into their settlements.

There is no easy solution to the problem of ecallgilisplacement. Government policies will have to
strike a balance on the one hand to help eco-migtarfind accommodation and land where they are
available, and on the other hand to ensure thdtt galicies take into account the concerns of tlallo
populations when it is necessary to resettle egrants in regions populated predominantly by
national minorities. The elaboration of actual p@$ on eco-migration, including projections of
settlement patterns and mechanisms for dialogueaMithe involved stakeholders, would undoubtedly
be a significant step forward to ensure broadersensus between government, eco-migrants and
recipient populations, thus helping to overcomesitam in the recipient regions. It is hoped thas thi
monograph can present a modest contribution towardsoader discussion between government
structures and relevant NGO and community stakehmslin order to support the development of
consistent policies on resettlement of these eamddly displaced populations. This would benefi¢ th
resettled population and recipient communities ealiend further the overall process of regional

integration in Georgia.

Resettlement and government programs

Resettlement until 1980

Being a mountainous country, Georgia has witnegaggation from the mountain regions to the
lowlands for centuries — both voluntary and forc&specially throughout the twentieth century,
hundreds of thousands of mountainous people frayiome such as Ajara, Svaneti, Upper Samegrelo
(Mingrelia), Lechkumi, Racha, Upper Imereti, KheMtiuleti, Khevsureti and Tusheti settled or were
settled in lowland regions — a process that acatdrunder collectivization in the late 1920s and

continued up until the 1950s. While most settledn@nently in the lowlands, some managed to



continue a pattern of seasonal migrafid@ollectivization had a profound impact on ruré land the

life of Georgia’s mountain population. The mountapopulations did not readily embrace
collectivization and therefore the mountain regiarese difficult for the Soviet regime to manage and
control. The regime solved this management problmintroducing massive forced and semi-
voluntary resettlement of mountain peasants toldiadands, in the 1940s and 1950s. For example,
almost the entire population of Khevsureti was ttése in the 1940s, and the region was virtually
emptied except for workers needed for the collecfarms and a few industrial projeétBy 1989 the
population in regions like Tusheti, Pshavi, Racleghikhumi and the mountainous part of the Shida
Kartli, had also been reduced to less than halintimaber living there during the first decades & th

twentieth century.

In the process of collectivization, the aim of theviet government was to initiate a new system of
agricultural production by resettling the mountaiagopulation who suffered from a lack of land, to
regions like Kvemo Kartli, outer Kakheti, Abkhazend the Rioni River Basin, where the land had not
been cultivated earlier. As a result the above mpat lowland regions received migrants from
mountainous regions. Meanwhile, in the 1940s wihpmpulation groups were collectively deported
from Georgia, chiefly Germans (1941), Meskhetigt®4¢) and Pontic Greeks (1949). In total, around
170,000 people were deported from Georgia, aloriy millions of people in other parts of the Soviet

Union.

With such policies, it was not difficult for the gernment to find space to accommodate land-short
migrants from those over-populated regions. Theggons of resettlement included Ajara, Svaneti,
Upper Imereti, Racha, Lechkhumi and Khevsutettcording to one estimate, in 12 former German
villages in Kvemo Kartli, 2,390 new households frégdacha, Lechkhumi and Upper Imereti were
settled during the autumn of 1941 alone. Furtheembs500 new households from Imereti and Kartli

were resettled in Meskheti during the second half925, and in Abkhazia, (from where the Greeks

® This is the case of the Tushes who are settleghaotly in three villages in the Alvani Valley of Kiaeti. Many of them still move up to
Tusheti during the summer period. Also some Kheysuostly settled in and around Thilisi and Rustavdst maintain a pattern of
seasonal migration.

4 The repressive policies of the 1940s and 1950s wemehow reverted in the late 1970s and earlysl98te historian Ronald Grigor
Suny has shown how the Socialist Government, refipgrto demands of dissident nationalists alreadthe late 1970s, developed a
unique strategy towards the population and emplayeystem of public opinion polling, which to antemt influenced government
policy. One survey revealed that many forced miggrdimom the mountains were unhappy with their ratmn, and the government thus
decided to reconstruct some of the mountain vikag®nald Grigor Sunyl,he Making of the Georgian Natigmdiana University Press,
Bloomington and Indianapolis, 1994), pp 309-310.

® For example, the mountainous parts of Java andkhi rayonsof Shida Kartli were reduced by 34.7% from 192B9.9Around 114
villages were emptied. Meanwhile, there three nidages emerged in the lowlands of theagons For further details see Table 7 in the
Annex. Vakhtang Jaoshvilgakartvelos MosakhleoljRopulation of Georgia]Thilisi: Metsniereba, 1996, pp. 229-230.

® Makvala Natmeladzelemograpiuli protsesebi sagartveloshi XX saukufisah tslebsh[Migration processes in Georgia in the 40s of
the XX century],Thilisi: CIPPD 2002, p. 86.



had been deported) more than 4,200 households $amegrelo, Racha-Lechkhumi and Svaneti were
resettled during 1946-50. The total number of tegstto Meskheti, Kvemo Kartli and Abkhazia
amounted to about 60,000 persons in the period @41l to 1950. After World War II,
industrialization accelerated significantly throogh the Soviet Union, including in Soviet Georgia.
This led to a further increase of the migrationwfl(both forced and voluntary) from mountainous

regions to lowlands.

Organized Resettlement of Eco-Migrants in the 1980s

The first organized resettlement specifically ispense to ecologically displaced persons took place
the early 1980s. According to government resol®idn010 families from mountainous Ajara were
designated to resettle to Dedoplistkhaagon, Gurjaanirayon, and Sagarejoayon (Kakheti); Khobi
rayon (Samegrelo); Aspindzaayon, Adigeni rayon (Samtskhe-Javakheti) and Kagjpiyon (Shida
Kartli) in 1981-83®

These resettlement programs were well-organizedpaoplerly planned. Authorities provided credits
for the affected eco-migrant households totallin§08 Soviet (Russian) roubles (hereafter RR}
which the migrant families needed to repay only 4840-migrants settled in several villages of the
Aspindza and Adigenrayons. Here, they were expected to build their own houbased on
government credits. In addition to providing finedsupport, the Soviet authorities were in chawfe
transporting building materials and equipment foe construction of the houses. Moreover, eco-
migrants were given preferential treatment in terofsfinding employment in the regions of
resettlement. The amount of land that was provigedn eco-migrant household was a minimum of
0.25 ha during the Soviet period, while many hoos#hreceived larger plots of land, often up tdb1.2
ha.

In 1987, Svaneti witnessed the most disastrousewint recent years. Several villages were affected
with three to five meters of snow in January. Téweel of snow was so high that some 2,000 houses
were damaged by avalanches, causing the death pé@&ie. Theayonsof Mestia (Upper Svaneti)

and Lentekhi (Lower Svaneti) were particularly aféel. Roads were closed down, communication

" vakhtang Jaoshvilsagartvelos mosakhleoha pp 224-26.
8 Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis, p 72.
° The ratio of RR to USD by that time was approximatell.



between villages ceased, and atther means of communication were damaged. 16,80ple were

evacuated from the risk zoh®.

Within a few days following the disaster, the Cahttommittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union and the Union of the Council of Ministerstbé Soviet Union issued a decree about “the aid of
SSR Georgia for the liquidation of outcomes of ratulisaster,” as of 12 February 1987. The
resolution ordered local government and party grgtives to take steps to solve the issue of
housing. By that time, almost 65 million RR waoedted by the Council of Ministers of the Georgian

SSR for assisting the renovation and reconstrudidrouses.

In response to the disaster in Svaneti, the Sayeetrnment also issued a number of resolutions
regarding the construction of new houses for thediess population. In addition, land was designated
for homesteads and farming purpoSedhe government allocated about 300 million RR tioe
construction of houses and opened accounts fodifptaced families. In addition, donations made by
private individuals in Georgia and elsewhere in 8mviet Union as well as from companies and
organizations reached 74 million RR.Following the disaster, provisions were made fbe t
construction of 5,700 houses and many significaristruction works were initiated by a dozen
construction companiés. Some 2,500 families from Upper and Lower Svanetrevassigned to
resettle in the followingayons Marneuli, Tetritskaro, Bolnisi, Sagarejo, Gardab®manisi, Kaspi,
Tskaltubo, Khoni, Ozurgeti, and Lanchkhrgyons

In April 1989, more natural disasters hit Ajarantalides occurred in highland Ajara, specificalty i
the villages of Khulo, Shuakhevi, and Kedsyons, affecting 5,657 families (24,287 persofis)n
response, the Soviet authorities started effortsegettle the disaster-affected population to other
regions of Georgia, including coastal Ajara and tbgions of Guria, Shida Kartli, Kvemo Kartli,
Kakheti, Imereti and Javakheti. The governmeniatetl a resettlement program and significant state
funds were allocated for the construction of newdss. In addition to the provision of houses, the
program also included long-term loans for the disptl population from Ajara so as to enable them to

0 The government commission identified that 409 femihad lost all their property, 876 householdsengartially damaged, and 3,468
families were to be resettled although their howga® not destroyed. Laura Nizharad2eanebis migracia da misj.pp 13-17.

1! Government Resolutions No 2, 3, 4 as of 1987.

12 sufficient funds allowed the government to provaignificant assistance to the displaced familigsp were given 4,000 RR per
family or 500 RR per family member. They also wereviited with furniture and kitchen utensils for frée a further benefit, they were
offered interest free loans of 4,000 RR.

BThe Informational Agency of Council of MinisterStikhia i liudi[Natural Disaster and Peopld]bilisi: Sabchota Sakartvelo, 1987, p.
235.

1 Forty-four houses were completely destroyed ani&2l damaged. In addition, 3,250 hectares of larwhrbe unfit for agricultural
utilization. Tamaz PutkaradzAgcharis mosakhleobis migraciis, p 75.
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buy their own houses. However, the disaster toakepht a time when the Soviet Union was already at
the verge of collapse and the process was not gyopenitored. The geological assessments that took
place in Ajara immediately after the disasters wavaracterized by significant corruption. As a fesu
many people who were not directly affected by tieasters, although probably generally in need of
land and property, obtained permission for relacatinder the resettlement progrdhPerhaps this
partially explains why the return migration rates the years that followed were so high (see p#&je 2
Many resettlers had the option to return to house&jara in the event that they did not manage to
successfully adapt to their new livelihood. Moregwbey could benefit economically from legally or
illegally selling or letting their new-found properin their villages of resettlement. The most awsa
case of this took place in Tetritskaayon which is one of the most attractive destinatifumgpotential
eco-migrants in Ajara. Theayonis rich in productive arable and pasture landsyéwer, in the village

of Shavsakdari, 20 houses were built for familiéewarrived in the villages, but sold or abandoried t
houses within two to three years. The houses weugld or occupied by the indigenous inhabitants of

the village.

At the initial stage of the government program, $dilies from Ajara managed to buy houses based
on governmental loans. The government program misluded the construction of entirely new
settlements, complete with infrastructure and fastns; provision of long term, low interest lodios

the displaced population, so as to enable thenuild bouses by themselves; and accommodation of
the displaced in houses abandoned by their origiwallers*®

The houses in the resettlememyonswere to be granted to the natural disaster vicfiess of chargé’
Each family of eco-migrants was given about 0.250hdomestead land and 0.25 ha of farmland.
Moreover, eco-migrants were allowed to lease aoithii land. The government also provided grants of
RR 4,000 per family along with furniture and fiest to the affected populations. In addition, RBO®,
in interest-free loans was granted to familiestfa construction of stables and other smallerifeesl

around their housé$.

The number of rooms in new houses to be given neigrants was determined according to the
number of family members. At the time of the eadgettlement, the government focused on resettling

people from one village (or town) to another vidadgeeping them the population intact and together.

15 |nterview with Guram Kakhadze, Head of Departn#iiResettlement and Accommodation in Khtagon, 6 October 2006.
18 Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis, pp 75-77.
7 According to Resolution No. 14-R of the Council ofrlidters of SSR Georgia as of 12 January 1988.
18 H
Ibid.
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For example, people from the villages Khaishi, Ngestyon, were resettled in one village, Durnuki,
Tetritskarorayon which was then renamed as New Khaishi. The hoogitsby the government were
of two types. In Kvemo Kartli, houses usually haeb tfloors with about six to ten rooms, and a
balcony. In contrast, poorly designed houses wésn duilt in Javakheti and other parts of Georgia,
with rooms at different levels, linked by interrséhirways. Heavily affected by the economic crigis,
government tried to lower the costs for the cormdtom process by disregarding the initial plans of
housing projects, by decreasing the total livinggaof these houses after their construction hahdyr
started. The costs for building a house amounteapfroximately 45,000-55,000 RR. However, the
quality of the houses was rather poor. Today, twer decades later, the buildings are full of cracks

and many are in need of thorough reconstruction.

According to the annual report of the Ministry oédettlement and Accommodation (2006), 55 new
villages were supposed to be founded inrayons of Georgia from the early 1980s as part of
governmental programs. In total, 5,094 houses \pknened to be built; however only 3,090 were in
fact constructed, out of which 2,723 are curremtligabited and 367 still remain either empty or
occupied by others. The planned construction of RZ8@ses was never initiated at all, whereas 1,724

houses were not ever completed.

In the framework of these government programs,ett@ migrants from Svaneti and Ajara were not
permitted to sell or sublet the houses which theyewprovided with by the government for a period of
25 years. In addition, new houses could only bésteged in the name of eco-migrants if each member
of the family signed away their original housesjclhhad been proved to be unfit for living accogdin
to geological or hydro-meteorological statementsisTvery reasonable provision, however, was not
enforced. During the Soviet period, as well as myrShevardnadze’s leadership, eco-migrants were
allowed to return to their previous houses; thosnpany cases, they would have dual registratiods an

returnees would then seek assistance once &tain.

After Georgia’s independence in 1991, the strai@eeshomy and turbulent political situation did not

permit the state to initiate and carry out resetdet plans. Moreover, the government could not
finalize the construction of those houses, whictl &laeady started and promised to their new owners.
This obviously created serious problems for themagrants, which were further exacerbated by poor

coordination and an almost complete lack of infdarara Many migrants arrived in their new

9 |nterview with Soso KurasbediaGamgebelif Lentekhirayon,5 June 2006.
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settlements only to discover that their houses atdbeen completed or not even begun at all. In
anticipation of government action and sometimeeraged by officials, many families remained in
their new locations for months or even years, tvin temporary shelters or renting housing faeiti

on their own. Many eco-migrants in this situatisemtually gave up all hope and returned to stai wit
relatives in their original villages in Ajara. Akdre were no planned resettlements or any governmen
programs related to eco-migration, and becauséefabove problems with housing in the recipient
regions throughout the 1990s, eco-migrants tendeckturn to their original villages in significant
numbers. The careless and ignorant attitude oh#lwvdy independent governmental structures fostered

a widening sense of frustration among eco-migrahts.

Assistance by Non-Governmental Structures

In the last years of the Soviet Union, several pizgtions connected with the problem were formed by
Georgian nationalist activists. One of these wad #nd, Accommodation and Assistance Foundation
of Georgiaestablished on the initiative of Merab Kostavae @i the early leaders of the Georgian
nationalist movement, in September 1989 by decfé¢leeoCouncil of Ministers of the Georgian SSR.
The Foundation was designed as a charity orgaaizafifter the death of Kostava in October 1989, the
Foundation was named after its main foundéhe Merab Kostava Land, Accommodation and
Assistance Foundation of Georgignenceforth referred to as the ‘Kostava Foundation the

‘Foundation’)*

20 From Ajara, in total, about 4,343 families wersattled from the Khuloayon, 1,696 from the Shuakheréyon and 112 households
from the Kedarayon out of which 534 families returned to Khulo, 2families to Shuakhevi and 35 households to Kedaesit89
(according to data provided by the Shuakhevi andliK@Bamgeobas The majority of the returnees left from the Sgredo, Imereti, and
Guria regions, as well as from Akhalkalaki, Garddtend Marneuli (Kvemo Kartli). Interviews with tehed migrants in Ajara and with
Dr. Tamaz Putkaradze, Professor at Batumi Stateddsity and an expert on migration issues in Ajardicate that the reasons that eco-
migrants returned from ethnically Georgian regidike Imereti, Guria and Samegrelo (Mingrelia) with2-3 years are threefold: 1)
Houses which were promised by the government inatee1980s and early 1990s were not completedcéjesto-migrants arriving in
the new regions had to live in temporary housepjritpfor the government to finalize the construat{vhich actually never happened,
so those who did not migrate back completed thesé®on their own). 2) The economy of western Gaargegions like Guria, Imereti
and Samegrelo was to a large extent based on $aade-production of citrus fruits and tea. Howeve, fall of the Soviet Union was
followed by a collapse of most kinds of industryvasd| as the large-scale farming on which the sitand tea cultivation was based. As a
result, not only eco-migrants, but most of the getious population were unemployed and impoverisBeen today, Guria, Samegrelo
and partly Imereti are considered as among thegsboegions of Georgia. 3) The country was dravm @ivil and ethnic war, one of the
centers of which was the part of Samegrelo bordefibkhazia. Thus, the unbearable political, soaial economic conditions forced
many eco-migrants to return to their native teri#® (for further details, see Table 5).

Data on return migration to Khulo in 1989-1998 dndShuakhevi in 1987-2006 are provided by the Demamts of Migration and
Veterans Affairs of Khulo and Shuakhesgyons.See Table 5 in the Annex for further details.

2L Approved by the Minutes No. 1 of the meeting af #ssembly of Population, Accommodation and AssistaFoundation of Georgia
as of 1 September 1989 and registered by Resolntio528 of the Council of Ministers of the Georg&8R as of 1 November 1989.
220ne of the other founders of the Kostava Foundatias Vazha Adamia, who became a member of the Bgp@vuncil of Georgia in
1990 and was again a member of parliament in 1982-10ther founders were politicians and natiohalisivists initially affiliated with
the Round Table (the Political Block of Gamsakhurdid)o split from Gamsakhurdia by the end of Augig91.
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According to the principles enshrined in its stasythekostava Foundatiodistributed land among the
Georgian populatiofi® The goal of the foundation was to “assist theargiof Georgia, which were
suffering from poor demographic or ecological coiodis to lead the country out of demographic and
economical crisis, to carry out Christian charityivties, and to take care of widows, orphansjgedt

and elderly people without family support®.

In the context of the nationalist agenda of thenftation and political life in the early 1990s, fitfease
“regions problematic from a demographic point &dwi refers to regions predominantly inhabited by
national minorities, i.e., specifically Abkhaziaavakheti, and Kvemo Kartli. As these regions are
located along Georgia’s external borders, natisharctors considered it of crucial importance to
enhance the presence of ethnic Georgians in tleas,do refute claims from neighbouring stateshsu

as Armenia and Azerbaijan, and to prevent secassii@mdencies in these regions.

