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8 SOCIO-ECONOMIC BASELINE

8.1 Introduction

This section of the ESIA summarises the information on the baseline condition of the socio-
economic environment that is presented in the Environmental and Social Baseline Report
for the SCPX Project (RSK 2012). This section presents a description of the socio-economic
baseline conditions in the SCPX Project area and covers the following topics:

Socio-economic, including demographics
Health

Land ownership and use

Economy, employment, livelihood and skills
Infrastructure and services

Traffic and transport

This chapter then concludes with a summary of the key socio-economic sensitivities, the
locations of which have also been highlighted on constraint maps within Appendix A.

8.2  Socio-Economic Baseline Survey Methodology

This section presents the methodology for the socio-economic survey and some general
demographic information for Georgia, selected municipalities and the SCPX Project area
generally, but gives particular consideration to the situation in project affected communities
(PACs?Y). Within this local context it compares the situation of two vulnerable groups: the
registered disabled/chronic sick and internally displaced persons (IDPs), with the wider
population.

This section is largely based on the results of a PAC household survey and the PAC leader
interviews (undertaken in September/October 2011). Non local-level data were obtained
from a desktop literature survey. While there may be some isolated dwellings, the
settlement pattern in rural Georgia tends toward well-defined settlements with few dwellings
interspersed between them. It is not expected that the socio-economic characteristics of the
residents of such dwellings would differ, significantly, from their neighbours in nearby
settlements. In addition, though there are individuals who use land, which could be affected
by the SCPX Project, for grazing and who follow different cycles of usage (seasonal or
daily), the numbers are small and many live in nearby villages and are not nomadic
pastoralists. Thus, even if they live in settlements not surveyed, again, their socio-economic
characteristics would not be expected to differ, significantly, from their neighbours. There
are no known nomadic pastoralists using land in the SCPX Project area.

821 Information from Desktop Literature Survey

In preparation for the socio-economic fieldwork, the principal source of information was the
socio-economic baseline surveys conducted for the BTC ESIA 2002 and SCP Georgia ESIA
2002 projects. However, given the date of these surveys, it is acknowledged that this
information is now likely to be out of date (see further the commentary in Section 8.2.2).

Additional information was derived from:

! The term 'PAC’ is defined in Chapter 2 Glossary, and the method for identifying PACs for ESIA purposes is
presented in the Environmental and Social Baseline Report and summarised in Section 8.2.2
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e BP data on community/individual complaints, and Community Investment
Programme activities for the BTC/SCP project.” These studies provide detailed
information about socio-economic conditions in the project area a decade ago, as
well as indications of changes that have taken place in some localities in the vicinity
of the proposed SCPX Project sites, largely as a result of the BTC/SCP projects

e The BTC project Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) Completion Audit, Draft Final
Report (RAP Completion Audit, 2010). This references more recent government
socio-economic data and data presented in the World Bank’'s (2009) Georgia
Poverty Assessment. These data sources indicate that the socio-economic
conditions in rural and urban areas have altered significantly over the past decade,
but with some key differences between these areas. The RAP Completion Audit
found the key demographic changes to be:

o Rural population dynamics with respect to in/out-migration, and
corresponding population distributions, and changes in the demographic
structures of village/towns

o0 Changes in ethnic mix and populations

0 The conflict over South Ossetia causing economic disruption and large-
scale movement of people and the resulting need to ‘house’ a large number
of IDPs/refugees.

e The results of a survey of 700 households in 15 villages undertaken as part of the
BTC RAP Completion Audit (RAP Completion Audit, 2010) helped in compiling the
baseline data on PACs. It focused on settlements in which land was acquired for the
BTC/SCP project. Five of those settlements are also PACs for the SCPX Project
(Akhali Samgori, Arali, Vale, Avranlo and Kizilkilisa). Where the SCPX PACs are
located in municipalities covered in the survey, legitimate comparisons may be
made with other villages covered in the BTC RAP Completion Audit household
surveys

e The website of the Georgia National Statistics Office
http://www.geostat.ge/index.php?lang=eng

e Reports prepared by international agencies (e.g. UNDP) and the multilateral banks
(e.g. World Bank).

822  Data Gaps and Field Survey Methods
Data gaps

Primary and secondary sources

The comprehensive socio-economic baseline information presented in the BTC and SCP
ESIAs is now considered likely to be out of date. Moreover, there was uncertainty involving
the available socio-economic data.

For example, some data from the RAP Completion Audit household survey (RAP
Completion Audit, 2010) can only be used with care, and on the assumption that the socio-
economic conditions of all rural villages are relatively homogeneous. The data are from
2008, so they are not current. The sample contained more villages dominated by ethnic
minorities than the SCPX PAC list and was structured to include equal numbers of
households that received land acquisition compensation payments and those that did not. In
essence, the sample is made up of two large quotas. Therefore, it does not provide generic
credible data for all inhabitants, but it can provide credible data on land ownership and land
uses as it is considered likely that those landowners who happened to be included in the
sample are unlikely to be significantly different from other landowners in their own villages or
indeed similar settlements nearby.

