Unstable Housing in Georgia
Unstable housing covers a wide range of circumstances, under which individuals or households cannot sufficiently control their residential environment. This lack of control is often represented by situations in which households experience involuntary residential moves and continue to be exposed to precarious housing conditions.
I. European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS)
According to the European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS), having a home is defined as having an adequate space over which a person and his/her family can exercise exclusive possession, being able to maintain privacy and enjoy relations, and having a legal title to occupation. Based on this definition one can define four main categories of individuals/households facing the problem of unstable housing: homeless, roofless, people living insecure and inadequate housing conditions (table 1).[footnoteRef:1] [1:   The discussion provided in the policy brief is based on the ETHOS definition.] 

[bookmark: _Toc48306131]Table 1: European Typology on Homelessness and Housing Exclusion (ETHOS)
	Conceptual Category
	Operational Category
	Living Situation


	Roofless
	People living rough
	Public or external space

	
	People staying in a night shelter
	Night shelter

	Homeless
	People in accommodation for the homeless
	Homeless hostel

	
	People in women’s shelter
	Women’s shelter accommodation

	
	People in accommodation for immigrants
	Temporary accommodation/reception centers;
Migrant workers accommodations

	
	People due to be released from institutions
	Penal institutions;
Medical institutions;
Children’s institutions/homes

	
	People receiving longer-term support (due to homelessness)
	Residential care for older homeless people;
Supported accommodation for formerly homeless people

	Insecure
	People living in insecure accommodation
	Temporarily with family/friends;
No legal (sub)tenancy;
Illegal occupation of land

	
	People living under threat of eviction
	Legal orders enforced (rented);
Re-possession orders (owned)

	
	People living under threaten of violence
	Police recorded indicators

	Inadequate
	People living in temporary/non-conventional structures
	Mobile homes;
Non-conventional building;
Temporary structure

	
	People living in unfit housing
	Occupied dwellings unfit for habitation

	
	People living in extreme overcrowding
	Highest national norm of overcrowding
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Source: FEANTSA

II. Unstable Housing in the Georgian Context (a partial picture based on available limited data)
Roofless and homeless
Among those who face a problem of unstable housing, the two most vulnerable groups are roofless and homeless people. The main difference between homeless and roofless is that ‘roofless’ people might spend the night in the open-air public spaces or in night shelters, while ‘homeless’ have access to relatively longer-term shelters. In night shelters roofless people can get a service only at night, while in other shelters beneficiary can get a service at any time of a day.
According to the code of Local Self Government of Georgia (2014) local self-governing bodies are obliged to register and provide shelters to the homeless people[footnoteRef:2] under the own authorities[footnoteRef:3]. Even though the registration of the homeless people is done in most of the municipalities (but not in all of them)[footnoteRef:4], there is no unified methodology, or approach to define a person and/or household homeless. This heterogeneity in methodologies and approaches, and the absence of harmonized data about homeless and roofless individuals and households, poses a fundamental challenge to the analysis of the problems and to the design, implementation and evaluation of policies to address them. [2:    Local Self Government Code, Chapter 3, Article 16.]  [3:   Authority of the local self-government that can be implemented independently under its own responsibility.]  [4:   The discussion includes information from 58 municipalities.] 

The estimated number of roofless individuals in Georgia at the end of 2019, on the basis of the data provided by municipalities, was 5,152 roofless individuals[footnoteRef:5] (0.14% of total population). Based on these (partial) data, the highest number of homeless individuals among the municipalities for which we could obtain data, were located in Mestia municipality[footnoteRef:6], while the lowest number comes to the Kharagauli municipality. Notably, this analysis does not include data about Tbilisi municipality[footnoteRef:7]. [5:   Those are the estimated values calculated according to GeoStat data of the average family size.]  [6:   The majority of them are people who lost their houses due to natural disasters.]  [7:   According to the provided data, in 2019 in Tbilisi 2,657 individuals were registered as homeless and roofless, however, we  cannot make more          disaggregated analysis.] 