During this period of political turmoil in Georgiaumerous political parties and organizations were
founded. Often these oppositional forces were fednoh the basis of strictly determined goals sich a
ecological problems, or preserving historical moeats, and buildingd. The burgeoning nationalist
movement considered the fact that ethnic Georgdidsnot constitute an absolute majority of the
population in all parts of the country, a major taloke for Georgia’s development. Several political
parties actively addressed this issue through legeddations which then attracted financial resesrc
The political organizations exerted so much infeeeilon the government that they easily managed to
obtain state funding and influence the developrmstate policies in their favdf. Indeed, the
Kostava Foundation was one of the more influerdfalhese organizations. It based its activities on
donations from government agencies and voluntamata donations. In the period from 1989-1991
alone, donations amounted to 35 million RR. Thedfunwere utilized primarily for building or

purchasing houses for families in need of sheitetifferent regions of Georgia’

23 The main aims and tasks of the foundation werefdliewing: a) to support the national revival oe@gia in accordance with the
current legislation on the territory of the Georgi@SR; b) to create a fund for the land, which waisded over to the Foundation in
unrestricted use; ¢) to create a housing fund bghasing houses from state and public organizatorthe territory of the Georgian SSR
and the population living on the territory of trepublic, and by constructing houses; d) to supggiibns which were problematic from a
demographic point of view, and victims of naturalaenities, elderly citizens who required to be takare of, students studying in the
republic and outside it, and families with manyldten. According to the Statute of tHeand, Accommodation and Assistance
I;oundationapproved on 1 September 1989.

Ibid.
5 For example, one key issue for the nationalistenoent was the safeguarding of the monastery congflBavid Gareji on the border
with Azerbaijan. This historical monument was ergkred by ongoing military trainings at a nearbyitany base, as grenades were
often fired at the complex. Such acts of vandalisompted a basis for mobilization of different oatilist political parties.
% The government was encouraging the populationaihdr organizations to donate money to such foumastand soon the entire
nation of Georgia was involved in this humanitargtion.
2" |nterview with acting Chairman of the Kostava Fouratg Davit Kupreishvili, 11 March 2006.
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With the economic depression that followed theage of the Soviet Union, and under the influence
of the nationalist and often xenophobic policiesttbwept Georgia in the early 1990s, many persons
belonging to national minorities started to emigriiom Georgia. This emigration particularly afeatt

the ethnic Greek communities in the Tsalka and Mdiaki rayons, theRussian Dukhobor community

in Ninotsmindarayon, the Avar communities in Kvarelayon of Kakheti, as well as the Armenian and
Azeri communities in Samtskhe-Javakheti and Kvemnaatlk The emigration of ethnic Armenians and
Azeris in these years was considerable. At the dames Russians, Greeks and Jews from other parts

of Georgia left the country in large numbéts.

As persons belonging to national minorities werdingetheir property while preparing to leave the
country, the Kostava Foundation purchased housaes fhe emigrants at very low costs and gave the
property to eco-migrants or other potential settfélOther measures of assistance to the eco-migrants
were envisaged in the program of the Foundationyever, in reality it was not able to provide
assistance beyond provision of houses and homeksteddwhich amounted to between 0.15 and 0.25
ha per entittement. The Kostava Foundation puhfartspecific strategy to ensure that it would also
retain some authority over the houses provided d¢o-migrants and settlers. The Foundation
implemented two kinds of procedures when offeriogdes to Georgians in need. The first way was
based on the purchasing of houses from emigrategrgops belonging to national minorities. These
houses would be allocated to the Georgian populationeed, including eco-migrants. New settlers
were granted long-term permissions to occupy thesé®, but the purchasing value of the house was to
be repaid within a specific period of time negathtbetween the settlers and the foundation. The
second procedure included the issuance of long-@ams with very low interest rates for the pur@as
of specific houses. In order to avoid any kind a$eonduct or misuse of the money, the Foundation
opened accounts for sellers and transferred thesfalirectly to them. In both cases, the Foundation
would conclude house delivery agreements on thewolg condition: the houses and their homestead
lands could not be sold without the written cons#rihe foundation. Hence, full legal ownership was
not provided to new settlef$.Even after the full repayment of the loans, therfemtion would have
governing rights and needed to be consulted in @damily would want to sell their house.

Not all land and houses purchased by the Kostavadadion were distributed among eco-migrants. It

also assisted other groups such as poor houseaontdgamilies with many children. The Foundation

28 5ee Table 1 in the Annex for further details.
29 |nterview with acting Chairman of the Kostava Foaitiwh, Davit Kupreishvili, 11 March 2006.
30 H

Ibid.

15



still owns several hundreds of hectares of landifferent regions of Georgia, including, for exaepl
around 250 ha in Marneutayon of Kvemo Kartli*! In total the Kostava Foundation purchased around
800 houses, from 1989-1991, all over Georgia, mlialy Abkhazia. Out of these 800 houses, around
300-320 houses were made available to eco-migrarits.Samtskhe-Javakheti and specifically in
Ninotsmindarayon, the Foundation bought 258 houses for eco-migramtisother families in need (of
which 217 were in the Ninotsmindayon). The Foundation provided houses for eco-migrémis

Ajara in the Ninotsmindaayonand for eco-migrants from Svaneti in Abkhazia aneiio Kartli®®

Table 1: Number and location of houses provided byhe Kostava Foundation to eco-migrants and
population in need”

Rayon No. of houses
Adigenirayon 6
Akhaltsikherayon 29
Marneulirayon
Bolnisirayon
Mestiarayon
Tsalenjikharayon
Onirayon
Mtskhetarayon
Tianetirayon
Kvareli rayon
Senakirayon
Ninotsmindarayon
Akhalkalakirayon

)
[ =
o|lu|lR|lo|R|u|k|k|o|o|m

Because of the harsh climate in Ninotsminaigon— Javakheti is known as Georgia’s Siberia — aed th
largely negative attitude of the local populatiowards the newcomers, eco-migrants were generally
reluctant to settle there. The political situationJavakheti was unstable in 1990-1995, as theralent
government lost effective control over the regithnic Georgian migrants were concerned that they
would find themselves under dangerous conditiomesethThus, the Foundation sought to encourage
resettlement by providing favourable conditionghiose who would settle down in the villages of that
region. Houses were delivered for free, without aagditions for the repayment of credits; however,
the new owners were not entitled to sell or let beises for 25 years. In the event that they would

decide to leave their houses, however, the Foumdaiteeded to approve their departure, so that the

%1 Ibid. It should be noted that even though theslegjion of that period prohibited the purchaseamidls within a 21 km border zone, an
exception was made for the Foundation. Many ofehding government officials were members of thetkea Society and the Kostava
Foundation.
32 Interview with acting Chairman of the Kostava Foaiich, Davit Kupreishvili, 15 September 2006.
33 |hi

Ibid.
34 Data provided by th&ostava Land, Accommodation and Assistance Fownmlatf Georgia,25 September 2006. According to the
Gamgeobaof Dmanisirayon, additionally 575 housesere bought both by the government, the Kostaven&ation and the Rustaveli
Society. Data on houses bought by the Kostava Fatiordin Abkhazia is not available.
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houses could be offered to other families. Degpigefact that the Foundation bought as many as 217
houses in Ninotsmind&, only 68 out of those houses were actually handest to new owners,
including eco-migrants, poor families, and familieh many childrerf® The rest remained empty or

were taken over by local Armenians.

Another private organization that assisted eco-amty was the Rustaveli Society, established in Marc
1989, which worked mainly with repatriation issuesKvemo Kartli. This organization also bought

houses for eco-migrants, but unlike the Kostavaiedpcand Foundation, the Rustaveli Society
provided houses to the eco-migrants for free aridowut any terms and conditions. Many eco-migrants
who received such property from the Rustaveli Sgcsibsequently sold the property and left the

region>’

Government Programs during the Shevardnadze Period

From 1991-1993 Georgia was tormented by ethnoipalitonflicts and bloody civil wars. In this
period eco-migrants, like other vulnerable segmehtke society, were entirely ignored. These hee t
years with the highest degree of return-migratidn eco-migrants, especially from Samegrelo
(Mingrelia), a region that was the epi-center o tonflicts. This was also a time when industry,
agriculture, and trade activities deteriorated hvitie economy being on the verge of collapse. Under
these circumstances, indeed, eco-migrants fouiffitult to sustain themselves and adapt to theiv
surroundings. Even after the end of the civil war$993, the socio-political and economical sitoias

in the country were so miserable that the governmes unable to initiate any new programs for the

management of eco-migration processes.

However, land reform was initiated in January 19@2 continued until 1998. The main aim of the
reform was to transfer state-owned agriculturatilario private hands. In this period, most of the-e
migrants who had been resettled to differaybnsreceived houses and land plots of 0.15-1.25 ha. Th
eco-migrants received those land plots on equadgeavith other citizens. As to the lease of agrimalk
land, eco-migrants had the same rights as othtageils®® This land issue will be discussed more

thoroughly in the final part of this paper.

35 |bid. In Ninotsminda town 14 houses, 31 in Spasovkan3gfremovka, 20 in Orlovka, 47 in Gorelovka arfillif Sameba.

% These were: 19 houses in Spasovka, 6 houses iarifefka, 4 in Orlovka, 18 in Gorelovka and 15 im8ha.

37 Interview with acting Chairman of the Kostava Fouratg Davit Kupreishvili, 15 September 2006.

38 See Association for Protection of Land Owners’ Righegal Analysis of the Rights of National Min@#& and Eco-Migrants in Land
Tenure Issues, 2006.
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Only in exceptional cases did the government redpgorithe housing needs of eco-migrants during the
Shevardnadze years. In 1997, Shevardnadze isspeels@ential decree according to which around
USD 3 million was allocated for the purchase of gnfpuses in the Tsalkayon The houses were
identified and appraised, but only a small numbdrauses were actually bought, while a large amount
of the allocated funds simply disappeat@diater, in 2002, the president allocated aboutA®DGEL
from his Presidential Funds to purchase 22 housedbéd village of Spasovka, Ninotsmindayon
These houses were purchased to help migrants wharhged in the 1990s, but settled into houses of
their relatives. The Ministry of Resettlement andcémmodation was in charge of the purchase.
However, only 11 houses were actually bought. Predly due to corruption, the funds allocated for
the rest of the houses vanished into thin air. difiected villagers blamed the local officials fois,
whereas the local officials blamed the represergatiof the Ministry of Resettlement and

Accommodation.

The first presidential decree after independencadiress ecological migration issues was issued in
1998. The decree aimed at resolving the legal antalsproblems of eco-migrants, and stipulated the
initiation of a system of monitoring the ecologicalgration processes. The monitoring in the first

stage covered liayonsof Georgia, and in the second stage it included &linotsminda and Tsalka

rayons*’

This monitoring aimed at investigating the condioof houses built by the government and
identifying the number of resettlers from the maimbus parts of Georgia. The government activities
and monitoring revealed that the number of famiig® were entitled to receive new houses from the
government since 1987 to be 4,Z8However, in reality only 2,880 families had beeretdled and

3,090 houses had actually been constructed. Beazfutee fact that many houses had never been

completed, 1,155 families continued to live in thefiginal houses in Svaneti and Ajafa.In 16

39 Jonathan Wheatley: Defusing Conflict of Tsalkatfs of Georgia: Migration, International Intentiom and the Role of the State
(ECMI Working Paper No.36, December 2006), p. 9.

0 Decree No. 67 on “Government Program (1998-2005)te Resolution of Legal and Social Problems afffies Suffering from
Calamities Since 1987".

41 Out of the 4,284 families, 2,094 families werenfr@vaneti, 2,145 families from Ajara and 45 fansilfeom Satchkhereayon Upper
Imereti).

42 Out of 2,880 families 1,790 families were from B8, 1,045 from Ajara and the 45 families from i#dwre. The monitoring also
showed that out of 2,880 eco-migrant household8,li2zéd in temporary shelter, since their houses iat been completed. Twenty-one
out of these 266 households lived in wagons or flaade wooden houses. The monitoring group alsowstered several cases of
illegal rental arrangements of houses by migraimsaddition, there were 178 houses occupied byl lown-migrant populations. It
should be noted that these figures do not correbpoth data provided by the Ministry of Resettlemantt Accommodation in 2006
(quoted on p. 15).
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villages of the Tsalkaayons,three categories of migrants were identified a}magrants, b) internally

displaced persons, and c) persons resettled anathaiinitiative?

While this monitoring program was important asatstg point for addressing the problems faced by
eco-migrants, the program as such did not enviaagdollow-up measures. No subsequent steps were
taken to improve conditions for the displaced pessoand neither did the program address the
problems of eco-migrants who had lost their housretand during the 1990s. In short, the period
between 1995 and 2002 brought nothing new to egpamis or to those who were in immediate need
of resettling from risk zones — despite the fadittthe turbulence following independence had
somehow calmed and the economy had slowly beguectwver. The government had not formulated
any viable strategy or a program for the resolutbaco-migration issues.

Resettlement after the ‘Rose Revolution’

Only since 2004 has the new Georgian governmenersathe efforts to address the problem of eco-
migrants i.e., just after President Saakashvili haen elected and a new cabinet appointed. The firs
Minister of Refugees and Accommodation after thes® Revolution’, Eter Astemirova, initiated the
collection of data on the conditions of housesatéd in the mountainous regions of Georgia based on
geological assessments. At the same time, in 20@4government started a program of provision of

houses for eco-migrants.

Another action taken by the government was the @mlojpf a government decree in June 2004, which
established th€ommission for Regulation of the Eco-Migration Ressin Tsalka, Akhalkalaki, and
Ninotsmindarayons*® The decree was a response to an outbreak of gimleaetween local Armenians
and Georgian eco-migrants from Ajara in Tsdfk@he decree noted an immediate need to regulate and

43 The families belonging to the “c” category wer@sh who were provided with houses in Akhalkaleijon after the 1989 Ajara
disaster; however, they had either abandoned,sddbletted those houses and moved to Tsalkatidddily, the monitoring noted that
there were migrants from Khokayon (Dedilauri village) who had resettled Tsalka rayon aftenatural disasters in the former location,
as well as families resettled from Guria on theinadnitiative, in order to improve their poor econie conditions. Tamaz Putkaradze,
Acharis mosakhleobis migraciis, p 92.

4 In the first year of this program, 160 houses waght in Tsalkaayonand 10 houses in Tetritskarayon, and in 2004 a further 53
houses were bought in Tetritskaeyon, 124 houses in Tsalkayon 2 houses in Bolnigayonand 1 house in Gardabaalyonin 2005.
(Information provided by Ministry for Refugees andcAmmodation of Georgia, in a letter to ECMI, 014046993, 5 December 2005).
% Government decree No. 40 of 3 June 2004, abouEsblishment of a Governmental Commission forRegulation of Ecological
Migration Process from Mountainous Ajara to Tsalikkhalkalaki and Ninotsmindeayons.

8 In May 2004, a children’s football match in thélage of Kvemo Kharaba between Ajarans from th#iage and Armenians from
Kizilkilisa turned into a violent clash. No one wkiled, but several people injured. After the tlathe Ajarans went to Thilisi where
they organized a protest demonstration. Duringitlvestigation of the incident, the Armenians anaéks said that the Ajarans had
infringed on their rights, while the Ajarans statbdt Greeks and Armenians opposed the resettleafgbéorgians in the region. As a
result of these events, the government issued @eeem the establishment of the above-mentioned Gssion. Jonathan Wheatley,
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confine the eco-migration processes within thellégemework, as well as to find new approaches to
address the issue. To achieve this aim, the ortpulaed the establishment of a regulatory
commission with the purpose of formulating suggestiof solutions for resettlement, community, and

other problems, all within a two-week period.

However, the decree was never followed by any nreasor action. While the Commission had been
established, it never developed into a functiorbogy and was soon dissolved. Obviously, problems
have persisted, both in terms of accommodatingsti@al, economic, and legal needs of the eco-

migrants and in ensuring the peaceful co-existéet@een resettlers and natives.

However, some measures have been taken to ideh&fgurrent and potential problems incurred by
ecological disasters in the mountain regions. \ihithappointment of a new Minister of Refugees and
Accommodation, Giorgi Kheviashvili, in May 2005 etiMinistry launched a new program in March

2006, for creating an official database of thogalifies who had suffered from natural disasters and
who were in urgent need of resettlement. The nrpidesigned an evaluation system in order to
identify the level of damage and resettle the patpoh accordingly. The following four categoriesreve

included in the damage assessment system:

Category 1: House destroyed as a result of calesniti
Category 2: House damaged as a result of calamitigsunfit for living and not restorable either.
Category 3: Houses damaged as a result of calamitig restorable,

Category 4: House not damaged, but lands surrogriienhouse destroyed and unfit for use.

According to the Head of Department of MigratiorgpRtriation and IDP Issues of the Ministry of
Resettlement and Accommodation of Georgia at theoma level, the number of households in

categories 1-4 throughout the country looks agvait

Table 2. Damaged houses by category by regions oé@gia

Regions CAT1 CAT 2 CAT3 CAT 4 TOTAL

Samtskhe-Javakheti 6718 52 1,226 8 1,964
Mtskheta-Mtianeti 85 84 467 132 765
Guria 308 359 995 895 2,554
Imereti 1,203 2,629 8,506 666 13,004
Samegrelo-Zemo Svaneti 305 739 1,341 678 3,066

‘Defusing Conflict of Tsalka District of Georgia: Wtiation, International Intervention and the Rolaha State’, (ECMI Working Paper
No.36, December 2006), p. 9.
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Racha-Lechkhumi 316 544 999 922 2,781
Kakheti 123 59 557 160 899
Shida Kartli 798 614 1,279 67 2,758
Kvemo Kartli 32 11 236 0 279
Ajara 189 469 558 2,052 3,268
TOTAL 4,037 5,560 16,164 5,580 31,341

Source: Annual Report 2006 of the Ministry of Resettlemantl Accommodation.

The number of households in categories 1-4 waitorgresettlement from mountainous Ajara and

Svaneti are indicated in the table below.

Table 3: Damaged houses by category in mountamayonsof Ajara

RAYON CAT 1 CAT 2 CAT 3 CAT 4 TOTAL

Khulo rayon 48 55 97 952 1,152
Shuakhevrayon 13 105 153 661 932
Kedarayon 10 24 45 368 310
TOTAL 71 184 295 1,981 2,531

Source: Department of Resettlement and Accommodation utieeMinistry of Health, Labour and Social CareAgdra.

Table 4. Damaged houses by category in Svaneti

RAYON CAT 1 CAT 2 CAT 3 CAT 4 TOTAL

Mestiarayon 18 218 418 827 1,481
Lentekhirayon 130 239 388 587 1,344
TOTAL 138 457 806 1,414 2,825

Source;: Gamgeobsiof Mestia and Lentekhiayons.

Obviously, households in category 1 and 2 are raostely in need of resettlement, being unable to
live in their houses at all, or not under safe d¢tmas. Families in category 3 and 4 are sometimes
considered as potential ‘economic’ or ‘demograpijrants, i.e., they are largely unable to sustain
themselves because of a lack of cultivable landcofding to the local officials of Khulo and
Shuakhevrayons typically, Ajaran families have 0.25-0.75 ha ahdl, because of the unavailability of
lands in mountainous regiof5Since working on the land usually is the only nseafincome for the
rural population in mountainous regions, Ajaransefaerious problems of economic hardship, which

have prompted them to look for other economic opypaties in other regions of the country.