2 Selected data on complaints for various years were extracted from BP records and made available in Excel
format. Also, summaries of CIP activities were made available in tabular format.
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There are still some significant difficulties obtaining up-to-date, comprehensive official social
and economic data in Georgia, and the statistics are not always reliable. Georgia has
experienced considerable socio-political and socio-economic upheaval since its
independence from the former Soviet Union. The political and institutional changes
undergone (including localised and militarised ethnic conflicts) have adversely affected the
collection, analysis and collation of data into accessible formats. Data sets do exist on
certain topics, but the data have not always been analysed. The last national census was
undertaken in 2002.

Available reports by organisations such as the World Bank reports provide considerable
detailed data on socio-economic conditions at the national level, but they are not always
exhaustive or consistent, and they are not directly applicable to the targeted focus of the
SCPX ESIA, which is on a series of PACs in a range of specific locations throughout
Georgia.

Owing to practical difficulties of access, limited data have been obtained for the regions and
municipalities within which the PACs are located. Thus, this component of the socio-
economic context, within which the PACs are embedded, is weaker than the national-level
data set. Many useful and meaningful comparisons can be made between PACs within the
same group, between PAC groups and between all PACs, PAC groups and the national
level situation. However, there is only a limited capability to make such comparisons
between PACs and the regional/municipal situation.

Despite these data gaps and uncertainties, selected use of existing results from all sources
has provided useful data on the current situation/trends for the PACs and for vulnerable
people.

The existing data gaps and uncertainties imposed some limitations on the scale, depth and
extent of a socio-economic baseline that could be prepared for the SCPX PACs, and they
limited credible and justifiable assessment of some social impacts. Therefore, a new
comprehensive socio-economic baseline study was carried out for the SCPX Project to
provide data to:

e |dentify and describe the current socio-economic conditions and key trends in those
SCPX PACs that can be expected to have experienced population change and
migration over the past decade

e Understand the perceptions of PAC residents in respect of the SCPX Project, given
the role pipeline construction and operation have played in the development of
certain rural areas in recent years (to be presented in the SCPX ESIA Report)

e Act as a baseline against which SCPX socio-economic impacts can be monitored
and evaluated during both construction and operational phases.

Field survey methods

PAC identification

It was necessary at the outset to prepare a definitive list of PACs. A PAC is a community
based on an inhabited settlement (i.e. for ESIA purposes a permanently, temporarily or
intermittently inhabited settlement that can be identified from maps, satellite images or aerial
photographs consisting of at least five dwellings).

To be identified as PACs, communities must lie within clear boundaries (e.g. within a
specified distance from a SCPX Project site) and meet defined criteria.

Work to identify such boundaries and criteria was based on the following three key
principles:

e Need for consistency and coherence between SCPX ESIA boundaries and criteria
and those applied in previous ESIAs for BP-initiated pipelines in Georgia:
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0 Where previous ESIAs were consistent in boundaries and criteria, and the
boundaries and criteria were considered still be reasonable and applicable,
and had not been subject to challenge, then these were applied

o0 Where there was inconsistency for instance as occurs with respect to
access roads — a balance was determined between previous boundaries,
some of which were considered to be too narrow (100m) and others as
being too broad (2km)

e Need to take account of lessons learnt from implementation of previous pipelines,
such as studies focusing on the BTC experience (for example, impact monitoring
and analysis of complaints/grievances):

o This dictated a flexible, practical approach to defining PACs, including
allowing exceptions to general rules where evidence from the field indicated
that certain communities should be classed as PACs, even if they were not
“technically” PACs (in terms of boundaries) — for example, if they owned or
had access to land and/or natural resources within the boundaries

e (Good international practice with respect to onshore pipelines (including recent ESIA
Reports) that are in accordance with guidance issued by the World Bank Group
such as the World Bank’s (1999 et seq.) Environmental Assessment Sourcebook
and accompanying periodic Updates and IFC’s (2012 set of Performance Standards
for Environmental and Social Sustainability (and accompanying Guidance Notes)
and the World Bank Group’s (2007) generic Environmental, Health, and Safety
General Guidelines and the targeted Environmental, Health, and Safety Guidelines
for Onshore Oil and Gas Development.

Applying these principles to the SCPX Project, a PAC was defined as a community that falls
within:

o 2km either side of the pipeline ROW centre-line, block valves, and pigging station

e A 5km radius from the centre point of a construction camps, compressor station or
pressure reduction and metering facility

e A 2km radius from the centre point of a pipe lay-down and storage yards

e 300m either side of the centre-line of a new or upgraded temporary or permanent
access road in respect of the SCPX Project. An access road is defined for these
purposes as being any specific route, to be used during construction and/or
operational phases by the operator and/or contractors that is needed for preparatory
work, pipeline laying, pipeline operations and/or maintenance and which:

o Does not regularly carry heavy construction or maintenance vehicles, or

0 Needs widening and/or surface improvement works along some, or all, of its
length before it can be used for pipeline-related access purposes.

An access road is considered to begin at its junction with a more major road that
does not meet any of the above characteristics.

PACs were identified in two stages using the most up-to-date available base maps and
social data on settlements (hamlets/village/towns):

e Stage 1. Any community that lies clearly entirely within the boundaries above or is
traversed by an access road is a PAC

e Stage 2: Consideration of communities that either fall on one of the boundaries
noted above or are located nearby.