As for homeless individuals, we estimated that – by the end of 2019 – 3,420 individuals were living temporarily in shelters or in houses rented by the local municipalities. The highest shares of the homeless individuals were reported in Samtredia (12%), Ozurgeti (10%), Zugdidi (10%) and Batumi (9%) municipalities.
The category of homeless people also includes specific groups of people: those who live in women shelter accommodation, temporary accommodations/reception centers, migrant accommodations, penal, medical and children’s institutions, as well as homeless elderly people, elders who were formerly homeless and are receiving supported accommodation, and substance users.
According to the data from the ATIP fund, the number of beneficiaries in children houses decreased over the years (i.e. in 2011, 1,086 children were living in children houses, while in 2018 their number reduced to 98), possibly due to the introduction of state policies supporting alternative forms of children care. Despite these encouraging numbers, stakeholder consultations suggested that children offered for adoption remain one of the most vulnerable groups exposed to the risk of homelessness, especially the ones from the 16-18 age group. According to Social Service Agency (SSA) data, since 2013 only a negligible number of these children got adopted, meaning that the rest of them remained without parental care (during 2013-2018 only 217 children within this age group were adopted).
The number of people with disabilities living in ATIP Fund administered houses does not seem to have followed a clear trend during the last 8 years. However, the number of beneficiaries has been increasing substantially in community organizations over the years.
As for the number of beneficiaries in elderly houses and community organizations, the number in Boarding Houses for Elderly people (one in Tbilisi and one in Kutaisi) has been decreasing over the years[footnoteRef:8], while the number of elderly people in community organizations under the supervision of SSA has been increasing significantly (from 12 beneficiaries in 2012 to 145 beneficiaries in 2018). [8:   According to the representatives of MoLSHA, this is due to the fact that the lack of funds is limiting the acceptance of potential beneficiaries.] 

For other groups that are extremely prone to the threat of homelessness, such as substance users, we could not identify any targeted state-level social program, nor any database that allows estimating the scale of the problem.
Unfortunately, the trends characterizing the phenomena of homelessness and rooflessness cannot be reconstructed due to unavailability of the necessary data.
Not all the municipalities (even the ones which register the homeless) can offer adequate support to their citizens[footnoteRef:9], and the programs implemented by the municipalities differ widely. Some municipalities provide monetary transfers to the households, on a monthly basis, to support house rentals (in most of the cases monthly payments do not exceed GEL 100). Other offer temporary shelters. Lastly, several municipalities implement programs which support families to build and/or purchase a house, which will be at their disposal. [9:   17 municipalities based on the data under our procession.] 

Tbilisi and Batumi municipalities offer night shelters for homeless people (only to those registered homeless who are living within the administrative borders of that particular municipality). In the shelters beneficiaries are provided with basic hygienic services and food. However, shelters are never full at their maximum capacity due to the fact that, as beneficiaries report, the homeless do not find such shelters comfortable and suitable for their needs[footnoteRef:10]. [10:   A more detailed discussion of the issue is provided in the original ISET-PI report.] 

Noteworthy, there exists also a program of Social Housing in a Positive Environment (developed in Cooperation with the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC)) under which local municipalities address the social housing issues of local vulnerable groups. The primary goal of the project is to provide homeless people or IDP population with sustainable long-term dwellings. SDC started building social houses in several cities of Georgia: Tbilisi, Kutaisi, Gori, Zugdidi, Rustavi, Batumi and Bolnisi. After finishing the construction, all social dwellings were transferred into ownership of the respective municipalities. The houses are delivered to the beneficiaries for limited time period. When the socio-economic status of the household improves, so that they might live in market-rate housing, beneficiaries are asked to leave the social housing (SDC, 2015).
People living in insecure accommodations
A third group of the society which falls under the risk of unstable housing includes the people living in insecure accommodations. These are people who temporary live with other families and friends (doubled-up families), have no legal (sub)tenancy, and/or live in the threat of eviction and violence.
Doubling-up is quite a common phenomenon in Georgia. For the purpose of this study we defined doubled-up families referring to the rules set by the inheritance law. This subcategory includes the households where people with a “distant” relation status live together[footnoteRef:11]. Based on 12-year data from the Household Survey Database the indicator showed an upward trend both in urban and rural areas. However, the phenomena is more common with higher income families. This might be an indication of a saving strategy aiming at increasing affordability of housing and/or at increasing household incomes (e.g. by renting out the additional space). [11:   The distant relatives were reckoned to be more than second class heirs, non-heirs and non-relatives of the head of household.] 