In total, as many a2,531 households in categories 1-4 are in neecesdtitement in the short or

midterm from mountainous Ajara alone to other paft§eorgia. In the long term, given the population

47 Interviews with Nodar Katamadze and Guram Kakhadi®ads of the Departments of Resettlement and Acwmxation in the
Shuakhevi and Khuleayons,respectively, 6-7 October, 2006.
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growth and the lack of land, a much larger portbmhe population in the threayonswould need to

be resettled in order to establish sustainableogaml conditions in the region.

The number of potential resettlers, especially fidhulo and Shuakhewiayonsof Ajara, is so high
that some government officials estimate a needevkral million USD to manage the migration
process successfulf§f. At the same time, the government purchase of oisevery slow and
insufficient for the population.

Undoubtedly, the development of the above-mentiodahbase on the current status of houses or
lands, or in danger of ecological damage, is aromant staring point. The Ministry for Refugees and
Accommodation deserves praise for undertaking s$hgsificant effort, which also shows a genuine

commitment of the government to address this proble

In 2004-2005, the Ministry of Resettlement and Awnowodation bought 264 houses in different
rayons?°As far as purchase of houses in 2006 is conceriied Ministry of Accommodation and
Resettlement bought 216 houses for ecological migrand Meskhetian repatriates. Of these, 156
houses were bought in the Tsatkgon, 36 in the Tetritskaroayon, 17 in the Akhmetaayon,and one
house in the Gardabarayon. Six houses were bought in the Gaaiyon for repatriates. It should be
noted that the houses, which were bought in thekdsayon were already occupied by migrants
illegally. This was done to legalize the statush&f eco-migrants, who were occupying mostly houses
owned by Greeks in the Tsalkayon Purchased houses in othrayonswere handed over to eco-

migrants from the mountainous Ajara and Svaneipresy®

Another step taken by the Ministry of Accommodatiand Resettlements was the assessment of
housing conditions in the Tsalkayonin the summer of 2006. The Ministry establishadanitoring
group, which included representatives from the stigj the local administration of Tsalkayon, and
representatives of the Greek communities in Thdisil Tsalka. Their monitoring aimed at identifying
the conditions of houses, the availability of hau$er sale, the possession of houses legally and

illegally, etc. As a result of the monitoring, tMinistry of Accommodation and Resettlement got a

48 Interview with Kakha Guchmanidze, Head of the Dapant of Resettlement and Accommodation, MinistiyHealth, Labour and
Social Care of Ajara, 9 October 2006.

49 For further details see footnote 44.

%0 Interview with Zaza Imedashvili, Head of DepartiehMigration, Repatriation and IDP Issues of thenistry of Resettlement and
Accommodation of Georgia, 26 January 2007.
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clear picture of the situation in Tsalka, which¢cacling to the ministry, will serve as a basis tle

future development of ecological migration policy.

During 2007, the Ministry plans to formulate a cleaological migration policy, as well as a proper
legislative framework, regulating ecological migoat and ecological migrants. The Ministry also
intends to continue the purchasing of houses. Heweepresentatives of the Ministry assume that the
number of purchased houses in 2007 will be lowengared to previous years, since the funding from
the state budget for this purpose had been deddasa 1,257,000 GEL for 2006, to 1,000,000 GEL
for 2007>* Thereby, the Ministry can only afford to buy arduti75-190 houses in 2007, compared to
the 216 houses bought in 2006.

The current situation in Svaneti and Ajara had st improved. Mestia’sayon administration
(Gamgeoba has received 219 petitions for resettlement,adwvhich 34 families need to be resettled
immediately?? About 600 families in Lentekhiayon have the official geological approval that their
houses are in dangerous conditidriTherefore, the number of potential migrants wilcrease

gradually.

Similar to Svaneti, there is a vast number of familvaiting for resettlement from Ajara. Accorditog
statistical information from the Department of Rdeenent and Accommodation of Ajara, there is a
total of 255 families with an immediate need torbeettled from the Khulo, Shuakhevi, and Keda
rayons(cat 1 and 2), while an additional 2,276 families ia need of government assistance because of
lack of arable land (cat 3 and 4). At the same titime ecological situation in Ajara remains precasi

The disasters have not stopped, but have contithwedghout the 1990s and 2000s. The most recent
events took place in autumn 2005. In August, heam resulted in a landslide in the village of
Dandalo in Kedaayon The landslide damaged several houses and enepgyydacilities; as a result,

5 families were evacuated. In November, the villaf@ligazeuli in the Shuakhevayon was hit by a
landslide as a result of a heavy snowfall. Thereémbad, which connected the village with tlagon
centre, was blocked and the villagers pleaded tevaeuated, being afraid of a new landslide. This
state of affairs continuously worsens the existingio-economic situation. It is clear that thousaaofi
mountaineers in Ajara are in a desperate situafitve same is true for parts of the population of

Svaneti.

51 H

Ibid.
%2 |nterview with Eliso Murgvliani, representative thie Ministry for Resettlement and AccommodatioMiestiarayon,4 June 2006.
%3 Interview with Soso Kurasbediaamgebelif Lentekhirayon,5 June 2006.
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Generally, the number of potential migrants seamiset on the rise, especially in mountainous Ajara.
Apart from avalanches and floods in Ajara, the@adias two other very important specificities, whic
need to be taken into account while discussing mhigration issue. Firstly, the birth rate in the
highland parts of the region (Khulo, Shuakhevi afetla rayong is significantly higher than the
national average, with an average of three todhidren per family. Secondly, Ajara is a mountaiso
region without sufficient arable and pasture lantts.compare, Dedoplistkharmayon (2,529 kn? in
eastern Kakheti is over three times bigger thankthelo rayon (710 knf), whereas the population of
the former (23,087 persons) is only 72% of theela(82,288 persons}.In addition, arable lands are
much more fertile in Dedoplistkharayon These two factors contribute to the demographizalance

of Ajara. Soviet authorities tried to regulate tHisparity between the available land and the sizbe
population by resettling thousands of people edegade to other regions of Georgiddowever, such
measures of demographic engineering ceased witlddbkne of the Soviet Union. Today, therefore,
mountainous Ajara is significantly overpopulatedieToverabundance of people naturally leads to a
lack of lands. When families divide, the scarcifyyand in turn prompts new families to cultivateda
further up on the mountain slopes. At the same timeeforest on the mountain slopes is being cut to
such an extent that nature cannot replenish it3@firrigate the farmland, an excessive amount of
water channels and systems have been built andhwiow threaten the geological balance of the
mountains. The demographic problem has exacerlihtececological problems and generated new
ecological disasters. There are hundreds of fasnifieAjara who are in desperate need of relocation.
Besides, thousands of families in Ajara may noinbienmediate danger of ecological disaster, buehav
very little land. These people, a group we mighint&lemographic migrants’ are often eager to résett

to other parts of Georgia, and frequently migrg@nsaneously to other parts of the country.

A typical family in mountainous Ajara has 4-5 coarsd maybe a few sheep or goats. With mostly no
more than 0.25 ha per family, the land is hardi§icgent for animal breeding, let alone the cultira

of crops necessary to sustain a household. Eadresqueter is under strict control of the villagdrs.
some villages, the roads are so narrow that vehenle unable to pass, and building materials have t
be hand-carried from the entry point to the villagéis makes reconstruction of houses a time
consuming and very labour-intensive enterpriserdfioee, ecological and demographic migrations are
the main concerns of the local population and adgtration and need to be immediate addressed by

the government.

%4 Georgian Census 2002.
%5 See table 4 in the Annex for further details.
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Eco-Migrants in Minority Populated Regions of Georga

Having discussed the general trends of the ecoatmgr process and state policies on the issue, the
following section will assess the conditions thed-enigrants have faced upon their arrival to thesst
regions. We concentrate on Samtskhe-Javakheti &sthi Kartli, as regions where the largest part of
these eco-migrants have settled, and also on gens predominantly inhabited by persons belonging

to national minorities.

Resettlement in Samtskhe-Javakheti

The resettlement of eco-migrants to Samtskhe-J&taldas particularly intensive between 1981 and
1990. The resettlement took place in several smalées in 1981-83, 1985, 1989, and 1990, while
only a few eco-migrants have been resettled inréiggon since that time. The large majority of eco-
migrants arrived from villages in the Khul@ayon of mountainous Ajara, following floods and
landslides, while a small proportion came from otparts of Ajara. No eco-migrants from Svaneti
were resettled in Samtskhe-Javakheti, as the magfrecologically displaced persons from this oggi

went west to Abkhazia, and southeast to Kvemo Kartl

For the most part, the populations that arrivedvbenh 1981 and 1988 were settled in Aspindza and
Adigeni rayons®® These regions were attractive for the migrant patjnn for two reasons. Firstly,
they are located adjacent to mountainous Ajarajghavith a rundown road connecting the regions.
Secondly, there has been a historical experienaesgttiement to theayon since the 1940s, when
Meskhetians were forcibly deported to Central Asiad in their place, people from other parts of
Georgia were settled there (see above). The fatt ttte majority of the Georgian population in
Samtskhe consists of recent immigrants makes tierrefrom the point of view of many migrants,

more hospitable to newcomers.

The villages of Iveria, Gulsunda and MirashkhaniAspindzarayon, were established as completely
new villages for the eco-migrants. In 1944, MesidretTurks were deported from Samtskhe and

% In Aspindzarayon the villages of Oshora, Mirashkhani, Iveria, GuidanRustavi and Ota. In Adigerayon the villages of Chela,
Zanavi, Sairme, Tsikhisubani and Kikineti.
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Javakheti and by the early 1980s, there were, jthamg, only ruins of their houses Iéft.The
government at that time decided to re-establistvilleges and to construct houses for eco-migrdnts.
is noteworthy that today Mirashkhani is a modelagé in the Aspindzaayon with a highquality of
lands and water. In the 1980s, eco-migrants ilPAggndza and Adigemayonswere usually provided

with about 0.5 ha of lands, out of which 0.15 wafgomestead plot, and 0.35 arable lands.

Compared to the resettlements of 1989-90, theesattits in 1982-83 and 1985 were minitiahs a
result of the April 1989 avalanches which tormentsountainous Ajara, in the villages of the Khulo,
Shuakhevi, and Kedeayors, 5,657 families (24,287 persons) suffered ecoldgidlamage of their
houses and property. The subsequent resettlem&stdseacompassed otheayons of Samtskhe-
Javakheti: Borjomi, Akhalkalaki, and Ninotsmindeh€eBerayonswere locations where eco-migrants

had not settled previousty.

In 1989, in Akhalkalakrayon, 477 families (1,693 individuals) were designatedresettlement with
the help of the governmental program. However, ydtare are only 221 families (968 persons) in the
region, out of which 15 families have bought housgshemselves, and 12 families have no houses at

all.®°

The rest have either returned to their origin#lesments or left for Tsalka due to the hardships i
Javakheti. Moreover, because there was no goveirgoatrol mechanism in place, some eco-migrants
sold their houses illegally at very low prices andved out. The village of Azmana in Akhalkalaki
rayonis a good example of this. The village was buitshf the ground up for the eco-migrants. The
government planned to build 70 houses, of whicly &l houses were completed. According to data
provided by theGamgeobaof Akhalkalaki, the initial number of eco-migrants the village was 70
families in 1989, but by 1991 there were only 3®ifees left. Today there are 40 eco-migrant farsilie

(125 individuals) in the village.

In Ninotsmindarayon, the Kostava Foundation bought, as previously raeatl, 217 houses from the
Dukhobors in pace with the out-migration of sigrafint numbers from this community (mostly to
Russia, in 1989-199%}. These houses were assigned not only to eco-migrént also to other

Georgian families in need. In total, 215 familie®eres prepared to resettle; however, only 159

% For a thorough account of the deportation of Mesikim Turks, see: Tom Trier and Andrei Khanzhine TMeskhetian Turks at a
Crossroads. Integration, Repatriation or Resettlentéat@burg: LIT, 2007.

%8 See Table 2 in the Annex for further details.

% The villages that received eco-migrants at thaetwere: Okami, Azmana, Gogasheni, Apnia, Ptenan@tikhha and Kotelia in
Akhalkalakirayon, Spasovka village in Ninotsmindayonand Balanta in Borjontiayon

80 Official data (2006) provided by ti@amgeobaf Akhalkalakirayon

61 Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis, pp 78-79; Hedvig Lohm, “Dukhobors in GeorgiaStudy of the Issue of Land
Ownership and Inter-Ethnic Relations in Ninotsminaor?, (ECMI Working Paper No. 35, November 2006).
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households in fact did. Those who moved found fiiadilt to adjust to the new climatic, social and
political conditions, and largely left the regioga@n, except those who settled in Spasovka, where a
cohesively settled community of eco-migrants madagestay (see below). As far as migrants settled
into other villages are concerned, the newcomeesetlencountered three barriers which prevented
them from settling permanently (in Gorelovka, Yefievka, Orlovka, and Sameba). Firstly, the climate
is harsh, with temperatures dropping to minus 2in°@inter and roads closed by heavy snow for up to
several months. Secondly, in some cases, espemalhants other than eco-migrants were not used to
a rural way of life, including farming and animalaring. Finally, in the early years after theinat,

the inter-ethnic situation was particularly ten$berefore, Georgian settlers other than eco-migrant
who were provided houses by the Kostava Founda@ogely left those villages, and today only a few
Georgian families remain there. But many eco-mitgadeft the Ninotsminda and Akhalkalatayons

in the early years after their resettlement, fer¢bhme reasons as the non-ecological migrants.

The village of Spasovka represents an interestisg,decause the resettled ethnic Georgian populati
largely remained there. Until 1989, the vast majoaf the population in the village were Russian
Dukhobors, and only four families were Armeniankeif houses were bought either by the Kostava
Foundation which had been intended for only eth@orgians, or byParvana and Javakhk—
Armenian organizations — intended for ethnic Arraesf?The composition of the village today is as
follows: out of 104 families 84 are Georgian, 16m&nian, and 4 are Dukhobor familffsThe eco-
migrants who were settled in Spasovka came fronKthdo rayon and the first of them arrived under
rather dramatic circumstances. In the spring 0101999 families headed for Ninotsmindeyon from
Khulo, to settle in the houses offered thg Kostava Foundation. Meanwhile, Armenians inraaeti
held demonstrations against the resettlement ofdis®ts into their region, at a time when the céntra
government had largely lost control over the regiBecause of the protests in Javakheti, the
government was concerned with the prospects fari@tmrest and decided to stop the migrants who
had already arrived in Akhaltsikhe, preventing thieom proceeding to Ninotsminda. In response, the
majority of the migrants returned to Khulo, whilg@up of some 22 families insisted on reachingy the
destination. Eventually, they did arrive in Spasownd moved into their houses. Police forces were
assigned to protect the settlers, and remainedpas&@ka for a three full years. Since the initial

settlement, additional families moved to Spasow@aling to the table below.

62 parvana and Javakhk were Armenian organizationsiséy Javakheti Armenians, which functioned asAamenian nationalistic
response to the Georgian nationalist foundatiores{#a and Rustaveli). Lia Melikishvil,atent Conflicts in Polyethnic Socieffhe
Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and Developmbilisi, 1998.

8 Interview with Akaki Vanadze, Deputyamgebelbf Ninotsmindarayon, 25 September 2006.
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Table 5: Settlement of Eco-Migrants to Spasovka, B®-2004

Year of resettlement Number of Rayonof origin
families/individuals

1990 22 families Khulo

- 3 families Akhaltsikhe

- 2 families Aspindza

1991 - 1992 3 families Khulo

1995 4 families Khulo

1996 18 families Khulo

1997 - 1998 1 family Khulo

- 1 family Aspindza

2000 - 2001 13 families Khulo

- 1 family Adigeni

2002 - 2003 14 families Khulo

- 1 person Aspindza

- 1 family Akhaltsikhe

2004 1 family Khulo

- 1 person Akhaltsikhe

Source Data provided by th&amgeobaf Ninotsmindaayon.

From early on, the housing conditions were miserablSpasovka; three Georgian families used to live
together in one house. Despite the fact that thetdé@ Foundation had bought several houses in
nearby villages, eco-migrants were afraid of legvBpasovka, where Ajarans had settled together,
rather than to move alone, without each other,ifferént villages. As time went by, some families
began to buy houses on their own from the emigydlinkhobors. But even today the housing problem
is not entirely solved. Because some eco-migranthe 1990s and afterwards have arrived on their
own initiative, there are still some 16 familiestire village who have no houses and live eitheh wit
their relatives or in old, damaged houses abandbge@ukhobors? It is interesting that in some cases
families sold their Spasovka houses, which they temdived from the Kostava Foundation. Even
though the ownership documents of the houses wepelky the Kostava Foundation, and the sale of
such houses were illegal because of the 25 yeaselgsee above), the conditional owners informally
sold their houses. The buyers of such houses warelly eco-migrants from Ajara who arrived in
Spasovka some time afterwards. Some houses werebaigyht by local Armenians, mostly settlers
moving into the village from remote mountain vikeg especially from the village of PokaHence,
many houses in Ninotsmindayon which were purchased by the Kostava Foundatimre either
destroyed or inhabited by eco-migrants, or by |Idgahenians without the consent of the Foundation.

Villagers from Spasovka and Gorelovka interviewedhe cause of research for this document, both

8 Interview with Akaki Vanadze, Deputyamgebelof Ninotsmindarayon, 25 September 2006.
8 Hedvig Lohm, “Dukhobors in Georgia: A Study of tlesue of Land Ownership and Inter-Ethnic Relationslinotsmindarayort’,
(ECMI Working Paper No. 35, November 2006), p. 12.
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Georgians and Dukhobors, said that some houseshbdug the Kostava Foundation had been
destroyed mostly by local Armenians, partly becahsy wanted to expand their lands, or could use
the building materials, and partly because theytadrno prevent Georgians from settling into the
region. According to Akaki Vanadze, the Dep@gmgebel(mayor) of Ninotsmindaayon, 70 houses

were destroyed in the village of Sameba afne.

Official data indicate that there are 50 houseseamhy the Kostava Foundation, which are occupied by
local resident§’ The Kostava Foundation has expressed willingnessoliaborate closely with the
Ministry for Refugees and Accommodation to prevéumther damage to the remaining houses.
However, the Foundation wisely has not consideredsures to force Armenians to leave their houses,
which are owned by the Foundati®h\vieanwhile, those families in Spasovka who havesetousing
problems or who have the means to leave, have reeckhat they would like to move to nearby
villages, where the Kostava Foundation houses &iftain, in more or less reasonable conditions.

However, they are afraid of settling into a larg&lynenian environment.

The housing situation for eco-migrants was evenseon Balanta, Borjomiayon According to the
government program, 32 families were supposed teento the village, where 50 houses were to be
built for them. However, only 20 families movedBalanta in 1989 from Khulo. Discovering that only
six houses had been build by the time of theirvalyimost of them decided to stay in self-made
wooden houses, hoping that the government wouldtaaly resume the construction of their houses.
Not surprisingly, most of them left within two ysaof their resettlement, since these houses wemr ne
constructed, and today only one eco-migrant famégnains in the village. As the head of the
Sakrebulo(municipal council) of Balanta explained, the m@as for their departure were the harsh
climate, economic hardship, and unavailability ofises® Many of the Balanta settlers did not return

to Khulo, but settled spontaneously in Kvemo Kartli

The village of Azmana in the Akhalkalakayon is the only village in Javakheti which is entirely
populated by eco-migrants, and constitutes a satlatlic Georgian island surrounded by an Armenian

majority population® There are also villages populated partly by ecgramits and partly by

® Interview with Akaki Vanadze, Deputgamgebelif Ninotsmindarayon, 25 September 2006

57 Ten houses in Orlovka, 10 in Gorelovka, 14 in ¥sfovka, 15 in Sameba and one in Ninotsminda towata provided by the
Ninotsminda Gamgeoba.