0 On the boundary - even if only one inhabited dwelling (whether temporary
or permanent) is within the boundary then the decision was taken that the
relevant community should be classed as a PAC; and
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0 Located nearby — a case-by-case analysis was undertaken, taking into
account the following factors, before making a decision as to whether a
community should be classed as a PAC:

= Number of private land plots owned and worked by residents of the
community, and their total surface area, located within a boundary

= Surface area of communally owned land, or municipal or state-
owned land, which is used as if it were communal land (irrespective
of whether such use is by legal or non-binding agreement between
the state and the community) and is located within a boundary

= Evidence from impact monitoring studies/grievance logs that the
community has been affected by BTC/SCP, or an associated
facility, in the past

= Judgement by the ESIA team (with the final decision resting with
the lead social author) that, on basis of previous experience and
available data, there was reasonable likelihood that the community
might be affected.

Applying the boundaries and criteria and the two-stage approach resulted in the
identification of 39 PACs. Table 8-1 shows that there are 21 CSG1/pipeline loop PACs, 9
CSG2/access road PACs and 9 PRMS PACs.

Following this identification of PACs, further project design work resulted in the relocation of
the pipeline camp and identification of the CSG2 Access Road camp location immediately
prior to and during the ESIA disclosure phase. When these locations became known, the
PAC identification approach was applied again and resulted in the identification of six
additional PACs; three near the construction camp in the vicinity of the pipeline loop
(Gamarjveba, Poladaantkari, and Karajalari) and three near the CSG2 Access Road
construction camp (Sakdrioni, Kushi and Gantiadi).

These PACs are located near some of the PACs in Table 8-1 and based on a review of their
size, ethnicity and location, were considered to be similar socio-economically and ethnically
to these nearby PACs. Therefore, it was not considered necessary to undertake additional
PAC (and household) level survey work. The PAC list below has therefore not been updated
and the current list of PACs can be found within Chapter 9 and Appendix C1, PCDP. These
PACs were consulted in two separate clustered meetings in Sakdrioni and Gamarjveba
respectively (see Chapter 9). This chapter therefore presents the results of the socio-
economic surveys undertaken for the original 39 PACs.

Maps of the PAC communities are contained in Appendix A.
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Table 8-1: List of PACs (bold italics), with Population, ‘Interview’ Language, PACs Surveyed and HH-Level Survey Distribution
Details

HH Survey
Project T Territorial Population/ . PACs for HH | Sample
Zone Municipality Organ PACs (39) Ethnicity Population  Language | PAC survey (34) Survey (34) Distribution
(Total 1200)
CSGY Vakhtangisi 2980 Vakhtangisi
loob PACS Gardabani Vakhtangisi (former 2980/AZ & GEO . (former 20
Y Ulyanovka) RU 3 (Nazarlo, Vakhtangisi, Ulyanovka)
, Kesalo)
Gardabani Nazarlo Nazarlo 6000/AZ 6000 Nazarlo 40
Gardabani Kesalo Kesalo 5700/AZ 5700 Kesalo 40
Gardabani Jandari Jandari 1 3120/AZ 3120 RU 1 (Jandari 1) Jandari 1 20
Gardabani Lemshveniera | Mzianeti 355/GEO 355 Mzianeti 10
Gardabani Lemshveniera | Lemshveniera | 2469/GEO 2469 GEO 2 (Mzianeti, Lemshveniera) Lemshveniera | 20
Gardabani Lemshveniera | Nagebi 560/GEO 560 No HH interviews
Gardabani | Gardabani g:vrv‘f)‘ba”' 16200/ & GEO | 16200 Ef(‘;"vrvcr'f)‘ba”' 60
Gardabani Gardabani Pobeda 115/GEO 115 GEO 2 (Gardabani [town], Pobeda) Pobeda 5
Gardabani Gardabani Thiltskaro 420/AZ & GEO 420 No HH interviews
Gardabani Akhal , Akhali Samgori | 2900/GEO 2900 Akhal , 20
Samgori Samgori
Gamarjveba 1 350 2 (Akhali Samgori, Gamarjveba 1
(former GEO Gamarjveba 1) (former
Gardabani Gamarjveba 1 350/GEO J 10
Sovkhoz Sovkhoz
Samgorski) Samgorski)
Gardabani Aghtakla Aghtakla 5600/AZ 5600 Aghtakla 40
Gardabani Karatakla Karatakla 3000/AZ 3000 RU 2 (Aghtakla, Karatakla) Karatakla 20
Gardabani Krtsanisi Krtsanisi 5230/GEO 5230 Krtsanisi 40
Akhali Kumisi 650
‘ _ ici GEO 1 (Krtsanisi - ;
Gardabani Gardabani (former Kumisi 650/GEO (Krtsanisi) No HH interviews
summer
houses)
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HH Survey
Project L Territorial Population/ : PACs for HH | Sample
Zone Municipality Organ PACs (39) Ethnicity Population  Language | PAC survey (34) Survey (34) Distribution
(Total 1200)
Rustavi Rustavi Rustavi 111000/GEO 111000 GEO 1 (Rustavi) Rustavi 80
Marneuli Marneuli Mameuli (town) | 20000/Az & GEO | 29000 ?t”(f‘vrv?s““ 60
Jandari 2 1750 RU 2 (Marneuli [town], Jandari 2 Jandari 2
Marneuli Marneuli (Jandari of 1750/AZ (Jandari of 15
Marneuli) Marneuli)
Tetritskaro Marabda Kotishi 21/GEO 21 GEO 0 No HH interviews
Tetritskaro Khaishi Khaishi 560/GEO 560 No HH interviews
Tsalka Avranio Avranlo 1400/GEO & GR | 1400 Avranlo 70
Tsalka Rekha Rekha 520/GEO&GR | 520 GEO 3 (Avranlo, Rekha, Khando)  "peyya 30
Tsalka Khando Khando 180/GEO 180 Khando 10
1700
CSG2 P
PACS Tsalka Kizilkilisa Kizilkilisa 1700/ARM Kizil Kilisa 70
RU 3 (Kizilkilisa, Ozni, Burnasheti)
Tsalka Ozni Ozni 750/ARM 750 Ozni 30
Tsalka Burnasheti Burnasheti 460/ARM 460 Burnasheti 30
Tsalka Berta Bgrta (former 120/GEO 120 GEO 1 (Berta) Be_rta (former 10
Oliangi) Oliangi)
CSG2 | 155ka Sakdrioni Aiazmi 590/ARM 590 Aiazmi 30
accsss 1500 RU 2 (Aiazmi, Nardevani)
IrS/?Cs Tsalka Nardevani Nardevani 1500/ARM Nardevani 70
ﬁig"ss Adigeni Arali Avali 48/GEO 48 Avali 5
Adigeni Arali Tsarbastumani | 90/GEO 90 GEO 3 (Arali, Tsarbastumani, Ude) - Tsarhastumani | 5
Adigeni Ude Ude 3500/GEO 3500 Ude 90
Akhaltsikhe Vale Vale 5030/GEO 5030 GEO 1 (Vale) Vale 100
Akhaltsikhe Tskaltbila Tsinubani 425/ARM 425 RU 5 (Tsinubz_ani, Tskaltbila, _ Tsinubani 30
Akhaltsikne | Tskaltbila Tskaltbila 1550/ARM 1550 Naokhrebi, Julda, Abatkhevi [ Tsjathila 50
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HH Survey
Project L Territorial Population/ : PACs for HH | Sample
Zone Municipality Organ PACs (39) Ethnicity Population  Language | PAC survey (34) Survey (34) Distribution
(Total 1200)
Akhaltsikhe Tskaltbila Naokhrebi 750/ARM 750 Naokhrebi 30
Akhaltsikhe Tskaltbila Julda 250/ARM 250 Julda 20
Akhaltsikhe Tskaltbila Abatkhevi 330/ARM 330 Abatkhevi 20
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Survey methods
Data were gathered through key activities, implemented in the following order:

e Obtaining information from reconnaissance visits to the SCPX Project areas
o Field surveys at PAC level
e Field surveys at household level.

Objectives

The objective was to understand not just the key demographic conditions, but also the
current social, health, cultural, economic and political conditions and trends that are
discussed in Sections 8.4 to 8.7 of this report. The surveys also aimed to obtain information
that can be used in the preparation of the LACF and accompanying updated GLAC, the key
documents relating to land acquisition and compensation.

The survey at PAC level aimed to obtain primary data and to acquire reliable secondary
data on population size, migration, employment, skills, livelihoods, incomes and
presence/absence of social (for example, schools) and physical (for example, water supply
network) infrastructure.

The survey at household level aimed to obtain primary data and acquire reliable secondary
data on household composition, educational attainment, land ownership/use,
incomes/expenditures, health status, access to utilities/infrastructure and facilities/services,
and expectations and concerns of respondents with regard to components of the SCPX
Project to be developed nearby.

PAC sample selection
The PACs were in the three groupings shown in Table 8-1:

e PACs in the vicinity of CSG1/pipeline loop
e PACs in the vicinity of CSG2 and its access road
e PACs in the vicinity of the PRMS.

Design of the PAC-level and household-level surveys also took account of the ethnicity of
the communities. The communities close to CSG1 and the pipeline loop display less ethnic
diversity (Azerbaijani and Georgian population only) than communities around CSG2 and
the PRMS. The survey design for this area followed the approach taken in the BTC ESIA,
selecting a certain percentage of PACs, i.e. 35%, taking into account a range of factors,
such as ethnicity, population size and administrative area which include a certain specified
percentage of the overall population, i.e. 70%. Sixteen of the twenty-one PACs in the vicinity
of CSG1land pipeline loop were selected as providing a representative sample of this PAC
group for survey purposes whereas all PACs in the vicinity of CSG2 and the PRMS were
selected. In total, 34 PACs were included in the design of the PAC- and household-level
surveys from a total of 39 PACs.