8 |nterview with the acting Chairman of the Kostawaifidation, Davit Kupreishvili, 15 September 2006.

% Interview with Yuri Berdzenishvili, Head of Balarakrebulg 16 October 2006.

0 villages inhabited only by eco-migrants (Iveriayl&inda, Mirashkhani) are also found in Aspintzgon
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indigenous Georgiard.In the ethnic Georgian villages, the interactidithvthe neighbouring villages

is limited. The majority of the Armenian population Javakheti has not mastered the Georgian
language and the Georgian migrants mostly do nowk&irmenian. Hence, Russian is often used as the
language of inter-ethnic communication, especialtyong people belonging to the generations that
received schooling during Soviet times, althouglshezo-migrants from Ajara have a poor command
of Russian. Interestingly, the indigenous Georgapulation usually speaks the Armenian language,
unlike most eco-migrants. Unsurprisingly, the yoemngyeneration of eco-migrants has a better
command of Armenian than the older generation. GkBomexample, is a mixed Georgian-Armenian

village, where many eco-migrants today have somentand of the Armenian language.

As the population of Samtskhe-Javakheti in genisraliral, the eco-migrants there are subsistence or
small-scale farmers, who generate their main inctrora cattle or sheep breeding and land cultivation
(mostly potatoes and hay). Most families have 2wWs; and some households have sheep in addition.
Apart from their homestead plots of lands, modaggrs have 1.25 ha of land, which they have owned
since the land reform processes of 1992-1998. Toldaya fee of currently 15-20 GEL per hectare
(depending on the territorial-administrative unidaon the quality of the land), villagers can lease
additional land. However, since the Georgian gowemt in 2005 initiated a second round of
privatizations of agricultural lands, these leaked! plots will gradually be privatized.Agricultural
products such as milk, meat, and potatoes are mgetly for their own consumption, and surplus
production is either sold at the local market, eought to markets further away, especially to
Akhaltsikhe, Kutaisi or Thilisi.

These socio-economic problems, so very common fostrof the regions of Georgia, are naturally
prevalent in Samtskhe-Javakheti as well. The pdiomaof Samtskhe-Javakheti, regardless of ethnic
identity, has been strongly affected by the ecowoanises that followed the collapse of the Soviet
Union. A high unemployment rate has caused seasoigahtion to Russia; bad infrastructure has often
made it more attractive for the local populationttavel to Armenia, rather than to other parts of
Georgia; an insufficient command of the Georgiamgleage among the native Javakheti dwellers has
led to the isolation of settlers of Javakheti fridme rest of the community; and gas, electricitytera
sewage, and road infrastructure have not been awagat since the late 1980s. Like in other parts of

Georgia, a high level of corruption and organizeithe plagues the region. lllegal possession and

" These villages are: Kotelia and Ptena in Akhalkialajon; and, Oshora, Rustavi and Ota in Azpindagon
2 Law of Georgia “On Privatization of Agriculturabhd Owned by the State” as of 8 July 2005.
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storage of firearms on a large scale is anotheenpadly very dangerous factor, that could prove

critical in case of a deterioration of the regiosialbility.”®

In short, in Samtskhe-Javakheti, the Ajaran ecoramty are settled in the Aspindeyon (Oshora,
Iveria, Mirashkani, Rustavi, Gulsunda, Ota), thagkai rayon (Chela, Sairme, Zanavi, Kirkineti), the
Akhalkalaki rayon (Kotelia, Ptena, Chunchka, Okami, Azmana, Apniagg&heni), and the
Ninotsmindarayon (Spasovka). In total, around 679 families havettt=d to Samtskhe-Javakheti from
mountainous Ajara as a result of government progratiowever, due to the harsh climate and tense
ethnic situations, several families have returnedtheir original settlement, or left for other
destinations, within only a few years. Besidesepbt&l migrants had been frequently selected withou
a proper evaluation of their needs, and withouintakhe existing harsh climate and agricultural
conditions into consideration. Moreover, many newes (non eco-migrants) took advantage of the
opportunity to obtain material benefits in the foofimhouses and property, whereby shortly afterwards

they left the region once agdih.

However, there were resettlers who managed toistdéne region in spite of the difficulties they &t
They were largely those eco-migrants who really hadilternative place to go to, since their houses
had been destroyed in Ajara. Such was the cadeeaédo-migrants who were settled in the village of
Spasovka in the Ninotsmindayon A complimentary reason for the continued existeatthe new
Spasovka community is most likely the fact that 8pasovka eco-migrants are settled compactly. In
comparison, return-migration from villages in th&halkalakirayon was high. Largely, the migrants

there who still had houses and land in Ajara, retdr

However, it must be noted that the Spasovka sestg@uation is not desirable and does not serva as
model for inspiration for future resettlement prmis. Although the migrants have remained in the
Ninotsmindarayon Spasovka early on became an ethnic Georgiandistean Armenian sea. There is
an extremely low level of integration into the m@gal community, occasional tension, and hardly any

interaction with the Armenian villagers.

Today, according to th&amgeobasf the five rayons of Samtskhe-Javakheti, there are only 650

families of ecological migrants left in the regi(see also Table 2).

" For a thorough account of the socio-economic s@ndn Javakheti, see Jonathan Wheatley: Obstawipseding Regional Integration
of the Javakheti Region of Georgia, ECMI Working Ra#2, September 2004, http://www.ecmi.de/downivadking_paper_22.pdf.

" Lia Melikishvili, “Latent Conflicts in Polyethnic &iety”. The Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and IBewvent, Thilisi,
1998,

31



Resettlement in Kvemo Kartli

Initial resettlements in Kvemo Kartli took place 987, from Svaneti, and in 1989-1990 from
mountainous Ajara. The Svan and Ajaran migrantseveettled in all sixayonsof Kvemo Kartli”
Several resolutions were issued by the governmentrégulation of land distribution and house
construction in Kvemo Kartfi® In total, 584 ha of land were allocated to the-gtgrants in Bolnisi,
Gardabani, Marneuli, Tetritskaro and Dmamgions and 49 new villages and more than 5,700 houses
were planned for constructidh.However, by the end of 1993 only one-third (1,962}hese houses

had actually been completed.

After the 1987 avalanches, some 2,500 families ftidpper and Lower Svaneti were assigned to
resettle in Marneuli, Gardabani, Tetritskaro, Bsineand the Dmanisiayons However, only 1,645
families actually arrived following 1987. In the waof resettlement after the 1989 disaster in Ajara
eco-migrants arrived especially from the mountastrdts of Khulo, Shuakhevi, and Keda. Around
708 eco-migrant families were resettled in tenagéls and one town in fouayons of the Kvemo
Kartli region’® Similar to the conditions of resettlement from St the government resolutions

ordained that eco-migrants could not sell or dekebauses for 25 years.

Svans resettled into Kvemo Kartli, namely to Balr{tewn), Tetritskaro, Marneuli, Gardabani and
Dmanisi. Apart from the 1,645 families from Svan&ee above), 147 families also came from
Lechkhumi, and in 1989 about 708 families from Ajabespite the fact that all fiv@ayonsare multi-

ethnic, in many cases, eco-migrants were reseititedGeorgian villages, especially into those which
had been abandoned by the population during thenwzation that followed the process of
industrialization of Soviet Georgia in the 19501 @960s.° In addition, several new villages were

founded for ecological migrants.

5 See table 3 in the Annex for further details.

® Resolution of Council of Ministers of SSR Georgia N, 4, 5, 6 as of 1987.

" Luara NizharadzeSvanebis migracia da misi,13-17.

8 Gardabanrayon: the villages of Vaziani, Mukhrovani, Krtsanisi; kh@ulirayon: the villages of Akhali Dioknisi, Khikhani, Shulae
Kulari; Bolnisi rayon, Bolnisi town and the villages of Khatisopeli, i2édi; Tetritskarorayon, the village of Samgereti. Tsalkayon will

be discussed separately.

9 For example, the village Tandzia in Bolnisi is arciant village. It is the birthplace of the famowster and government official
Sulkhan Saba Orbeliani, born in thé™century. By the time of the arrival of Svan ecagrants only 40 Georgian families were living in
the village. Today, According to local officialfiet village is one of the most prosperous villageBalnisirayon with a flourishing well-
developed agriculture and animal husbandry.
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Apart from constructing houses for eco-migrantthiree villages of the Bolnisayon the government

bought houses in Bolnisi town from around 980 AZamilies (5,000 individuals), who were leaving
for Azerbaijan in 1989-1990, many after heavy pues$rom nationalist activists and organizationd an
in a wake of serious deterioration of the intemathrelations in Bolnisrayon. Of these houses, about

320 were provided to eco-migrants from Svanetis@jand Lechkhunf’

Interviews with local officials and inhabitants Afara conducted during the scope of this research
revealed that Tetritskarcayon is one of the most favoured regions for actual gotential eco-
migrants. The Ajaran population, because of lackanfls in their native region, is eager to engage |
land cultivation after their resettlement. Meanwhiletritskaro is a region with a vast amount abée

and productive land. In addition, animal husbandmnyell developed in this region, and these typges o
agricultural activities are the traditional souradsincome for mountain populations. Allegedly,sthi
was the reason why the Soviet authorities decideditiate the most extensive construction of hasyse
specifically in Tetritskararayon, after the avalanches in Svaneti in 1987. Up to Ba8ses were
supposed to be built in eight villages, out of whimnly 591 houses were actually completed. Five
villages were established from the ground®tuighe village of Shavsakdari is an interesting chse
demonstrates the failure of the government to obtitle migration process. Twenty houses were built
in the village and a corresponding number of fasilivere settled there. However, because of improper
management of the migration process, the eco-ntigisoid those houses to the indigenous population
and gradually returned to Svaneti over the follapihree years. A local official confirmed that ther
were several cases of illegal sale of governmeunsés; however, the exact number is not known, and

no sanctions have been impoééd.

Dmanisi rayon is another interesting case in the study of edo&bgnigration. Mainly Azeris and
Georgians compose the population of tingon, together with a smaller number of Armenians, Greeks
and Russian Dukhobors. In addition to 300 eco-migiamilies, Dmanisi hosts IDPs from Abkhazia as
well. The village of Gantiadi represents a depressxample of poor co-relations between eco-
migrants and the indigenous population (in thissgadominantly Georgian). It was the only village
in the Dmanisirayon where houses were constructed for the migrantsoring to the plan, seven
Svan families arrived in the village in 1991; howewall of them had to leave the village soon again

a result of a terrible accident. In 1992, a grodpdnken Svan youths killed a young inhabitant

8 |nterview with Petre Danelia, Head of Bolnisi to®akrebulp 29 August 2006.
81 The villages of Khaishi, Golteti, Didgori, Marabdad Samgereti.
8 |nterview with the Deputfsamgebelf Tetritskaro Enveri Gabuldani, 20 October 2006.
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(Georgian) of the village, after which time thelaglers took gruesome revenge by killing an innocent
Svan migrant. In the shortest possible time, thanSwiigrants of the village either abandoned their
houses (which were then occupied by families betantp the local population), or exchanged houses

in order to move away from the village.

According to a local official in Dmanisayon, there were many cases where houses constructia by
government were sold to persons belonging to tlkg@mous population, or to IDPs, whereas the
persons the houses were intended for, i.e., themeg@ants, left theayon and returned to their native
regions® In 2004 theGamgeobaf Dmanisi initiated a registration of houses foe focal population,
including ecological-migrants and IDPs. Housesstitebeing registered to those who presently live
them, during this registration process. There serly a high probability that houses construdbgd
the government for eco-migrants will be registeredhe name of someone in the non eco-migrant

population.

In addition to the construction of houses, the gowent, together with the Rustaveli Society and the
Kostava Foundation, bought 575 houses in the Dmaaign from the ethnically non-Georgian
population who emigrated from Georgia during thargeof 1989-199% The village of Guguti in
Dmanisirayon provides an example of how this process often fake. Guguti is a small village right
at the Georgian-Armenian border that was estaldisimethe 1990s as a result of the planned
resettlement program of the government. The villages founded with the merging of two existing
Azeri villages, Mughanlo and Saatlo. Ninety-fourqent of the Azeri population of Mughalo and
Saatlo emigrated to Azerbaijan in 1989, and 23%bswere bought by the Rustaveli Society and the
Kostava Foundation. In the early 1990s, migransettted to Gugurti, out of which 43 families were
eco-migrants from Ajara, arriving on their own iaitve. However, many of them either abandoned or
sold their houses later. They were sold to peale fDmanisi town and other regions of Georgia, as
summer cottages. There is a danger that in the near future thesmamgent residents will leave the
village, as well, due to the bad living conditioitss obvious that, because of the poor managemwient
the selection of migrants for resettlement, thewgaron that characterized the selection procesd, a

the lack of policies governing the resettlementpss, no lasting settlements will take place.

8 |Interview with Dali Kviciani, Head of Department Accommodation and Resettlement of Dmardsion, 22 October 2006.

8 More specifically, houses were bought in the tafDmanisi (461 houses), in the villages of Guda89 houses), Lokchandara (9),
Irganchai (23), Dalari (22), Salamaleiki (46), V& Kvemo Orozmani (6), Useinkendi (3) Amamlo dfafiani (1), according to the

Decree No0.182 of th&éamgeobaf Dmanisirayon,24 November 2004.

8 As of late 2006, there were 142 families livingthe village, out of which only 54 were permanessidents, including only 11 Ajaran
migrant families. Out of 239 houses, 86 were damageny of which were not restorable.
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The second phase of migration to Kvemo Kartli tptdece in 1997-1998, when ecological migrants, as
well as non-ecological migrants, began to ressfitentaneously into the Tsalkayon Tsalka is one of

the most demographically complex regions of Georgia

Since the beginning of TScentury, thigayonwas inhabited mainly by Greeks and Armenians,tand

a lesser extent by Azeris and Georgi&hsVith the political instability, economic declinend
nationalist tendencies that followed the demiseth&f Soviet Union, Georgia’s Greek population,
including that of Tsalka, began to leave for Gred&mstween 1979 and 2002, the Greek population of
Tsalka fell by 85%, from 30,811 to 4,589 persorfsisprocess continued, and by late 2006, according
to estimates of th&amgeobaof the Tsalkaayon, there are only 1,234 Greeks left in the redioAt

the same time, Tsalka witnessed a massive arriataogically displaced and various other migrants
Although migration to Tsalka has been on-going fro®®8 until the present, the migration to Tsalka
can best be divided into two waves: the first ocadiin 1997-98; the second in 2002-2003.

The first migration to Tsalka started with a 199@gidential decree by Shevardnadze, who allocated
three million USD for the purchase of abandonedetreouses in the villages of Gumbati, Kvemo

Khareba, and Khando. During this period, only alifufamilies of eco-migrants managed to settle in
these houses. The government failed not only tiloide the houses properly, but also to ensure the

proper registration of those who received theses@éstfrom the governmefit.

During the second wave of migration in 2002, Tsalktnessed the arrival of a huge number of
migrants from different regions of Georgia, of whit0% were migrants from the mountainous parts of
Ajara, particularly from Khulagayon This migration took place spontaneously and wasrdanized.
The majority of the newcomers during the 2002-2008Bux were not ecological migrants, but
economic migrants, who were attracted by the waiootunities at the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan (BTC)
pipeline construction sites. Sometimes, these iddals were former ‘eco-migrants’ who had initially
but unsuccessfully settled in Ninotsminda, Akhadkal Adigeni, Guria, and otheayonsof Georgia®
The number of spontaneous migrants increased dicityatas time passed. For example, in the village

8 See Table 1 in the Annex for further details.
8 Data provided by th&amgeobaof Tsalkarayon Jonathan Wheatley, “Defusing Conflict of Tsalkastiict of Georgia: Migration,
égternational Intervention and the Role of the StgECMI Working Paper No.36, December 2006), p. 9.

Ibid.
8 According to the results of the monitoring of thiénistry of Resettlement and Accommodation, by 20f&re were 371 newcomer
families (1,855 individuals) in Tsalkayon out of which 204 had suffered from natural disestwhereas another 127 families moved to
Tsalkarayon on their own initiative, from Ninotsminda, Akhalk&i, Adigeni, Guria and otheayonsof Georgia.
Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis, 98-90.
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of Guniakala, where in 2002 there were only 7 Saad 2-3 Ajaran families, there are now 27 Svan

and around 100 Ajaran househofds.

The government did not take any action to reguth&e migration. During these years, newcomers
illegally occupied houses abandoned by Greeks énvihlages of Tikilisa, Avralo, Guniakala, and
Karakomi, as well as in Tsalka town. Very often wit@reeks left, they would entrust their property to
Greek neighbours or relatives (in some cases aldocal Armenians). The remaining Greeks would
then rent the abandoned houses of their relatigggibours, informally to the new arrivals. The Gaee

would in addition tend the land property themselegsent it out separately.

Typically, the local Greeks would ‘sell’ housesarhally for USD 500-600. However, there was no
documentation involved and, therefore, the ‘saled mo legal backing and was not registefeth
other cases, migrants would simply move into thetgnimouses. In any case, the situation became
highly complicated, as most of the Greeks who tleéir houses are still the official owners, and the
newcomers cannot become registered owners of tlhwseksowithout the consent of the original
inhabitants. Thus, because newcomers are not eéegishouse owners, they cannot become registered
in the village and claim any rights over the prization of the lands. There are very few lucky ones

who have successfully managed to buy and legdiizie houses, through government &id.

Along with this housing issue, the difficulty ofnld distribution is one of the main problems for the
eco-migrants. Most of the eco-migrants who arriged had occupied Greek houses were unaware of
where the land was to be found, which belongedhédr pparticular household. Consider the following:
there may, for example, be a village with only temaining Greek families left in it. These Greek
families could posses (either themselves, or oralbeti their relatives or neighbours) all the forme
collective farm land; meanwhile, a hundred newcofaetilies could own noneHowever, the Greek
families sometimes leased the land to the migramtlfes?® While it is an informal arrangement in
which the remaining Greeks look after the land ehdif of their relatives, they have a legal rightlb

so. Thus, while on one hand Greeks have the legal to utilize this land, including those which ree
entrusted to them by departed relatives or neigishoan the other hand, this kind of arrangement

causes discontent among Ajaran and Svan newcoredsquite frequently leads to tensions and

% Interview with Ineza Kordzaia, Deputy Directorthé school of village Guniakala, 15 August. 2006¢érding to the data provided by
TsalkaGamgeobal9 families arrived in 1997, 134 families in 1998 families in 1999, 144 families in 2000, 13wikes in 2001, 195
families in 2002, 331 families in 2003, and 115 ifaea in 2004 in Tsalkaayon.
%1 Jonathan WheatleyDefusing Conflict of Tsalka., p 10.
Zz Interview with theGamgebelbf Tsalkarayon, Mikheil Tskitishvili, 15 July 2006.

Ibid.
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conflicts in the communities. For example, in thkage of Guniakala, two Greek ‘landowners’ were
the only inhabitants renting the formkolkhozland from the government; they then sublettedit t
migrants. However, they had only paid the goverrinpantial rent for the land they controlled. There
were many arguments about this inequity among tleeksand Georgian components of the village’s
population, which became so volatile in early 20@& theGamgebelhad to intervene in an effort to
sort out the conflict. An agreement was struck leetwall sides, that the disputed land (i.e., thnéw
kolkhozland held by the relatives of the departed Gredks owned it, and the excess land that the big
landowners were not paying rent for) was to beeshaqually, and used for one year by all who needed

it. A modest rent was to be paid for using the 1&hd

The process of migration reached its peak in 200232In 2004-2006 the process had slowed down,
though it still continues today. Lately, the govaent has started to address the issue; in 2006¢@1
migrant families were resettled in the village dfa@ka, Tsalkarayon,under a government program.
Furthermore, money was allocated for making howseslable for the 264 eco-migrant families

already living in Tsalkaayonillegally, by registering the migrants and thugdkzing their presence.

To sum up, the initial resettlement from Svanetil #&jara took place in 1987-1989, but in the late
1990s, as a result of more avalanches, the inmibitef Svaneti and especially Ajara also began to
resettle into Tsalkeayon However, Tsalkaayonwitnessed not only ecological but also economycall
motivated migration, notably in 2002-2003. Currgnthere are about 2,341 Ajaran and Svan families
(10,701 individuals) in Tetritskaro, Dmanisi, BaniMarneuli, and Gardabarayors, who have been
resettled by the government programs. Besides,rdiogp to data made available by the Tsalka
Gamgeobaas of mid 2006, there were 1,950 Ajaran and Seamlies (around 7,685 individuals)
residing in Tsalkarayon, out of which only around 20% were eco-migrahtsn addition to this
number, Tsalkarayon hosts 381 families from different regions of Geargncluding Samtskhe-
Javakheti, Imereti, Samegrelo, Guria, etc. (predamty Ajarans who initially settled there, as wesl
IDPs (245 families) from Abkhazid®

% Interview with Ineza Kordzaia, Deputy Directortbe school of Guniakala village, 15 August 2006.

% According to data provided by the Tsalkampeoba The percentage is estimated by tARamgebeliof Tsalkarayon Mikheil
Tskitishvili, 15 July 2006.

% Ibid.
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Resettlement and Ethnic Tension in Minority Regions

Following the above discussion of the flow of egial migrants and the different government
approaches to this resettlement issue, the sebgtow casts light on the situations in the recipien
communities, while also focusing on the problemsafio-economic adaptation, and the tension in the
resulting relations between resettlers and they@gitbpulation.

Georgia is a multi-ethnic country and although freportion of persons belonging to national
minorities has declined significantly since the1aB80s, over 16% of the total population stillonegjs

to national minorities, according to a 2002 censlmvever, the level of integration - especially aimgo
compactly settled minorities in both Samtskhe-Jhetikand Kvemo Kartli - is very low, constituting
an obstacle for the full socio-political and econonmclusion of these regions and their inhabitants
While the demographic make-up of Georgia did natepa threat to inter-ethnic accord in the Soviet
era, the ethno-political tension and economic depoa that has characterized the transition yeace s
the fall of the Soviet Union have challenged theittaial unity of post-Soviet Georgia. While there
were structural and historical reasons for the gerare of ethno-political tensions after the dissotu

of the totalitarian regime, the process of statiéding, immediately before and after independente i
1991, was not helped by the coming to power ofrdlimeer nationalist regime, under the leadership of
Zviad Gamsakhurdia. The early years of independ&tehood were accompanied by alienation of
national minorities from the state, and a widespreanse of insecurity among the country’s non-

Georgian population.

This period approximately coincided with the draimatatural disasters occurring in both Svaneti
(1987) and in Ajara (1989). The resettlement ofehngmbers of people was inevitable. The Soviet
government decided to resettle the population nwoat every region of Georgia, including Javakheti
and Kvemo Kartli, which were overwhelmingly popelatby national minorities. To a large extent, the
totalitarian nature of the Communist regime pregdnéthnic tensions and ethnic conflicts in the
region, but from 1989 on, and especially after petglence in 1991, ethno-political conflict became
the most critical problem in Georgia. The countgsvadrawn into civil wars over South Ossetia (1990-
92) and over Abkhazia (1992-93). Hence, the cemjoalernment did not exert full control over the
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situation in the country as a whole, let alone he tinority-populated regions, where many eco-

migrants had been resettled.

Tension in Samtskhe-Javakheti

Apart from the conflicts in South Ossetia and Alkhathe situation in the early 1990s was espaciall
tense in Javakheti. Here, the local Armenians ezfus accept th&amgebelistheregional executive
representatives appointed by President Gamsakhumdi®90-1991, and launched a campaign to assert
autonomy over the region. A local paramilitary ongation,Javakhk became the most powerful local
movement articulating the demands of the local Arares. At this time, eco-migrants from
mountainous Ajara had recently settled in Akhalkalayon and other groups of eco-migrants were
heading for Ninotsminda. As discussed on pagel&7atrival of the Ajarans in Javakheti was met with
enormous fears and suspicions. The local populateslargely opposed to the government policies to
resettle ethnic Georgians there. The actions oh#t®nalist government of Georgia were perceived a
an attempt to change the demographic balance,harsdas having a clear anti-Armenian t8h&/hen
Ajarans arrived in Javakheti, the Armenian popolatof Javakheti organized demonstrations against
the resettlement of Georgians into the region,iarather ways sought to prevent the newcomers from

settling in the region.

The Georgian population of Spasovka (Ninotsmiraden) considered by and large that they had been
discriminated against constantly by the local arities since their arrival. They argued that thedl@n
which they had settled belonged to their ancesindsto the Georgian nation; therefore, in theinwie
they should enjoy all rights and freedoms as aitizef Georgid® Contrary to this argument, Javakheti
Armenians maintained that they had historicallyedivon the territory of Javakheti and, therefore, it
belonged to them. Moreover, they complained thaioua Georgian governments had deliberately
sought to alter the demographic situation in Sahgskavakheti and to reduce the relative propoxion

the Armenian populatiof.

It should be mentioned that in the early 1990sKhstava Foundationwith substantial support from
both the Georgian government and the broader ptpunjapenly declared its intentions to establish a

‘loyal community’ (of Georgians, since Armeniansre/@gainst the appointed executives in Javakheti)

%" Rostom Sarkissian, “Javakhk: Socio-Economic NegtedEthnic Unrest” Diplomacy and World AffairsDWA Discussion Paper no
101, 2002, at http://departments.oxy.edu/dwa/papers/potb

% |nterviews with dwellers of Spasovka, 24 Septen#f¥s.

% Lia Melikishvili, “Latent Conflicts in Polyethnic &iety,” The Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and |IBewvent, Thilisi,
1998.
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in minority-populated regions, and to fortify theuntry’s frontiers with ethnic Georgian peopfé.
Resettlement programs in the early 1990s were esigded only for ecological migrants, who were in
a desperate need of new houses and lands, bubalsther Georgians. Ethnic Georgian settlers came
to Javakheti from Aspindza, Kharagauli, Rustavispiaand even Thbilisi, and many of them claimed
that they had patriotic motives to settle in thgioa. Indeed, they were also motivated by economic
reasons; obtaining free houses and lands were iraprents to their economic conditiof?5 However,
while preparing for the resettlement and buyingdesufor the future settlers, as driven as they Wwgre

a nationalistic agenda, the central decision-makahsd to realize that the newcomers would find it
very hard to adapt to the region, partly becausehefharsh climate and the isolated geographic
location of Javakheti, and partly because of th#dess’ uncustomary patterns of social organization
These differences of customs were interpretedtasi®@ divergences between the local Armenians and
the arriving Georgians. All this led to severe adtpn problems and frustrations among the Georgian
population, and a majority of the settlers leftakdheti again within two to three years. As a reghk
majority of the houses provided by the Kostava Fation for Georgian migrants (217 houses), were
either destroyed or used by the local populatiom@sses and stables. This haphazard resettlement,
lack of understanding from the recipient populati@md their incompatible views, added to the
corruption and mismanagement of the usage of tlusd® causing the loss of significant amounts of

money, efforts, and time.

One of the complaints put forward by the local Ania& population during the arrival of the Georgian
migrants (and especially in Akhalkalatdyon) was that newcomers were provided with new houses,
whereas the local poor population continued to iivemall huts°? Here, the local population felt that
their interests were ignored and they felt disanatéd against, with priority given to the Georgian
newcomers. At the same time, the Georgian newconmerskhalkalaki and Ninotsmindaayons
complained that they were ignored by their govemiyhat their rights had not been secured properly
and that they were perceived as ‘secondary citizgnthe local Armeniand® Indeed, this made their

adaptation to the local conditions exceptionalf§iclilt.

100 |nterview with acting Chairman of the Kostava Foaiich, Davit Kupreishvili, 15 September 2006.
101 |bid; Tamaz Putkaradzécharis mosakhleobis migraciis, pp 136-137.
102 [jAi
Ibid.
103 Tamaz PutkaradzéAcharis mosakhleobis migraciis”, p. 138; Lia Melikishvili, “Latent Conflicts in Blyethnic Society”, The
Caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and Devedopifbilisi, 1998.
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Tension in Kvemo Kartli

The early resettlement into Kvemo Kartli was momgamized and better planned, compared to
Javakheti. This is partly explained by the fact the first larger resettlement took place in Sotirmes

in 1987, when the government was in better contfothe situation in comparison with the 1989

resettlements. Although eco-migrants were resett@dpactly, and in many cases in absolutely new
villages (Khikhani, Akhali Dioknisi, Disveli, Khagsopeli), there were still cases where ethnically

mixed villages emerged (Shulaveri, Vaziani, Krtsgrivlukhrovani, Samgereti).

The situation with regard to ethnic relations wéerent in Kvemo Kartli as compared to Javakheti.
Indeed, the adaptation process was not easy fanetveomers, but the difficulties did not necesgaril

derive from solely ethnic reasons. In contrast dvaBheti, the largely Azeri population of Kvemo

Kartli did not openly declare their unwillingness host the eco-migrants. There were very few
instances, where inhabitants of Kvemo Kartli spakeg against the resettlement of eco-migrants.
However, the situation worsened within a few yeafsthe initial resettlement of eco-migrants,

specifically as regards to the relationship betwdenlocal Azeri population and eco-migrants from
Svaneti'® The integration and local adaptation of Svan eégrants into the region, where the vast
majority of local dwellers were ethnically and veulturally different Azeri peoples, was very diffilt

for both the Svans and for the Azeris.

Svans, unlike Ajarans, are often perceived as oadigiby the local indigenous population in Kvemo
Kartli. In order to explain this perception, itimportant to keep in mind that there are more Sx@n
migrant families than Ajaran families in Kvemo Karespecially in Marneuli, Gardabani, Tetritskaro,
Bolnisi and Dmanisrayons Hence, Svan migrants are more visible in theoregMoreover, Svans,
compared to Ajarans, were resettled largely in mrbarroundings such as in the towns of Bolnisi,
Dmanisi and Gardabani, which enabled them to ppaie actively in the socio-economic life of the
rayons Also, because of their settlement into urbansréee Svans to a much greater extent interacted
with the local populations, compared to the AjarambBo typically live consolidated in villages. As
Svans in many cases were found guilty in crimirsdes, they incurred the label of criminals, and are

therefore often perceived as perpetrators of att€s occurring in certairayonsof Kvemo Kartli.

104 As outlined above, eco-migrants in Kvemo Kartlirevemostly from Svaneti, except in Tsalkayon which will be discussed
separately, since in this region specific patt@fathnic relations and tension are displayed.
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With the fall of the Soviet Union, and the ensutitpos and absence of rule of law, the crime rate
skyrocketed all over the former Soviet Union. In &dw Kartli, where the influx of Svans
approximately coincided with the demise of Sovietvpr, the local population perceived that the crime
rate was increasing because of the arrival of tren& This is especially true for Marneuli, Gardaba
and Dmanisirayons Robberies, thefts, burglaries and murders wereeasingly disturbing the local
population, and the frustration of the local popiola did on some occasions turn into conflicts, athi
were understood as ethnically based.

In June 1989, for example, an argument betweenaa 8ad an Azeri youngster turned into a massive
demonstration in Marneuli town, during which Azadtivists from Marneuli, Gardabani, Bolnisi and
Dmanisi, all used the occasion to raise demandsdtynomy for the region. The triggering incident
was in fact very trivial: the young Svan and theeAzad an argument in the taxi line, which turned
into a fistfight. Svans, living in nearby housesticed the fight and came running out to help their
acquaintance, and the Azeri was beaten up. In nsgpomon the very same day, a group of Azeris
attacked and raided apartments belonging to th@sSvéhe situation was diffused by police sent out
from Rustavi and Thilisi. However, on the followirday, around 10,000 persons demonstrated in
Marneuli and demanded the expulsion of Svans frowenko Kartli, autonomy for the region,
replacement of all Georgian officials with Azeriemin local power bodies, etc. Meanwhile, Azeri
groups attacked police forces in Gardalvagbn, and fighting broke out between Azeris and Geaorgia
in Bolnisi town, a result of which 14 local residenwere injured. Chaos, accompanied by
demonstrations, continued until the first half ofy3*® It must be noted, however, that these dramatic
outbreaks took place at a time of general tensiorikKvemo Kartli, in 1989-1990, and under the
influence of aggressive nationalist agitation, batimong Georgians and Azeris. However, the
nationalist policies of the Georgian leadershipasesly contributed to aggravate this situation, efhi
eventually led to the emigration of thousands dingt Azeris from Kvemo Kartli, especially from
Bolnisi town, who left Georgia for Azerbaijan outfears of a further deterioration of the inter+ath

climate.

In the Shevardnadze years the inter-ethnic sitnajenerally improved, and although relations betwee
Svans and the native population were not exactidialh there were very few examples of violent
confrontation, and/or mobilization, based on catdlibetween the communities. However, a few times

smouldering tensions did erupt into serious cotdli©ne of the most recent examples flared up in

105 Gja Tasoyewra xdeba kvemo kartlsHWhat is happening in Kvemo Kartliliteraturuli Sakartvelo.30 June 1989. p 2; lakob
Putkaradzelakopa daushvebel{@plit up is impossibleKomunisti,6 July 1989. p 3.
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2003. The Azeri population in the village of Jandaituated close to the village of Lemshveniera,
heavily populated by Svan migrants, was suffernognfconstant robberies, shootings, and violence, on
their way to Gardabani town. The residents of Jariddd a meeting and protested against the passive
attitude of the police, however, to no avail. Lative Azeris held two mass meetings in Gardabani
town near the police office, the venue of the Pecat® General, and the town court. The second mass
meeting coincided with the trial of a Svan, who wharged with robbery. However, the court released
him, as a result of which the Azeri masses’ behaviturned into outright public disorder:
demonstrators began to smash the windows of tHdibgs, and afterwards blocked the railroad. The
head of the Council of Justice met the demonssaiod promised to fire the judge responsible fer th
release of the Svan. After this incident, and thiessequent dismissal of the judge, the attacks again

the Azeri population ceased, and matters calmeddow

Many citizens of Kvemo Kartli, both Azeris and Ggians, believe that the rights of their own
particular ethnic group are violated. Many Azeris eonvinced that Georgians are given priorityhia t
allocation of lands, in receiving positions as [pubificials, etc. It should be acknowledged tHagre

are certain areas where the Azeri population iad¥iantaged. Due to the fact that Azeri women mostly
give birth to their babies at home, they are nd¢ ad acquire a birth certificate, and thus thegnza
obtain any legal documents for their children. Gopuently, there are several families and indiviglual
who live without passports and with no registeredpprty. They are unable to register their houses,
since they do not possess the required documerststetarked by a local official in Marneuli,
“Newcomer Georgians live more legally than the gedious Azeri populationt®® Conversely,
Georgian newcomers believe that they are disadgadtaompared to the Azeri population in terms of

economic conditions, unemployment, and a highetit-migration of ethnic Georgian®’

It is noteworthy that almost all local officials tife fiverayonsof Kvemo Kartli (except Tsalka) deny
that there is serious tension between the Azeri @adrgian populations, and especially that there
might exist any ethnically based tension. Theyaaknowledge that the situation was very tenseeén th
early period of resettlement of eco-migrants, wholday, allegedly, villagers keep good relationthwi
each other; they celebrate some holidays and #&sttegether, and in rare cases even inter-magiage

have taken place. According to the Head of the ddation Department of Marneutamgeoba

106 Interview with Zaal Nadiradze, Head of the Prization Department of Marneutyon, 14 November 2006.

107 caucasus Institute for Peace, Democracy and Dewvelop The Union of Intercultural Cooperation in Kueifartli Region "Most",
The Union of Azerbaijan Women of Georgi&ralysis of Conflict Factors in the Region of Marié€tardabani: Results of Sociological
Research, Thilisi 2003. Indeed, the Georgian population generallyeappto be in a worse off economically than theriszélowever,
the assumption of the local Georgian populatioruative high level of out-migration of Georgians sio®t prove to be true.
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Marneulirayon is characterized by ethnic stability, since peagléifferent ethnicities are dependent
on and interconnected with each other in econoarims'® However, the Head of the Department of
Migration and Resettlement of the Dmanisyon, mentioned that Svan eco-migrants, as well as IDPs
in the Dmanisrayon, are still labelled as “newly arrived” settlersdatherefore, they are clearly being

differentiated from the native populatiof.

Before proceeding to a discussion on the situahae Tsalkarayon, it would be interesting here to
compare the integration processes and the develdpohénter-ethnic relations, after the resettletnen
of eco-migrants in Kvemo Kartli and Javakhetislbbvious that full integration of ecological migts

in the predominantly minority inhabited regions Imat taken place, but it can also be observed that

eco-migrants in Kvemo Kartli (except in Tsalka) arggeneral better integrated than those in Javakhe

Firstly, the Azeri population of Kvemo Kartli geradlliy has been more receptive towards eco-migrants
than the Armenian population of Javakheti, notwéhding the grave tensions between the Azeri and
Georgian communities throughout 1989-1990. In @stfrthe Javakheti Armenian community at large
has consistently opposed the resettlement, arghetgthe resettlement efforts were deliberate astio
to “Georgianize” the region, which, as we have sé@s certainly held some truth, particularly ie th
late 1980s/early 1990s. These arguments have hggrorsed by mass Armenian demonstrations and
their exacerbated claims for autonomy. In KvemotlKathe Azeri population did not oppose the
arrival of Georgian eco-migrants, as such. Gengeralkeri activists have been less radical thanrthei
Armenian counterparts in Javakheti, and have lgrjelited their demands to the protection of Azeri

rights, and minority inclusion into the local gomance structures.

Secondly, there are more mixed villages in KvematlKathus, newcomers and the indigenous
population are more exposed to inter-action, wieetba Georgian villages in Javakheti are for the
most part completely isolated from other villagegth almost no communication between the

Armenian and Georgian populations.