Household sample selection

Not all households could be surveyed, so it was necessary to select a sample that was
considered likely to be representative of all PACs. Standard statistical sample design
methods were applied, based on the key parameters of a 95% confidence level and
associated sampling error of +/- 2.82%. This resulted in a sample of 1200 households. The
household level survey was undertaken in the same 34 PACs as the PAC level survey.
Following the precedent set by the BTC/SCP ESIAs, setting quotas for specific
communities, social groups or categories (e.g. vulnerable groups/people) was considered. A
range of potentially vulnerable groups was considered to estimate the likelihood that they
would be fully represented in the survey sample. After consideration of each potentially
vulnerable group it was decided that most were sufficiently numerous in the rural villages, in
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the vicinity of the SCPX Project, that the survey would ‘capture’ them. The two exceptions
were the registered disabled/chronic sick and IDPs; therefore, quotas were set to ensure
these groups were represented in the survey sample:

e Registered disabled®/chronic sick* (15%)
o |DPs/refugees (15%).

Quotas were not set for women, because it was considered that random sampling would
enable women to be represented adequately. Previous experience indicated that 42-58% of
the total number of respondents could be expected to be women. Similarly, quotas were not
set for pensioners, because previous experience indicated that approximately 25% of the
total number of respondents could be expected to be pensioners.

Project affected people

Finally, to assist with the related work on land acquisition and compensation, a quota of 70
registered landowners (known from BP records to reside in some of the PACs) was
identified and incorporated into the sample of 1200 households.

Field survey at PAC level

Following natification of regional and municipality authorities of the proposed SCPX Project
and the need to undertake PAC and household-level surveys as part of the ESIA, meetings
were organised with official PAC leaders (mainly trustees). All PAC leaders met were
officials in post within the local government hierarchy. Thirty-four interviews were held,
based on a pre-prepared semi-structured discussion guide (see Appendix | for a list of
PACs, PAC respondents and their status, and a copy of the discussion guide). The
discussion guide was used by interviewers to try to provide consistency in all interviews in
terms of topic coverage and recording responses.

The utility of the PAC-level survey relies on the accurate and up-to-date knowledge of the
PAC leader regarding not only PAC ‘facts’ such as population level and existing
infrastructure status, but also his/her perception of trends and their key characteristics.
Therefore, to make this survey as effective as possible, PAC leaders were given advance
guidance on the types of information to be requested at the interview, so that they had time
for preparation or research prior to the interview.

In the advance guidance, PAC leaders were requested to present information on the identity
and location of vulnerable individuals and households at the interviews. This information
was used to try to make sure that pre-established quotas for such individuals and
households could be applied in the household-level survey.

Field survey at household level

Interviews were conducted face-to-face by trained interviewers. Based on the PAC sizes,
and the overall quotas (15%), specific quotas for vulnerable people (in terms of actual
numbers) were set for each PAC. This work was assisted by a prior request to PAC leaders
that they identify vulnerable people and provide this information during the PAC survey.
Using this information, interviewers were able to conduct the necessary number of
interviews and fulfil the quotas.

® Disabled = person with difficulties in at least one of the core set of basic activities — seeing, hearing, walking,
cognition, communication, and self-care that imposes functional limitations. Not necessarily a medical condition.
In Georgia, the focus was on the ‘registered’ disabled.

* Chronic sick = person with long-term medical condition that imposes functional limitations.
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The household interviewers used a structured questionnaire (see Appendix J). To try to
maximise the synergy in baseline data acquisition across a number of projects, the
household questionnaire incorporated:

¢ Questions from the BTC ESIA Turkey pipeline household questionnaire

e Questions relevant to assessing impacts to livelihoods from the RAP completion
audit questionnaire

e Questions from the Shah Deniz 2 household questionnaire,

which were considered most relevant to the SCPX Project.

Following the approach taken in the BTC ESIA, the household survey questionnaire
contained a section asking for respondents’ views, perceptions, issues, concerns and
expectations relating to the SCPX Project to supplement information gained at the
stakeholder consultation events. Three slightly different versions of this section of the
household survey questionnaire were used for households in the three PAC groups.

The interviewers had a target number of households to be interviewed in each PAC. They
followed a random walk procedure, applying the following step sizes criteria:

e In urban apartment block buildings, a starting point is defined and every fifth
household is selected for interview

e Inrural areas, every third household is selected for interview.

If there was no one in a house, or the householder refused to participate in the survey, then
the interviewer moved to the next nearest household in the same direction. The interviewer
stopped once the target number of household interviews in a PAC had been conducted.

The completed household survey questionnaires were analysed using the latest appropriate
version of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 15.0, version 15.0). SPSS
software is designed to enable database preparation through techniques such as
aggregation and cross tabulations to produce a range of visual aids (bar, pie, and other
charts) to present the baseline data collected.

Uncertainties

Even when PAC leaders are given advance notice of topics to be covered in survey
interviews, it is possible that some of the information they provide is not accurate. Where
PAC leaders responded to questions on certain trends/changes in their settlements, it
should be noted that information given by them in the form of perceptions, beliefs or
understandings might not have been shared by other inhabitants or supported by official
statistics.

8.3 Baseline Demographic Conditions

Population characteristics

National level

The estimated current population of Georgia is approximately 4.5 million. This figure is
higher than the two most recent peaks reached in 2006 and 2010, but the previous
fluctuations are too recent to indicate that that the current positive trend is stable (see Table
8-2).
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Table 8-2: Total Populations: Georgia and for Urban and Rural Areas, 2005—
2011 (millions)

Parameters Years

2005 ' 2006
Population at 4.3215 4.4013 4.3947 4.3821 4.3854 4.4364 4.4692
beginning of the
year
Urban 2.2575 2.3104 2.3089 2.3038 2.3091 2.3505 2.3713
Rural 2.0640 2.0909 2.0858 2.0783 2.0763 2.0859 2.0979

National Statistics Office of Georgia, 2011

The rural population has also increased relative to 2005, but its share of the total population
is down from 47.8% in 2005 to 46.9% in 2011. This probably reflects the scale of continuing
out-migration to cities and overseas, particularly as the natural increase rate of population
growth has been above 3% in the period 2008-2010 (2011 data were unavailable at the
date of this ESIA). In earlier years it was under 2%.

Although population numbers indicate a natural increase trend, its effect is considered likely
to be reduced by continuing relatively high outward migration. The current negative net
migration rate is -4.06 migrant(s)/1000 people (CIA, 2011 estimate). The International
Organization for Migration (2011) predicts a higher rate (-6 migrant(s)/1000 people) for the
period 2010-2015. The net negative migration is probably due to the uneven distribution of
the benefits of economic growth, with many people remaining in poverty and many others,
especially the young, not being able to obtain employment and only being able to fulfil their
expectations by out-migration to localities with better opportunities.

Government-sponsored in-migration has occurred where people who were internally
displaced by natural disasters (dating back to the 1980s) and by Georgia’s various ongoing
territorial disputes were resettled into pipeline-affected villages. Some of the land and
dwellings vacated as a result of Greek out-migration have subsequently been reallocated by
the government to IDPs (RAP Completion Audit, 2010).

Within the population there are fewer males than females in all age groups from age 15
upwards. This disparity ratio is even more pronounced among the older segments of the
population:

e 1564 years: 0.93 male(s)/1 female(s)
e 65 years and over: 0.66 male(s)/1 female(s).

Below the age of 15, males predominate with the ratio being 1.15 male(s)/1 female(s) (CIA,
2011).

Sumbadze (2008) reports that 23.6% of families consist of four persons; 19.2% of families
consist of five persons; and 7.1% of families have six members or more. Therefore, on the
basis of these data, about 50% of households are likely to have 4 or more members.

The pension age is 65 for men and 60 for women. For 2010, the Georgian government
estimated that there were 835,900 pensioners in Georgia (18.99% of the population
assuming a population of 4.4 million)®. This is relatively high and is considered likely to have
resulted from the falling birth rate following the break-up of the Soviet Union, (now reversed)
and continuing out-migration of young adults.

The 2002 census shows a national ethnicity/nationality breakdown as follows: Georgian
83.8%, Azeri 6.5%, Armenian 5.7%, Russian 1.5% and other 2.5% (CIA, 2011). Ethnic and

° http://www.geostat.ge/index.php?action=page&p_id=200&lang=eng
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national groups are not distributed evenly throughout the population. Instead, they tend to
occur in ethnically homogenous communities (e.g. at national level, in areas such as
Abkhazia and South Ossetia and at local level in villages or clusters of villages), which
encourage the preservation of cultural traditions and languages. Despite this dominant
tendency there are many mixed communities, in which the majority of the population is
Georgian.

Regional and municipal level

Different municipalities have experienced very different levels of population change (Table
8-3). Five out of the six municipalities, and the city of Rustavi, in which the SCPX Project is
proposed to be implemented, have experienced increases in population over the period of
2005-2011, ranging from +0.3% in Adigeni to +12% in Tetritskaro. Gardabani is the
exception as it has seen a population decline of -15.2%.

Table 8-3: Population Figures for Municipalities/City of Rustavi with PACs:

2005-2011

Population (Thousands) e

2005 2006 05-11
Gardabani 113.7 116.4 116.5 95.4 95.7 97.6 98.7 -15.2%
Adigeni 20.1 20.5 20.4 20.3 20.4 20.7 20.7 +0.3%
Akhaltsikhe 454 46.9 46.9 46.8 46.9 47.7 48.2 +6.2%
Rustavi 1155 118.2 117.9 117.3 117.4 119.5 120.8 +4.6%
Tetritskaro 25.0 26.4 26.2 25.8 25.6 21.7 28.0 +12%
Marneuli 117.9 121.0 121.8 122.5 123.5 126.3 128.1 +8.7%
Tsalka 20.8 22.1 22.0 21.7 217 22.5 23.0 +10.6%

National Statistics Office of Georgia, 2011 (variances calculated for ESIA)

Vulnerable people

National level

The number of disabled people in Georgia is estimated at being approximately 400,000,
constituting 9.1% of the population assuming a total population of 4.4 million (Sumbadze,
2008). In a comparative review of poverty and disability, the World Bank found that in
Georgia poverty was much higher than ‘average’ for households with disabled family
members (Braithwaite and Mont, 2008).

UNHCR (2011) reported that there are 359,716 IDPs in Georgia; that figure having risen
from 222,100 IDPs in 2007, mainly due to the August 2008 conflict. The majority of IDPs live
in areas near the conflict zones, specifically in the Gori municipality as well as in the
Samegrelo and Imereti regions and in Thilisi. In general, it is thought that IDPs experience a
higher rate of unemployment; while lower indicators of economic activity have been
observed in municipalities densely populated by IDPs (Government of Georgia, 2007).