Thirdly, Georgians are more represented in localegumental structures in Kvemo Kartli than in
Javakheti. On the positive side, this allows fottdreaccommodation of the needs of eco-migrants,
while on the negative side, it partially excludiee ethnic Azeri population from political partictpmn

and inclusion. In the locé&akrebulosand Gamgeoba®f Marneuli, Gardabani, Bolnisi, Dmanisi, and

108 |nterview with Zaal Nadiradze, Head of the Prization Department of Marneutyon, 14 November 2006.
109 |nterview with Dali Kvitsiani, Head of Departmenit Accommodation and Resettlement of Dmardsion 22 October 2006.
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Tetritskarorayons, the Georgian population, including newcomers, &l wepresented. One of our
informants mentioned that in Kvemo Kartli, many Bvahave reached high positiori8.lt was also

noted that in the late 1980s (during the wave dionalist mobilization) several prominent Azeris in
Kvemo Kartli were removed from their posts (e.aattbf kolkhozchairman) and replaced by newly-
arrived Svans!! In contrast, the representation of eco-migrantsdal governance of Javakheti's two

rayons Ninotsminda and Akhalkalaki, is low.

The above factors make it more difficult for ecognaints to integrate into local society in Javakheti

than in Kvemo Kartli. Eco-migrants in Javakhetievftsee themselves as ‘true patriots,” “defenders of
Georgian’s right to stay on Georgian territoriesy’ ‘their’ lands. They often feel that Armenianssivi

to evict them from Javakheti, declare autonomysewede to Armenia. Many also feel discriminated in
Javakheti. In Kvemo Kartli one can less frequentijness such nationalist perceptions (except in
Tsalkarayon). Clearly, the different experiences of resettletnend adaptation have affected the

migrants’ perceptions of their own position visia-their new neighbours.

As far as Tsalkaayonis concerned, the socio-psychological adaptatfanigrants into the region was
even more difficult than in Javakheti. Taking imimcount the process of resettlement, it is clearttie
vast majority of migrants settled in thayon illegally. They largely occupied empty houses, athi
belonged to out-migrating Greeks. As mentioned abtlive majority of those migrants were not eco-
migrants, but rather people who were seeking torawvg their economic conditions, attracted by the
employment opportunities of the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhapeline construction project. Since the massive
spontaneous resettlement of migrants in 2002-26@8,crime rate has increased significantly. The
2005 Public Defender’s report reveals eight cagesenous crimes in only the first three months of
2005. According to this report, the criminals wengyrants from Svaneti or Ajara, who committed
atrocities, mostly against Greek dwell&fsIn some cases, local Armenians claimed that tlaelyttied

to defend their Greek neighbours and relatives, wikoe assaulted by the Georgian criminals, as a
result of which larger confrontations broke outciaracteristic example of such a case is a crinaicial
which took place on March 2005, in Avralo villaggurglars (supposedly Georgians) broke into the
house of an elderly Greek couple, beat them up stole around 850 USD. That same afternoon,
Armenians from the nearby village of Kizilkilisarnaed with wooden bats, entered the village of

Avralo, where they beat up around ten Georgiamagdts, whom they had randomly encountered in the

10 pid,
1 nterviews by Jonathan Wheatley, July 2006.
112 Report of the Public Defender of Georgia presetuetie parliament, 23 December 2005.
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streets. They also broke into the local school @ndeed it. This event, and the way it had escalated
revealed that the relations among the local pojmiatere very tense in some parts of tagon, and

needed to be immediately addressed.

There were several other violent incidents takitare in Tsalkaayon However, there seems to be
consensus among the population in Tsalka that siqmaice force has been deployed in the region, in
March 2005:** the rule of law has come into force, resultingiiserious decline of criminal activity in
the region. This has also impacted positively omsittns between the communities, but problems

regarding houses and lands still remain a poteswiaice of tensioft:

To demonstrate how tension in the region could chpea the stability of the country, and on how
sensitive this issue may become for the governmeniecent event of 9 March 2006 should be
mentioned. A quarrel between drunken Svans anaapgof Armenians ended up in the murder of a
23-year-old Armenian, Gevork Gevorkyan. Even thotlgh suspects were promptly arrested and an
investigation had been initiated, which later led lbng-term sentences of the murderers, local
Armenians gathered in front of the police statianTsalka town and demanded the lynching of the
suspected perpetrators. As the mass event escalagegdrotestors broke into ti@&@amgeobabuilding,
where they broke windows and damaged inventorys Téinse situation in Tsalka spilled over into
neighbouring Javakheti, where on 12 March in Akbklki, the Armenian organizationdnited
JavakhkandVirk held a rally. Eventually, an Armenian crowd stodmnie local branch of the Thilisi
State University, protesting against the numbeetbhic Georgians studying there, as well as iné th
local court building. Finally, the angry mob targgtthe office of the Georgian Bishop of the region,
accusing the Church of hiding weapons there. Laferears and the bishop's administration agreed to
allow some of the protesters inside; once theyiomed that no weapons had been hidden there, the

crowd dispersed®

Indeed, the demonstrations in Javakheti had amtedfe how Georgian society perceives the situation

in minority regions. Georgian media outlets conttéal to exacerbating negative perceptions towards
the Armenians in Javakheti, in articles with heaei such as: “Samtskhe-Javakheti Separatists Want
War with Georgians” or “Slow Bomb - Separatist Dewis in Javakheti*!® This attitude in the media

clearly serves as an impeding factor to the brepéiown of stereotypes and towards efforts of region

113 Moreover later, in July 20086, the Greek governnumtated 16 police patrol cars to the Tsadkgon police.
1141 and and housing issues will be discussed indHeviing section regarding the socio-economic inagign.
115 The Messenger, 16 March 2006, Issue no¥®iali Taoba 17 March 2006, issue no 74.

116 Akhali Taobal9-25 March 20086, issue 7yiris Palitra 20-26 March 2006, issue 12.
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integration, and there are numerous examples of Baeh media portrays national minorities
negatively, in general. Partly as a result of thegative media attention to national minorities, in
particular towards the Armenians in Javakheti, @eor mainstream society is to a certain extent,
unreceptive to problems of ethnic minorities in tiadion. In contrast, many ethnic Georgians comside
the Georgian population as the most heavily disodted against and oppressed, in the minority-

populated regions.

Socio Economic Adaptation and Inter-Ethnic Tension

Naturally, socio-economic factors do play a sigrfit role in the process of adaptation and integrat

of the eco-migrants into their new settlements. gdesthe fact that part of the state controlled
resettlement of ecological migrants took place Wwefore independence, a Pandora’s Box of problems
began to emerge in the regions where eco-migradgdsettied, especially in Javakheti, as the $ovie
era came to an end. The collapse of the stateganoeny led to competition over scarce resources
between the native population and the eco-migrdatier increasing tensions between the hosts and

newcomers.

Armenians and Dukhobors in Javakheti, and Azedge@hwith Armenians and Greeks in Kvemo Kartli,
traditionally were engaged in agriculture, animasibandry, small-scale trade, and industry in tke la
Soviet period. As eco-migrants arrived in theseoreg) they not only had to adapt to a new ethnit an
cultural environment, but also had to find theiagd in a different socio-economic setting. The main
problems faced by these eco-migrants, in termsoofoseconomic issues, were (and are) related to

housing, land, and language complexities. Thedieudlifissues are dealt with separately, below.

Housing Issues

Even during the earliest stages of their resettigmmany eco-migrant families in Javakheti and
Kvemo Kartli suffered from the poor conditions béir houses. As already mentioned, the government
did not complete its ambitious plans of creatingvnallages for eco-migrants, and as a result, many
arriving eco-migrants found themselves in partialystructed houses, and some were not offered any
housing at all. Those who had the resources toodinshed the houses by themselves, while others
built simple wooden houses as temporary sheltenginy that the government would eventually offer

assistance in completing their houses.
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As discussed earlier, newly built houses were etfdo the eco-migrants under the condition thag the
would not for the first 25 years become legal ownartheir dwellings. However, this regulation was
ignored in many cases. Eco-migrants, unable to tattapheir new surroundings, sold the houses
illegally, or simply gave them up and moved awayg. &result, issues of personal registration, legal
ownership, and user rights, have become chaotiou3ands of people now live in houses which they

do not officially own, nor even have the legal tigh utilize.

Recently, the regional administration of Kvemo Karas begun a house registration exercise, and as
part of these efforts, eco-migrants are supposeddeive legal documents for the house they occupy.
This process has started in Dmanisi, Tetritskarariduli and Gardabanayons As far as Javakheti is
concerned, many eco-migrants are registered; hawewmg all of them possess house ownership
documents. For example, in Spasovka (Ninotsmiraden) ownership documents of those houses
which were provided by the Kostava Foundation stithain in the possession of the Foundation. While
this is in accordance with the conditions of thesté&wa Foundation (the 25-year rule), other eco-
migrants who have resettled in Spasovka on them owiative, do not formally own their houses,
since they acquired them under informal arrangesneith previous owners, mainly Dukhobors. There
are also cases where persons living in a housedaa\by the Kostava Foundation have sold their

premises, informally, to newly arrived eco-migraraisd resettled to Tsalka themselves.

As discussed on pages 9-12, the government platieedéte 1980s were to establish villages for eco-
migrants with complete facilities, including an iroped infrastructure, schools, kindergartens,
hospitals, cultural centres, etc. However, with theeakdown of the economy following the
disintegration of the Soviet Union, the governmemtld not fulfil this aim. Therefore, another seiso
problem that eco-migrants face today, in someg@ta is a lack of irrigation and potable water $yipp
systems’ This is particularly a problem in eco-migratiodlages built in the 1980s in Marneul,
Gardabani, and Akhalkalakiyons This problem makes it very difficult for the eomgrants to
engage in productive agricultural activities; thtie only possible way to make a living is by arlima
husbandry.

Where eco-migrants live in ‘old’, i.e., already &g villages, there are potable water supplied an
irrigation systemsHowever, in such villages, eco-migrants often fiee problem of limited access to
arable land, which often results in tension andflaia with the native villagers. Such tension fteo

17 This is the case of Akhali Dioknisi, Khikani antiuaveri in Marneulrayon Lemshveniera, Krtsanisi and Mukrovani in Gardaban
rayon,Kotelia, Okami and Ptena in Akhalkalatyon.

48



understood as ethnic tension and has occurredibdtivemo Kartli and in Javakheti. However, the
guestion of land is especially acute in the formegjion, which has experienced more recent waves of
in-migration, of the ecologically displaced andestmigrants.

Land Issues

In the Soviet period, arable land belongedkttkhozesand sovkhozegstate farms)and was state
property. Rural dwellers owned only their homesti@ads. The process of privatization of agricultura
lands started with reforms, after independence, lmodight about many disputes and conflict over
ownership. Undoubtedly, land ownership is the missoie that fuels tension between eco-migrants and
native populations. Land privatization in Georgande divided in two phases: from 1992 to 1998,
and, since 2005. The 1992-1998 land reform reguilditat agricultural land, from 0.15 to 1.25 ha (and
up to 3.0 ha in mountainous parts of the countepyld be handed over for private usage. The
remaining available lands were retained in stateesship and distributed only for uS&. Therefore,
the 1992-1998 land reform was not an actual paasitn. It was only with the 2005 land reform that
privatization of all available agricultural lands Georgia took place in accordance with the Law of
Georgia, “On Privatization of State-Owned AgricuétuLands”. Today, there are lots of lands in

Samtskhe-Javakheti and Kvemo Kartli that are abtmbe privatised.

According to the 2005 law, privatization of agricwhl lands took place through direct sale, special
auctions and open auctions. Persons already leatatg) owned land were given priority for buying
land through direct sale. Land, which had not beased, was subject to special auction. The right t
participate in this auction was granted to the Iniaats of the specific village, town and community
registered in the “house books,” maintained byShkrebulograyon municipal councils), or registered

locally on the basis of an ID card, to which thedavas attached. Land, which had not been leased ou

118 According to the Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministef Georgia #48 as of 18 January 1992, the tese’‘means either ‘lease’,
‘rent’, or ‘hereditary building right’. At the santéme, the legislation stipulated that land refarauld not be conducted within a 21 km
zone along the external borders of Georgia, whicplied that, given the location of Samtskhe-Javtikiwed Kvemo Kartli along the
borders with Armenia, Azerbaijan and Turkey, th@udation in parts of these regions could not reeehe usual 0.15-1.25 ha of lands.
The reason was the aim of defining of state boikerbf the country. However, the rule was not eisext all over the country.
Limitations applied to Kvemo Kartli and Samtskheakheti and also along a three km zone on the Bimzk Coast area. Indeed, those
who were affected most by this policy were Azenikivemo Kartli and Armenians in Samtskhe-Javakastivell as all others living in
these regions. Nevertheless, a major differencebeambserved between Samtskhe-Javakheti, on theaomte and Kvemo Kartli, on the
other. In Samtskhe-Javakheti, people got land énbitrder zone despite the decree because thegmeatnment structures largely were
composed of ethnic Armenians, who took extraculaicmeasures to protect their own interests ansigeoethnic Armenians with land
illegally. Land was thus shared relatively fainy$amtskhe-Javakheti. In contrast, in Kvemo KatiGamgebeliof therayonsand the
village Gamgebeligbut especially the former) often began leasingl lemprivate individuals and companies. Thus, mlkriod 1993-96,
most of the 21 km strip of land in Kvemo Kartli walseady leased to the relatives and associatégeadyon GamgebelisMost of these
individuals were ethnic Georgians, although somesirthe (largely Azeris and Georgians) villagamgebelisalso profited by striking
deals with theayon authorities. Later, from 1994, the 21 km restoigtivas abolished and the population of Kvemo Kartli Samtskhe-
Javakheti received agricultural land of 0.15-1.26 under reform regardless of ethnic backgrounceryigw with Jaba Ebanoidze,
Director of the “Association for the Protectionlafind Owners’ Rights”, 27 November 2006.
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or had been leased out previously, was subjegbém auction, and in such cases the right to ppaiiei

in auctions was granted to any citizen of Georgiany legal entity in the country.

This legislation did not stipulate any limitatiofts the lease of state owned agricultural landge/f
the beginning of the second privatization proces2005, eco-migrants and other farmers who had
leased agricultural lands were fully entitled tovatize the leased agricultural land plots, acaugdio

the principles defined by the legislatibfi.Similarly, eco-migrants had the full rights to peipate in
direct sales and special auctions. However, asioret above, they had to be registered in the “@lous

books” of theSakrebulosin order to qualify for these right&’

Here it should be noted that although the legistasitipulated that every individual had an equgthtri

of access to available land, many eco-migrants tmnmgd that land was unevenly distributed.
Villagers of Spasovka, for example, emphasized thate were farmers in Ninotsmindayon who
owned about 500-800 ha of lands, while Ajaran fasngossessed no more than 2-5 ha. A similar
situation prevailed in some parts of the Akhalkaleyon Often, ethnic affiliation was linked to
possession of lands. Many claimed that they welibatately denied access to more land because they
were Georgian in an Armenian commuriity. This kind of claim did not contribute to good

neighbourly relations.

During the 1990s, the privatization and land duttion processes were typically controlled by the
local authorities. Often the powers of local offisi were misappropriated. In addition, the local
population suffered from a lack of knowledge ofith@vn rights, and of their financial capability to
privatize land or acquire land for leasing. Heragignificant amount of land plots was concentrated
the hands of local officials, or based on kinshaations or bribery, resulting in a discriminatory
division of lands, disfavouring the marginal andnarable segments of the population. Moreover, vast
parts of the lease contracts were not properlygregf) and this today has created impediments in the
second privatisation proce¥s.Eco-migrants often feel isolated and forgotterth®y government who
resettled them there, and left them without anystasce to support their integration process iht t

region.

19| aw of Georgia “On Privatization of State-Ownedriégltural Lands” as of 8 July 2005.

120 |t should also be mentioned that the basis foisteion in a “house book” is ownership of a howsdand in the corresponding
settlement. There are cases where eco-migrantsaareegistered in “house books” and, thereforey th@ve no right to participate in
special auctions.

2 |nterviews with villagers in Spasovka, 24 Septenf{6.

122 The law determines that possession of lease aisteanpower citizens to privatize the land theyehkased through direct sale. In
case their lease contracts are not adequate,nstizidl have to participate in special auctions.

50



Interestingly, while eco-migrants often feel distinated against in their access to land, many perso
belonging to the Azeri population in Kvemo Karthiritk that there are cases during the distribution
process where preference is given to ethnic Gemsgiespecially Svans. For example, the head of the
sovkhozof the village of Kapanakhchi (himself Svan), waused by the local Azeri population of
distributing all available lands to his relativés3003, which caused serious tension between tlegl Az
and Georgian (Svan) populatiolf8 A sense of discontent among Azeris, however, fi@s mot been
pronounced publicly. Largely, the Azeri populatidoes not often make public statements about
infringements of their rights. However, there h&veen cases where local farmers have demonstrated in

Marneuli town, as happened twice in 2064.

Tsalkarayon represents an outstanding example when it comé&mtbissues. Also, in Tsalkayon,
one of the main problems between newcomers anththgenous population is the shortage of land.
As already mentioned, the proportion of eco-miggatdmpared to other groups of newcomers in
Tsalka rayon is very low. Although eco-migrants, unlike manyh@&t newcomers (spontaneous
migrants) are usually settled legally into the oegieco-migrants and other new arrivals still have
problem in common: none of them have received laxaept for their 0.2 ha homestead land. In
traditionally Greek villages, migrants sometimestidand from Greek families, who control almost all
of a village’s lands and houses, which belong ®wrtemigrated relatives. Legally, Greeks have the
right to let these lands. However, the obvious mi@t@equality is a thorn in the flesh of the Ggian

newcomers. Often they state that as Georgiansh&ir‘tountry”, “on their own land” they are “tredte

as guests*?® Feelings of this character exacerbate the tersmtisin, migrants becoming more

128« Analysis of Conflict Factors in the Region of Marliéardabani: Results of Sociological ResearcBaucasus Institute for Peace,
Democracy and Development; the Union of Intercaltu@ooperation in Kvemo Kartli Region “Most”, and Thimion of Azerbaijan
Women of Georgia, 2003.
124 Another noteworthy event took place on 3 Decemi@42in Marneulirayon Around 300 local Azeri inhabitants of the village
Kutliari attacked the Georgian owner of a horsenfand his bodyguards; this owner leases out thelalesmajority of the village lands,
so that the Azeri locals were demanding the railligion of 320 ha of land. As a result of the elttaan old Azeri woman was killed and
several people were injured. The situation wasrawegthat representatives of the Azerbaijani gavemt and diplomats participated in
the negotiations for resolving the issue. The asddsr of Azerbaijan to Georgia wrote a petitiotht® President of Georgia encouraging
him to allocate an appropriate amount of land lf@ Azeri population of Marneuli. The incident wadldwed by another open letter to
the President of Georgia by a group of Azerbaijam-governmental organizations, expressing thaicem over the violation of human
rights of Azeri communities in Georgia in regarddad privatization. The event clearly shows tiat land issue is one of the key issues
for the local population, whether ethnic Georgiamot. Since land is the only means of income I tural population, they fight not
merely for a plot but for a source of living. Itrche said that the conflict has an economic ratth@n ethnic basis. Nevertheless, this
tension has an ethnic dimension and there is a dfathat land disputes, if they escalate, caretiso into open ethnic conflict in mixed
communities.
Marika Liparteliani, "Attack on Kulari Stud Farm Hed with Casualties’Resonansié December 2004, Issue 333.
Civil Georgia,”Azeri NGOs Concerned over Azerbaijanis Rights in @&dr 9 December 2004,

available athttp://www.civil.ge/eng/article_ngo.php?id=8542
125 |nterviews in Tsalkaayon 25-26 July 2006.
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assertive in their demands. Furthermore, land, lwisicented by a migrant from a Greek owner, cannot

be privatized.