PAC level

The key results from the household survey relating to the two quotas, the registered
disabled/chronic sick® and IDPs, are summarised below for each of these vulnerable social
categories. The results in each case are compared to the results for the PAC population as
a whole (which includes the responses from respondents classified as either registered
disabled/chronic sick or an IDP).

® The term’ registered’ applies to the disabled only not to those described as the ‘chronic sick'.
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Registered disabled/chronic sick

Key findings in relation to registered disabled/chronic sick surveyed for the purposes of this
ESIA are summarised below:

e The percentages of registered disabled reported in the household survey results for
CSG1/pipeline loop PACs was 2.1%; for CSG2/access road PACs 5.5% and for the
PRMS PACs 7.2%: these percentages are all less than the estimated national figure
for the disabled (about 9%). However, the household survey reports on those with
the official status of being ‘registered’ disabled and it may be that the national
estimate used a broader set of criteria for identifying the disabled

e A significant proportion of registered disabled/chronic sick were found to live in
alone in single person households (30%) or in two-person households (15%). The
general population figures for HH size indicate that a four-person household is the
most common household size

e A significant proportion of registered disabled/chronic sick were found to be older
(65 years or more) than the general population, thus less likely to be able to get a
job (if able to do a job, although 66.4% state that they are seeking a job) and to be
more dependent on pension/social payments

e Fewer registered disabled/chronic sick people were found to have higher (tertiary)
educational qualifications then the general population.

e Homes of registered disabled/chronically sick were found to be more in need of
repair (45% state that their house was last repaired more than 20 years ago
compared to about 15% for the general population)

e Fewer registered disabled/chronically sick were found to have access to mains
(piped) gas. Access to electricity was found to be the same as for the general
population

o Significantly more registered disabled/chronically sick people were found to use fuel
wood for cooking and, especially, heating compared to general population

e About 25% of registered disabled/chronically sick were found not have access to
potable water in their home (most do have water in their garden/yard) compared to
about 10% of the general population

e More registered disabled/chronic sick people were found to own a land plot (about
82%) than is the case for the general population (about 44%). Also, more registered
disabled/chronic sick people own livestock, but the numbers owned are less than is
the case for the general population

o Registered disabled/chronic sick were found to be almost entirely dependent on
pensions/social payments for their incomes, thus there is less seasonal variation in
incomes

e Households with a registered disabled/chronic sick at the head were found to have
incomes significantly lower than the general population (163 GEL per month
compared to 400 GEL)

o Registered disabled/chronic sick were found to consume more of their own food
production (26% of households) compared to the general population (10% of
households)

¢ Registered disabled/chronic sick were found to have fewer loans (one-third) and the
average loan size is less when compared to the general population (about 2200
GEL compared to about 3800 GEL)

e Almost twice as many of the registered disabled/chronic sick noted that they
consider that they do not have enough money for purchase of necessities such as
food when compared to the general population. They were also found to own fewer
household appliances.

Socio-economic Baseline 8-14
March 2013



SCP Expansion Project, Georgia
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment
Final

Essentially, the results of the baseline work undertaken in respect of this ESIA indicate that
registered disabled/chronic sick are more socially isolated, less well educated, live in less
robust housing, have less access to key utilities (mains gas and potable water); are
significantly poorer and, thus, more vulnerable to external socio-economic and climate
shocks (having little ‘money in the bank’ and higher dependency on growing their own food
and on forest resources for cooking and heating) than an average individual in the general
population. However, they are not without land assets that could perhaps be turned into
cash should the need arise.

IDPs

Key findings in relation to IDPs surveyed for the purposes of this ESIA are summarised
below:

e Almost 60% of the IDPs surveyed were located in four PACs: Lemshveniera (15%),
Gardabani (18%), Krtsanisi (13%) and Marneuli (13%) all in the vicinity of the
proposed pipeline loop. Approximately 19% are located in four of the CSG2/access
road PACs (Vale, Avranlo, Khando and Berta). The remaining IDPs occur in small
numbers in the other PACs

e A significant proportion of IDPs were found to live in larger households (25% live in
households with 5 members and 15% in households with more than 6 members).
This probably reflects a situation where, in some cases, IDP individuals/families are
staying with relatives (15% of IDP households)

e Almost one-third (31%) of IDPs were found to have been provided with
accommodation by the government, mostly in apartment buildings

e Average living space for IDPs was found to be smaller than for the general
population, again reflecting the situation of those living with relatives

e |DPs were not found to have higher unemployment levels than other PAC residents

e Fewer IDPs were found to have access to mains (piped) gas in comparison to the
general population. Access to electricity was found to be same as for general
population

e Significantly more IDPs were found to use fuel wood for cooking and, especially,
heating compared to general population

e Slightly more IDPs were found to own a land plot (50%) than is the case for the
general population (about 44%)

e More IDPs own livestock than was found to be the case for the general population.
However, the numbers owned were found to be similar, except for cows (IDPs own
on average 3 cows compared to 2.4 for the general population)

e |DPs were found to be more dependent on social payments for income support than
the general population

e |IDP households were found to have an average monthly income of 282 GEL
compared to average for general population of 400 GEL

o |IDPs were found to have a larger number of loans (about 40% more), but the
average loan size is less when compared to both the registered disabled/chronic
sick households and the general population (about 1900 GEL compared to 2200
and 3800 GEL respectively)

e More IDPs (about 67%) than members of the general public (about 45%) noted that
they consider that they do not have enough money for purchase of necessities such
as food.