According to a local official, a governmental dexid 1999 stipulated the allocation of 0.5-1.5 ha o
former collective land to each family in Tsalkagaedless of ethnicity. However, most Ajarans were
not entitled to that land because they did not taases officially, even if they had “bought” them.
Moreover, the majority of Ajaran migrants have\ad since 1999. As a result, a large number of eco-

migrants and other internal migrants do not forgnaln land in Tsalkaayon:?

However, as soon as the second round of land atain starts in Tsalka (based on the 2005 law),
those migrants who have arrived on their own ihiesince 2000 will encounter serious problems.
Houses are often paid in several instalments, arsgveral villages the eco-migrants have not yet pa
the full sum for their houses bought from the imaligus population (Greeks or Armenians). Until the
full amount has been paid, the property legallyaers in the ownership of the seller, who is thesper
registered in the house register. Consequentlybthers (the migrants) are not registered in those
houses, and thus have no right to participateerstiecial auction for land privatization. Althouitjiey

can still hope to participate in the open auctionmost cases their chances of acquiring the disire
local land are minimal. Although the majority ofospaneous newcomers are not eco-migrants, the
proportion of eco-migrants arriving on their ownitimtive is not insignificant. For example, in
Tetritskaro their number is around 2201f these issues are not addressed, they may beanotber

source of tension and conflict.

In terms of land privatization, there are a numbeéradditional problems. Firstly, the new land
privatisation law does not include the land formautilized by the Greeks, which is formally still
owned by Greeks who have left the country. Thisften high-quality soil. Therefore, the arriving
migrant population does not have access to thagtsle&secondly, the land privatisation law envisages
the selling of not-privatised land by special ansi, and only those officially registered as reasis®f

the village orSakrebulocan participate. These newcomers, therefore, havaghts at all. For this
reason theGamgebeli of the Tsalkarayon, Mikheil Tskitishvili, has temporarily frozen the
implementation of the privatisation law in tih@yon He is currently trying to persuade the central

government to give equal rights to newcomers, fatigpation in auctions, or to solve the existing

128 |nterview with Mikheil Tskitishvili, Gamgebelbf Tsalkarayon 25 July 2006.
127 |nterview with the Deputsamgebelof Tetritskaro, Enveri Gabuldani, 20 October 2006.
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problem by other meart&® However, this problem has yet to be addressedemyral government

actors.

Meanwhile, the Armenian population in Tsalleyon also complains of discrimination. They state that
Georgians are given priority in obtaining positionghe local administration. As a consequencealloc
Armenians argue that it is often easier for newasne solve their legal and administrative problems
as compared to the Armenians and Greeks. This @ntpls also related to unemployment. An
especially painful topic for the local Armeniangh& Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan pipeline project which was
the main source of employment in the Tsal&agon from 2002-2005. However, as it turned out, the
proportion of Armenians hired as local labourersswmauch lower that the number of Georgians.
Meanwhile, Georgian employees on the project wepgcally new arrivals from Ajara and Svaneti,
including eco-migrants. Armenian residents of Kdtika, a village located less than two km from the
pipeline, claimed that only five persons from thellage were employed on the pipelitf@ This state

of affairs caused immense discontent among the Aianepopulation, and undoubtedly plays a serious

role in the state of inter-ethnic relations in tegion.

As far as land issues in Javakheti are concerimedsituation is no better, if not even worse. Tikis
especially true in the village of Spasovka, whereions over land at a certain point almost turntx
violent conflict. During the initial year of resletinent (1990), eco-migrants submitted a petitiotht
local village authority (ethnic Armenian) to alldeaaround 1,000 ha of land for rent, an arrangement
that could take place within the legal frameworkowéver, the demand was rejected by local
authorities. As a result, the Georgian migrantsditto assert their rights and demonstrated int fod

the village school, as a protest to the existingdatons. As tension escalated between eco-migrants
and the local village authorities, around 500 Armaeninhabitants of other villages arrived in
Spasovka. Confronted with this threat, the Ajarappealed to the Ninotsmindayon authorities for
help. During that time, Georgian para-military gosu associated with thKostava Societywere
stationed in Ninotsminda town. When the militia des arrived in Spasovka, the situation was
extremely intense. As an Ajaran leader stated,y‘tiwere afraid that the Armenians would attack
them”. The militia group negotiated with both sidesd managed to prevent an angry conflict.

Eventually, the land was allocated for Georgianramigs™*°

128 |nterview with Mikheil Tskitishvili, Gamgebelof Tsalkarayon 15 July 2006.

129 Bp’s policy during the construction period was i tocal residents with priority given to thoseiig within two km of the pipeline
or within five km of installations above the ground

130 |nterview with Jemal Vanadze, dweller of Spasodd September 2006.
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Later, another incident again caused tension. Bb1$pasovka villagers were deprived of their hay
fields. The issue of land user rights was unclaat the local officials decided to terminate the
Spasovka villagers’ access to use the land. Unisimgly, this caused serious discontent among the
Georgian population. Generally, the villagers ira§gpka complain that village lands are given to
Armenian residents of other villages, while Spasovésidents suffer from a shortage of lands. By
1996, the eco-migrants in Spasovka were able toateout four ha per household. Despite the fadt tha
eco-migrants paid 80 GEL for each contract to ldasd, they did not receive formal contracts, which
could prove their rental of the lahdf Today, approaching privatization, the lack of fatm
documentation means those who want to privatizéatig may not be able to do so, as they may fail to

provide sufficient proof of their lease arrangement

However, it should be noted that these problemsvadespread, also in exclusively Armenian villages,
where certain groups, often relatives of officiaee given privileged access to land. In the cdsheo
Spasovka villagers, the disputes tend to take omtlanic dimensiof®” Today there is a shortage of
land in Spasovka, which prompts eco-migrants toenovTsalka region as their families grow larger.
At the same time, Armenian farmers from other gdla are renting the lands — attached to Spasovka.

This fact causes huge discontent among the Geovglagers.

Language Issues

Yet another major question and a very importantiofaior the eco-migrants’ integration and adaptatio
process, is the language issue. As a local offmialsalka said, in an interview: “Friends can teso
conflicts between themselves by communication, Wwhen groups cannot communicate due to a
language barrier, there is no mechanism to resmwdlicts.™* This problem prevails both in Kvemo

Kartli and Javakheti.

As mentioned before, Armenian or Azeri villagesreaund Georgian villages in Javakheti and Kvemo
Kartli. The interaction between these villages &ylimited. This is, of course, especially true fo

those Georgian villages which are inhabited exgklgi by eco-migrants. A very low percentage of
Ajaran eco-migrants speak Russian, and only a sgngiortion of persons belonging to the Armenian,
Azeri or Greek populations speak Georgian. Althoogimy persons belonging to national minorities

are eager to study the Georgian language, (esettial younger generations seem to realize thik wil

B pid.
B2 |nterviews in Spasovka, 23-25 September 2006.
133 |nterview with Mikheil Tskitishvili, Gamgebelof Tsalkarayon 15 July 2006.
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help them to integrate into the Georgian societyg-anhance their career opportunities), it may take
many years before a common language is spoken Ibgoalmunities in the country. It seems an
indisputable fact that the different ethnic comntiesi hardly interact with each other, and do not
discuss social or economic issues together. Thexefois difficult to solve even basic communal

issues, without the involvement of the local adsti@ition Gamgeobarepresentatives.

In short, the main concerns of the resettled aniibenous population are of a social and economic
character. Simple disputes over small pieces of keem easily turn into serious conflicts, which in
many cases may be interpreted as ethnic confrongtnot only by the affected populations, but also
at times by the local authorities, and differenérast groups. In this sense, Kvemo Kartli and Klagt

are particularly vulnerable, and there is littleudbthat the conflict potential contained in theise
economic situation poses a danger to the stalofitiese regions. This fact emphasises the negessit
the Georgian government to devise policies thavene escalation of tension between the native
minority populations and the newcomers. In this tegty systematic measures for regulation of

ecological migration are of immense importance.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Uncontrolled migration processes, coinciding witie toverall economic hardships and the political
turmoil over the past 20 years, have left thousamid§$seorgian citizens in a legal limbo. These

migration processes have gravely worsened inten@tilations in some regions of the country.

Since the number of families suffering from calaesitis so significant, in both Ajara and Svanatij a

on the grounds that over 60,000 individuals havenkaisplaced due to ecological calamities, theeissu
of ecological migration deserves much more attentian it has been given so far. The development of
a policy framework for migration management is mulgsired. The Georgian Government in 2006
developed a strategy for the integration of intbyrndisplaced persons from the civil wars in Abklzaz
and South Ossetia; it is now time to pay adequidatson also to the eco-migrants.

Some steps have been made recently. Since the ‘Regelution’, the new government has taken
important steps to finalize the creation of a das&bon households affected, or potentially affedigd

ecological damage all over the country, includingugti and Ajara. However, this will only be the
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beginning of a complex strategy towards findingable solution to the severe problems presented by

ecological migration.

Indeed, among the numerous features of ecologidgiation, this document has focused on two
aspects of particular concern: on the one handew wof the process of resettlement that takes into
account the needs of the ecologically displacedneigpants in the hope of developing a strategy for
migration management that will improve their coimhs; and, on the other hand, evaluating the issue
of eco-migration from the perspective of the resmpiregions, with a special focus on the regions of

Georgia inhabited predominantly by persons belapgimational minorities.

The first issue will be dealt with in particular the recommendations below. We believe there is a
critical need to develop a legislative framework ttee protection of eco-migrant’s rights and, resd
importantly, a comprehensive governmental stratigythe management of ecological migration

processes.

The second issue, the settlement of eco-migralsis,n@eds a final clarification here. It is evidéoim

this study that eco-migration at times has creatguificant tensions in the recipient communititse
focus of this paper has been on Samtskhe-JavakhdtiKvemo Kartli with their ethnic minority
populations. This is not to say that problems haet also occurred in other ethnic Georgian host
communities. In fact, many eco-migrants return tigd after having been settled in Samegrelo
(Mingrelia) and also experienced tension with tlsthpopulation in many other locations. However,
during resettlement to minority populated regiah&re is a tendency for the resettlement to be seen
through an ethnic prism, and tension between ratarel newcomers is often interpreted as ethnic
conflict. No doubt, the lack of planning that hdmsacterized the migration process, and the mistake
made by the Soviet authorities and by subsequest-$aviet governments, have contributed
significantly to trigger tension in the recipierdnamunities. Many of the problems could have been

avoided with better policies in place.

While there is little doubt that settlement polgieave been driven partly by a nationalist agenda t
enforce an ethnic Georgian presence in border msgod minority populated regions, it should also b
acknowledged that resettlement at times has bededby the fact that housing has been more readily
available in regions abandoned by various natiamabrities, which has been the case in Tsalka since
the late 1990s.
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In this context it is important to develop a bakeah approach towards the settlement of internal
migrants in minority populated regions. It is nbetaim of this study to provide an answer to the
complex question as to what extent ecological atigrointernal migrants should be settled into
minority regions, such as Javakheti or Kvemo KaHbwever, it would be both useful and feasible to
keep in mind The Framework Convention for the Ritd@ of National Minorities, and its provisions,
as guiding principles to inform policies to thisderrticle 16 of the Convention, which was ratifiey

Georgia in December 2005, stipulates that:

The Parties shall refrain from measures which dtierproportions of the population in areas
inhabited by persons belonging to national minesitand are aimed at restricting the rights and
freedoms flowing from the principles enshrinedhe present framework Convention.

In the explanatory report to the FCNM (art. 81 &8}, it is noted that the article prohibits “only
measures which are aimed at restricting the rigind freedoms flowing from the Framework
Convention”. It is also noted that the prohibitianot extended to measures having the effect of
restricting such rights and freedoms, since suchsores may at times be justified and legitimates On
example of justified resettlements is the relogatad inhabitants of a village for building a dam.
Another example could very well be the internaktdlsment of citizens who are affected by ecoldgica
disaster. What is important here is that resettitgrtakes place in the spirit of the FCNM. In thémse,

it would clearly be a violation of the FCNM if thenderlying agenda when selecting the locations for
the ecological migrants, would be to change theatgaphic balance in a region populated by persons
belonging to national minorities. However, it wouldt be a violationper sg if the underlying concern

would be to find appropriate dwellings for displdgepulations.

As mentioned in the recommendations below, we sitgat a strategy for ecological migration is
devised. Here, it would be highly important to enestlhat not only representatives of eco-migranis, b
also affected recipient communities, are both inedlin the development of the policy, and alsdat t
more practical level, when new locations for ecgaunts are assigned. A process of consultation with
future host communities will be crucially importatd ensure that national minorities (and also
Georgian recipient communities) do not again fertagonized because of pressure on their

communities, and to avoid the creation of tensitien® eco-migrants are settled.

Returning now to the first perspective, that of du®-migrants, we believe that government effarts t
solve the issue should address two areas: firgtht, the government should work towards a plan for

future ecological displacement and formulate a aaimgnsive strategy of resettlement; and secondly,
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the direction of works should address the problethose eco-migrants who have resettled since
1987, and who still find themselves in difficultiemainly because of lack of formal ownership of
houses and land.

Recommendations:

Mid- and long term action

Drafting and adoption of adequate legislation ool@gical migration. Legislation on ecological
migration is one of the critical foundations fosw@ccessful resettlement policy and for protectibn o
this particularly vulnerable group. Today, eco-raigs are left without any specific rights and
protection because of their peculiar situationthia framework of the current Georgian legislation,
there is not a single provision to safeguard tgbts and obligations of eco-migrants. The lack of a
legal basis for regulating eco-migration leadsh® absence of the protection of the rights of eco-
migrants. To this end, the Parliament of Georgiald&d@dopt a Law on Ecologically Displaced
Persons. An alternative would be to amend exideggslation. The Law of Georgia on Internally
Displaced Persorts?(last amended in June 2006), does not envisagemdisplaced as a result
of natural and/or human made disasters, thus atiotieg the ‘Guiding Principles on Internal
Displacement,” adopted by the UN in 1998.To protect the rights of ecologically displaced
persons, the Parliament of Georgia could also adopamendment to the existing law on IDPs,
incorporating the status, rights and responsiegitof eco-migrants in accordance with UN Guiding
Principles on Internal Displacement. This wouldadra redefinition of IDPs, in accordance with
the UN Guiding principles as “Persons who have Weeted or obliged to flee or to leave their
homes or places of habitual residence in particagaa result of, or in order to avoid the effedis o
armed conflict, situations of generalized violenge]ations of human rights or natural or human-

made disasters, and who have not crossed an ititeraldy recognized state border”.

Long-term strategy for management of ecological ratign. It is recommended that an inter-
ministerial body is established at the central llegensisting of high ranking officials from the

Ministry of Resettlement and Accommodation, the sy of Finance, the Ministry of

134 See the law ahttp://www.unhcr.org/home/RSDLEGAL/44ab85324.pdf
13 See the full text of the Guiding Principles orelmal Displacement at
http://www.reliefweb.int/ocha_ol/pub/idp_gp/idp.Htm
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Environmental Protection and Natural Resources Mirastry of Agriculture, and other relevant
executive bodies. These governmental bodies, acgptd their competencies, should be able to
plan and formulate a long-term strategy for resgtént. In addition, the central government should
work with several national and international orgaitions, as well as with donor organizations, in
order to obtain financial and informational supgarformulating and implementing the process of
the resettlement programs. At the same time, tvergoent should cooperate with national and
international organizations for data and informatgharing, as well as experience sharing, and
actively involve national and international agesci@JNHCR, IOM, CoE, INGOSs) in the
elaboration of the strategic plan. It would be diguanportant to involve representatives of
ecological migrant communities and representatives) recipient communities in the strategy
elaboration. For the elaboration of the strategythier studies would be necessary for the situation
of ecological migrants. Moreover, potential hosioounities would need to be studied before the
resettlement. Environmental issues, economic cmdif ethnic and demographic factors, and

cultural differentiation are the main determinimgdes for the adaptation process.

The strategy should include several distinct, gtdrirelated elements:
An Emergency Response Action-plan. Central andllseHf-government bodies need a
specific strategy on how to act when sudden natliszisters emerge. Special action plans
should be formulated which will address the neethote people who will suffer from the
disasters. Temporary shelter for temporary acconatnaa may be constructed in low
lands; specific reserves of funds should be reseisemedical and humanitarian aid, etc.
Resettlement Aid Program. An aid programme to stpe ecological migrants during the
first difficult period of resettlement would helpet eco migrants to become self-sustainable.
Eco-migrants should be encouraged by financial suppy the time of resettlement.
Starting a new life in an unfamiliar location istiemely difficult for eco-migrants without
the help of the government. Based on the experiefidaternally displaced persons in
Georgia, whether ecologically or war displaced pations, it appears that even after 10, 15
or 20 years, displaced persons are poorly adaptatiet place where they have settled.
Displaced persons remain among the poorest segmiesisiety.
An Integration Program, which envisages all asp&dtsocio-economic, cultural, and

educational integration. The program must take mhie of local specificities in the host

138 A quick and smooth adaptation process will contébto peaceful and friendly relationships betweenpgte of different cultures,
religion and ethnicity. Hence, adequate planning) @amalysis of the host regions can promote a seftdeslaptation process.
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communities, and must devise a practice for sysieraasessment and consultation in the
process of selection of new host communities.

A Facilitation Program for Eco-Migrants Resettladce 1987, i.e., a program directed
towards the assistance of eco-migrants still fagagblems with formal ownership of

houses and access to land and landownership.

Short term action

ECMI in collaboration with théndependent Journalist House of Ajanall take initiatives

to organize an initial roundtable for relevant gowveent and civil society stakeholders, with
the aim of initiating activities to support long+te objectives.

The Ministry for Refugees and Accommodation, pdgsib collaboration with national and
international NGOs, can conduct assessments datiftownership situation, especially in
the Tsalkarayon In the current situation, where large land ar@@sowned by emigrated
Greeks, the survey should identify the current awnas a basis for taking subsequent
measures to promote the purchase of this landf@edsure the legal redistribution among
villagers currently settled into the communities.

The government should pay more attention to eco&gnigration and allocate more funds
for resettlement programs. Houses, which were biobghthe government in 2004-2005,
were bought mostly for those who already had riesktin their own initiative. While these
beneficiaries undoubtedly are in need of legalizimgr status, the government has failed to

assist those families who are in an urgent needefocation.