Essentially, the results of the baseline work undertaken in respect of this ESIA indicate that
IDPs are poorer, are more dependent on government-provided accommodation or on
relatives, occupy less ‘living’ space, have less access to key utilities (mains gas and potable
water) and have more outstanding loans than the general population. However, a higher
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number of IDPs surveyed (about 6% more than the general population figure) own a land
plot.

However, the household survey does not give results that include the socio-psychological
reality for many IDPs.

PAC-level demographics — CSG1/pipeline loop

Although there are three PAC groups in relation to the main SCPX Project components, the
PACs may be divided, usefully, into two categories for comparative purposes: the lowland
PACs consisting of those in the vicinity of the proposed CSG1/pipeline loop; and the
mountain PACs consisting of those in the vicinity of the proposed CSG2/access road and
PRMS PACs. In this and subsequent sections, comparisons between these two categories
are made to highlight similarities and differences between the PACs included in these two
categories. The results presented below are derived directly from the household surveys of
the PACs in the vicinity for the different SCPX Project components. However, as the survey
sample has been determined as providing statistically valid results, applicable to all the PAC
residents, the data can be accepted as being applicable for all PAC residents in each of the
three PAC groups.

The PACs in the vicinity of CSG1/pipeline loop exhibit ethnic diversity overall, but many of
the smaller PACs within this sample are relatively homogenous ethnically and socio-
economically. Some of the PACs are towns (e.g. Marneuli with a population of 20,000 and
Gardabani with a population of 16,200) and one is a city (Rustavi with a population of
111,000). The relatively high number of household survey respondents living in towns, and
in Rustavi, means that a significant number of urban, rather than rural, dwellers are included
in the survey sample. This is considered likely to mean that survey results reflect an urban
rather than a rural situation and set of trends.

The gender profile shows that there are slightly more females than males (about 51.4% and
48.6% respectively) giving a more even balance than in the mountain PACs in the vicinity of
CSG2/access road and the PRMS. The household size and age profiles are closer to the
national profile than is the case with the mountain PACs. However compared to the
mountain PACs there is a lack of individuals in the 35-44 age range, probably reflecting
earlier levels of out-migration, in these PACs. The number of people aged 65 or over is
6.5% (less than the number identified as pensioners: about 10%) and is significantly lower
than in the mountain PACs (see Figure 8-1).
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Figure 8-1: CSG1/Pipeline Loop Household Structure

Nearly 35% have attended higher (tertiary) educational institutes and about 21% have a
university-level qualification and another 11% a ‘technical’ qualification. These figures are
significantly higher than in the mountain PACs and result from the inclusion of the city of
Rustavi and a number of towns amongst the PACs. The numbers with no education is a little
higher at almost 10.3% compared to the mountain PACs, but the numbers who have only
completed primary education is lower (see Figure 8-2). Finally, about 50% are married and
just over 41% are unmarried. The numbers that are divorced or are either a widow or
widower are low at 2.5% and 6.6% respectively (see Figure 8-2). The numbers who are
unmarried/married are a little lower than for the mountain PACs, whereas the numbers who
are either a widow or widower are significantly lower than the mountain PACs where the
equivalent figure is just over 15%. This reflects the fact that the lowland PACs have a
‘younger’ population profile. Georgians are the biggest ethnic group at nearly 70%, followed
by Azerbaijanis at almost 27%. There are a small number of Russians (2.4%) and Ossetians
(almost 1%) with very small numbers of other ethnic groups. Religious affiliation parallels
ethnic identity (see Figure 8-3).

Socio-economic Baseline 8-17

March 2013



SCP Expansion Project, Georgia
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment

Final
0% Education Marital status
49.6%
50%
44.6%
41.3%
40%
30%
20.7%
20%
103% g5 11.5%
10% - 6
0% - i .
. 0\ . ’» X x@ .@b . >
0’2}}0 o‘ c)(’ Qo s(\(\\(' @Q\Q/ ®Q\® ék\ '&k Qo&(/Q’ ) b°$®

> Q Q <& & & & J S &

< “ > & )
K \é\ Qb *\ {gﬁ é

P ¢ © e &
$’\“ \\Q} N
D ¥
Figure 8-2: CSG1/Pipeline Loop Education Level and Marital Status
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Figure 8-3: CSG1/Pipeline Loop Ethnicity and Religious Affiliation

About 75% of the respondents have lived in their place of residence for 21 or more years,
and about 7% have moved into their current place of residence in the past 5 years.
However, unlike the mountain PACs there has been in-migration over the past 15 years, but
at a declining rate. Of those who have moved in the past 4 years about 40% just over half
(about 59%) moved to seek low-cost housing and about 26% moved because of military
conflict in their previous locations. Only 20% moved because they considered that their new
place of residence offered more favourable economic conditions (see Figure 8-4 and Figure
8-5).
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