Developing a systematic approach to eco-migratimheco-migrants based on an actual governmental
policy will enable the government to prevent soasakes, and in the long run reduce financial
expenditures, while at the same time promotinggirsigon and development processes in the country.
In the long run, such measures will contributerthance the government’s capacity to uphold stgbilit
and security in the country.
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Annex

Table 1. Population in selected regions of Georgid979 to 2002

Census 1979 Census 1989 Census 2002
Rayon Georgians| Russiang  Greek Armenigns  Azeri Gewgia Russians| Greeks Armenians  Azeris Georgians  &hssgi Greeks Armenians Azeris
Akhalkalaki 3,067 1,788 70 63,692 142 3,005 1,737 68 63,092 171 3,124 157 51 57,516 3
4.40% 2.57% 0.10% 91,70% 0,20% 4.3% 2,5% 0,10% 91,3% 0.2% 5.27% 0.06% 0.08% 94,33% 0,00%
Ninotsminda 370 3,830 33 32,231 87 454 3,161 35 33,964 43 476 963 5 32.857 2
1.1% 10.46%| 0.09% 87.99% 0.24% 1.2% 8.3% 0.09% 89.62% 0.11% 1.39% 2.75% 0.01% 95.78% 0.00%
Akhaltsikhe 21,702 2,910 230 24,035 119 25,648 3,426 239 23,469 118 28,473 410 129 16,879 13
43.10% 5,78% 0,46% 47,74% 0,24% 46.8% 6,2% 0,4% 42,8% 0.2% 64.72% 0,89% 0,28% 36,59% 0,03%
Adigeni 18,007 424 21 1,263 46 19,491 294 23 1.237 50 19,860 101 7 698 17
90.15% 2.13% 0.11% 6.32% 0.23% 91.6% 1.4% 0.1% 5.8% 0.23% 95.70% 0.46% 0.03% 3.36% 0.08%
Aspindza 9,651 56 14 2,654 14 10,753 45 15 2,565 11 10.671 34 8 2,273 0
77.76% 0.45% 0.11% 21.38% 0.11% 80.1% 0.3% 0.11% 19.1% 0.08% 82.02% 0.26% 0.06% 17.47% 0.00%
Borjomi 25,351 1,631 1,403 4,699 64 28,057 1,768 1,313 3,877 61 27,301 585 540 3124 24
68.10% 4.38% 3.77% 12.62% 0.17% 82.0% 4.53% 3.36% 9.94% 0.15% 84.21% 18.0% 1.67% 9.64% 0.27%
Bolnisi 12,032 1,377 2,031 6,396 45,914 17,688 1,210 2,345 5,545 53,808 19,926 414 438 4,316 49,026
17.52% 2,00% 2,96 9,31% | 66.84% 21.7% 1.48% 2.87% 6,8% 65.98% 26.82% 0,56% 0,59% 581% | 65.98%
Gardabani 46,306 6,614 1,423 2,093 39,956 52,396 6,263 1,522 1,617 48,781 60,832 994 236 1,060 49,993
46.01% 6,57% 1,41% 2,08% 39.70% 45.7% 5.5% 1.3% 1.4% 42.5% 53.20% 0,87% 0,21% 0,93% 43.72%
Marneuli 6,453 3,250 3,791 12,986 72,965 7,805 2,930 3,657 12,581 91,923 9,503 523 396 9,329 98,245
6.42% 3,32% 3,77% 28,37% 72,57% 6.5% 2.43% 3.4% 10.45% 76.35% 8.04% 0,44% 0,33% 7,89% 83.10%
Tetritskaro 15,665 2,416 7,637 5,044 2,336 16,732 2,367 8,413 4,520 2,499 18,769 689 1,281 2,632 1,641
44.4% 6,86% | 21,68% 14,32% 6,63% 45.9% 6.5% 23.1% 12.4% 6.8% 74.03% 2,72% 5,05% 10,38% 6,47%
Dmanisi 5,774 691 3,537 2,308 32,164 14,590 579 3,174 187 33,107 8,759 156 218 147 18,716
12.95% 1.55% 7.94% 518% | 72.16% 28.1% 1.1% 6.1% 0.4% 63.9% 31.24% 0.56% 0.78% 0,52% | 66.76%
Tsalka 1,710 360 30,811 13,996 2,231 1,613 320 27,127 12,671 2,281 2,510 125 4,589 11,484 1,992
3.47% 0,73% | 62,45% 38,37% 4,52% 3.6% 0,7% 61,0% 28,5% 5.1% 12.02% 0,60% | 21,97% 54,98% 9,54%
Batumi 73,126 24,781 2,576 13,936 528 90,253 21,112 2,747 13,394 665 104,313 6,300 587 7,517 301
59.80% 20,26% 2,11% 11,40% 0,43% 65.9% 15,14% 2,0% 9,8% 0.9% 85.64% 5,17% 0,48% 6,17% 0,25%
Thilisi 656,431 129,143 16,179 152,900 12,867 824,412 124,867 21,722 150,138 17,986 910,712 32,580 3,792 82,586 10,942
62.15% 12,23% 1,53% 14,48% 1,22% 66.1% 10,0% 1,7% 12,0% 1.4% 84.19% 3,01% 0,35% 7,63% 0,01%
TOTAL IN | 3,433.011| 371,608 95,105 448,000 255,678| 3,787.393( 341,172| 100,324 437,211| 307,556| 3,661.173 67,671 15,166 248,929| 284,761
GEORGIA 68.75% 7,44% 1,90% 8,97% 5,12% 70.1% 6.3% 1.9% 8.1% 5.7% 83.75% 1,55% 0,35% 5,69% 6,51%

Source: Statistical Department of Georgia according todesuses of 1979, 1989 and 2002.
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Table 2. Government Organized Settlements of Eco-Mrants in Samtskhe-Javakheti in 1981-1990

Rayonof Village of Rayonof | Year of Number of Number of Registered Actual Current Eco-Migrants**
Resettlement Settlement Origin Resettlement houses planned | houses Population Population (in
for completed* (in families) families)
construction*
Aspindza Oshora Khulo 1981 43 43 413 A3 49 (261viddal)
Rustavi Khulo 1981 34 36 36 36 36 (175 individual)
Iveria Khulo 1982- 78 78 78 78 80 (335 individual)
Gulsunda Khulo 1982-83 14 14 14 14 14 (75 indigijiu
Mirashkhani Khulo 1982-841 32 3P 32 32 60 (280 wtlial)
Ota Khulo 1980-1981 25 26 25 25 25 (153 individlual
TOTAL 254 254 254 254 1279 individuals
254 families
Adigeni Chela Khulo 19872 n/a nfa 15 15 15 families
Sairme Khulo 1982-83 n/a nja 24 24 24 families
Zanavi Khulo 1985 n/a n/a 15 15 15 families
Kikineti Khulo 1985 n/a Nn/3 14 14 14 families
Tsikhisubani Khulo 1984 n/a nla 12 12 12 families
TOTAL 78 78| 78 families
Akhalkalaki Apnia Khulo 1989 8( 34 7B 55 35 (1#8ividuals)
Gogasheni Khulo 1989 6D 34 58 B4 7 (34 individpal
Okami Khulo 1989 131 101 140 710 62 (222 individpa
Azmana Khulo 1989 67 2P 70 42 40 (171 individpals
Chunchkha Khulo 1989 58 53 53 53 38 (209 indialdy
Ptena Khulo 198¢ 66 2 36 36 35 (127 individuals)
Kotelia Khulo 1989 53 47 42 3Ff 16 (60 individyals
TOTAL 510 313 477 307 233 families
968 individuals
Ninotsminda Spasovka Khulo 1990 31 bought|by 19 provided to 32 22| 84 families (336 individuals)
Kostava eco-migrants
Foundation
TOTAL 31 19 32 20| 84 families (336 individuals)
Borjomi Balanta Khulo 198¢ 5 6/rest lived |n 32 20 1 family (6 individual)
wagons
TOTAL 50 6 32 20 1 family (6 individuals)
TOTAL IN SAMTSKHE- 873 679 650 Families
JAVAKHETI

Sources * Data obtained from field trips in Aspindza, Akhalikki, Ninotsminda, Adigeni, Borjomi.

* Numbers of the eco-migrants per village @eting the official registration by th&amgeoba of Adigeni, Aspindza, Akhalkalaki, Ninotsmindadamorjomi, 2005-2006
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Table 3. Government Organized Settlements of Eco-Mrants in Kvemo Kartli, 1981-1989

Rayonof Village of Rayonof Origin Year of Number of Number of Registered Actual Population (in| Current Population
Resettlement Settlement Resettlement houses planned | houses Population families)
for construction | completed (in families)
Tetritskaro Didgori Mestia 1987 120 37 120 31 32 (142 indit)
Khaishi (Durnuki) | Mestia 1987 350 169 350 187 1894 individuals)
Chivchavi Lentekhi 1987 101 9p 101 92 89 (490vidlials)
Golteti Lentekhi 1987 199 194 199 171 171 (680vidials)
Marabda Lentekhi 1987 15 15 15 15 12 (64 indialdu
Chkhikvta Mestia 1987 3( 3p R 2 (8 individyals
Sahvsakdari Mestia 1987 20 20 PO RO 0
Samgereti Khulo 1989 88 6P 83 63 63 (284 indimldy
Alekseyevka Ossetian village however, Ossetiam$eaving the village and eco-migrants are buylairthouses (without the assistance of the
government)
Jigrasheni Former Greek village. About 100-150d@suare empty
TOTAL 918 591 918| 561 553 families
2262 individuals
Bolnisi Tadzia Mestia 1987 15p 152 152 1p0  1I®iddividuals)
Disveli Khulo 1989 220 80 22 8p 80 (437 indivadis)
Khatissopeli Khulo 1989 52 20 5p 20 20 (107 widiials)
Bolnisi town Leckhumi, 1989 Eco-migrants took over houses left 147 147 | 147 (750 individuals).
Ajara 1989 by Azeris who left the town in 1989 37 37 37 (180 individuals )
Svaneti 1989 135 135 | 135 (631 individuals)
TOTAL 424 252 743 539 537 families
2583 individuals
Dmanisi
Dmanisi town Mestia 1987 29p 292 292 2p1 129 (B8Widuals)
Gantiadi Mestia 1987 g 3 B I
TOTAL 300 300 300 familieg 258 familigs 129 families

587 individuals
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Rayonof Village of Rayonof Origin Year of | Number of | Number of | Registered Actual Population(in| Current Population
Resettlement Settlement Resettlement houses planned houses Population families)
for construction | completed (in families)
Gardabani
Gardabani town Lentekhi 198 210 115 2119 159 (552 individuals)
Lemshveniera Mestia 198 350 350 360 301 3013 1r@dviduals)
Krtsanisi Ajara 1989-90 75 3 75 57 57 (269 indirals )
Vaziani Ajara 1989-90 127 20 122 109 109 (424viddals )
Mukhrovani Ajara 1989-90 47 3 49 36 36 (129 uidiials)
TOTAL 804 485 815 662 662 families
2796 individuals
Marneuli
Shulaveri Shuakevi 1989 143 148 76 76 (450 individuals)
(Mareti)
Khikhani Khulo 1992-1995 24( 92 240 94 94 (3dividuals)
Tamarisi Mestia 1987 150 150 150 120 120 (87viddals)
Akhali Dioknisi Khulo 1991 110 82 11 8p 82 (3@@ividuals)
Tserakvi Mestia 1987 4% 40 45 34 34 (146 indigid)
Kulari Khulo 105 0 105 54 54 (245 individuals)
(Maradisi)
TOTAL 793 364 793 46Q 460 families
2473 individuals
TOTAL IN 3239 1992 3569 2480 2341 families
KVEMO 10,701 individuals
KARTLI (except
Tsalkarayon)

Sources:Registration by th&amgeoba of Tetritskaro, Bolnisi, Marneuli, Gardabani d@aanisi. 2006.
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Table 4. Resettlement of Population from Shuakheviayonin 1961-89 due to Demographic Regulation and Nataft Calamities

Number Places of resettlement Families resettléd®81-70 | Families resettled in 1971-8D Familiegttéed in 1980-89 Families resettled in 1961-§
1 Ajara: Kobuleti and Khelvachauri 278 140 168 579
rayors
2 Batumi 116 70 120 306
3 Krasnodakrai (Russia) - 50 70 120
4 Gardabaniayon - 65 115 180
5 Ozurgetirayon 178 160 112 470
6 TOTAL 572 485 598 1655

Source Official data of ShuakheweamgeobaNovember 2006.

Table 5. Return-migration to Shuakhevi, Keda and Klulo Rayons from Different Recipient Regions

Recipient Regions Khulmayon Shuakhevrayon Kedarayon
(1989-1998) (1989-2006) (1989-2006)

Samegrelo (Mingrelia) 36 9 B3

Guria 84 30 3

Imereti 97 68 26

Kvemo Kartli 54 30 3

Kakheti 26 9

Shida Kartli 54

Ajara (Batumi, Kobuleti, 36 42

Khelvachauri)

Samtskhe-Javakheti 14

Other 6

Total 534 277 35

Note 1: Twenty-two eco-migrants out of 277 returng@grants resettled to Batumi, Kobuleti, Ozurgetd Tsalka, the rest 253 returned back to Shuakhevi

rayon

Note 2: Out 0f 534 returned migrants, all of thesturned back to Khulmayon
Source Official data provided by Khulo and Shuakh&amgeobasOctober 2006.
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Table 6. Eco-migration from mountainous Ajara (govenment and non-government resettlements) 1989-2005

KHULO RAYON SHUAKHEVI RAYON KEDA RAYON
Provided by KhuldGamgeob&006 Provided by ShuakheGamgeob&006 Provided by Ked&amgeob#006
# of | TOTAL # of | TOTAL # of | TOTAL
Rayonof resettlent | year families (in rayon) Year families (in rayon) year families (in rayon)
Batumi 1989 84 1989 1
1990 114
1991-92 3
1993 5
1997 2
1999 2
2000 3
2001 1
2004-05 33 244 1
Kobuleti rayon 1989 26 1989 91
1990 43 1990 50
1991 16 1991 3
1992 10 1992 1
1993 3 1993
1994 3 1994
1995 5 1995
1996 6 1996 1
1997 1 1997 2
1998 1 114 | 1998 3 151
Khelvachauri
rayon 1989 27 1989 92
1990 59 1990 65
1991 7 1991
1992 6 1992
1993 2 1993 1
1994 1 1994
1995 6 1995
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1996 1 1996

1997 2 1997

1998 2 113 | 1998-2003 1-1 160
Chokhataurrayon | 1989 105 1989 2

1990 17 1990 3

1991 6 1991

1992 1 1992

1995 1 130 | 1995 5
Lanchkhutirayon | 1989 173 1989 117 1989

1990 71 1990 154 1990

1991 1 1991 1991

1992 4 1992 1992

1993 4 1993 1993

1994 2 1994 1994

1995 1 1995 1995

1996 1 1996 1996

2000 1 258 | 2000 271 | 2000
Ozurgetirayon 1989 31 1989 51 1989

1990 88 1990 11 1990

1993 13 1991 1 1993

1995 4 - 1996

1998 2 138 | - 63 | 1998
Bolnisi rayon 1989 51 1989 1

1990 42 -

1991 2 -

1992 14 -

1993 7 -

1994 1 -

1996 1 -

1997 2 -

1998 28 -

2000 3 151 | - 1
Marneulirayon 1989-90 352 1989-90

1991 2 1991

1992 3 1992

1993 2 1993

1994 1 1994
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1996 15 1996
1997 17 1997
1998 3 1998
1999 8 1999
2000 2 2000
2001 1 2001
2002 9 2002
2003 6 2003
2006 2 423 | 2006 0
Gardabanrayon 1989 27 1989 87
1990 45 1990 65
1994 1 1991 .
1995 1 1995
1997 2 1997
1998 3 1998
2003 2 81 2003 1 156
Tetritskarorayon 1989-91 67 - 1989
1992-93 7 - 1990
1994-96 5 - 1992 p
1997-98 19 - -
1999 4 - - -
2002-05 7 109 - 2005 6
Rustavi 1 1 - - o -
Tsalkarayor 1997 1 1997 - 1997
1998 87 1998 1998 il
1999 38 1999 1 1999 -
2000 49 2000 2 2000 5
2001 41 2001 2 2001 P
2002 100 2002 3 2002 L
2003 182 2003 7 2003 4
2004 42 2004 2 2004 13
2005 580| 2005 9 26 2005 24
Dmanisirayon 1989-90 2 2| 1989-90 L 1 1989
Khonirayon 1989 197 1989 136
1990 15 1990 49
1991 1 1991
1992 1 1992
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1993 1 215 1993 185
Vani rayon 1989 247 1989 108 1989 3

1990 17 1990 28 1990

1992 1 1992 1992

1996 1 1996 1996 2

2000 - 266/ 2000 131 2000
Samtrediyaayon | 1989 41 1989 5(

1990 74 1990 11

1991 2 1991

1992 2 1992

1993 1 1993

1994 3 1994

1998 1 124] 2005 B 64
Terjolarayon 1990 1 1989 1

1993 0 1| 1993 ] p
Zestaponrayon 1990 1 1 - - 0
Bagdadirayon 1990 10 1990

1993 1 11| 1993
Tskaltuborayon 1989-90 80 80 1990 . 2
Abasharayon 1989 121 1989 33

1990 121] 1990 4 37
Khobirayon 1989 206 1989 62 1990

1990 28 1990 2 1999

1997 2 236 1997 64 2000
Zugdidirayon 1989 3 1989 67

- 3| 1990 5 71
Tsalenjikharayon - 1989 18
- 0| 1990 3 21

Kvareli rayon 1989 7 -

1990 22 29 @
Dedoplistkaro
rayon 1989 40 1989 11

1990 9 1990 1

1991 2 1991

1993 1 52| 1993 12
Sagarejaayon 1989 103 103
Signagirayon 1989 69 1989 9 9
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1990 2

1994-95 3 74
Akhmetarayon 2004-05 24 24 2005 11
Lagodekhirayon 1989 49 1989

1990 4 1990

1991 1 1991

1994 2 56| 1994 (
Kareli rayon 1989 55 1989

1990 7 1990

2000 1 63| 2000 7
Gori rayon 1989 17 17 (
Kaspirayon 1989 2

1990 2 4 Qg
Ninotsmindarayon | 1989-1994 88

1995 2

1996 5 95
Akhalkalakirayon | 1989 385

1990 59

1991 2

1992 18

1993 17

1996 36

1997 13

1999 1 531
Adigenirayon 1989-93 70 1989

1994 3

1995 4

1996 3

1997-98 7

2001 2 89 1
Aspindzarayon 1989 36

1990 7

1995-97 5 48 d
Poti - 0] 1989 2| 1989
TOTAL 4,343 1,696 11
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Source Gamgeobasf Keda, Shuakhevi and Khutayon,2006.

*Data on Tsalkaayonis provided by the Tsalkdamgeoba2006.

Table 7. Population of mountainous regions accordmto 1886-2002 censuses

) Change 1886

Region 1886 1926 1939 1959 1979 1989
1989

Svaneti - 18,823 27,128 31,000 30,400 26,120 +38.77
Racha-Lechkhumi 10,129p 99,126 75,700 56,900 006|6 -54%
Tusheti 4,074 1,618 543 - 101 -97.5%
Khevi 8,843 8,727 7,976 - 6,376 -27.9%
Mtiuleti 9,282 10,483 - 8,622 6,822 -26.5%
Khevsureti 4,985 3,589 - 2,047 - 652 -87.8%
Pshavi 5,067 2,259 - 1,411 - 1,127 S17.7%

Source Vakhtang JaoshviliSakartvelos Mosakhleoljopulation of Georgia]Tbilisi: Metsniereba, 1996, pp. 130 and 170.
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