The National Agency of State Property has provided us the latest data (June 2019) about the identified illegal tenants, amounting to 95 households (for a total 169 individuals). They represent up to 0.009% of the total number of households[footnoteRef:12] in Georgia (up to 0.0045% of total population).[footnoteRef:13] [12:   The number of households was estimated from Household Survey Database for 2018 year.]  [13:   According to the agency, the living conditions of these households and individuals has not been changes much over the years. ] 

Another important subcategory of the people living in insecure accommodations are the people who are under the threat of domestic violence, which might be also exposed to the risk of housing exclusion. The data provided by ATIP fund shows that the problem is apparently becoming increasingly severe (in 2010 there were 42 beneficiaries in 24-hour shelters for the victims, while in 2018 the number reached 212[footnoteRef:14]), and needs to be addressed in all vulnerable categories, adults, children and dependent people[footnoteRef:15]. Noteworthy, these temporary shelters cannot eliminate the problem of potential homelessness in case of repeated incidences of violence in the families. [14:   It may be argued that it is not the number of cases to have increased, but the number of people reporting them. This does not change the                      
     conclusion that more support is going to be needed.]  [15:   A kid of the victim of the violence (under age 18).] 

People living in inadequate housing conditions
The last group is people living in inadequate housing conditions. These individuals are those living in temporary/non-conventional structures, including people living in mobile homes, people living in unfit houses and in extreme overcrowding.
As in Georgia there is no official definition, nor any objective methodology to measure unfit housing, in this analysis were used the definitions associated with Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) targets (in particular, SDG target 11.1[footnoteRef:16]) along with subjective assessments of the households[footnoteRef:17]. Having analyzed the trends in Georgia according to both the SDG and the self-assessed unfit housing indicators, the problem of unfit housing seems to be becoming (slowly) less severe. However, due to the large share of households reporting to be living in households needing renovation (43.1% in urban and 51.7% in rural areas in 2018), and to the non-negligible share of households (2.2% in urban and 5% in rural areas in 2018) reporting to be living in houses at risk of collapse, the need for urgent government intervention remains. This intervention should focus initially on the identification of the houses at risk of collapse, to prevent not only homelessness but also – more importantly – the loss of human lives. At a later stage, another important action would be the assessment of the fitness of the housing stock, to produce more accurate statistics on which to base the national housing policy. Unsurprisingly, the disaggregated analysis has shown that unfit housing is more common phenomena in lower quartile income groups. [16:  According to the definition in SD target 11.1, a fit house should be built with a permanent building structure, and follow prescribed                                                                                                                   specifications for toilets and water supply. According to the Sustainable Development Goal 11.1, the overcrowding issue arise when three people              live in a room with less than 9m2 of area.]  [17:  The integrated household survey includes a question about the fitness of households ‘dwellings. Usually the most vulnerable groups indicate    that their houses are either in need for capital renovation or are at risk of collapse.] 

Overcrowding is considered as an issue, because it promotes prevalence of infection diseases, potentially leading to a deterioration of physical health of the family members and putting children in a disadvantageous condition in terms of getting education. Deriving from UN habitat definition[footnoteRef:18], the share of household living in overcrowded spaces was declining in both urban (from 4.1% to 1.4%) and rural areas (from 1.5% to 0.5%) in Georgia. [18:   Based on UN Habitat definition overcrowding happens if there are more than 3 people per habitable room.] 

A disaggregated analysis for selected vulnerable groups
One might expect some groups to be more vulnerable than others. Do such groups require a special attention? Should housing policies be targeting such groups explicitly?
To answer to these questions, we analyzed Geostat Household Survey Data, checking for the housing situations of a few (potentially) vulnerable groups:
· The households belonging to the two lowest quartiles of the household income distribution;
· Internally Displaced Persons/Individuals (based on Geostat definition, does not include eco-migrants);
· Household with female household head;
· Households with some disabled member.
The results obtained are included in Table 2, below.
Table 2. Selected unstable housing indicators for vulnerable groups
	
	National average
	1st income quartile
	2nd income quartile
	IDPs
	Female headed households
	Families with disabled members

	Urban areas

	Unaffordability[footnoteRef:19] [19:  The share of households exceeding the affordability threshold ((rent + housing related expenditures)/income ratio greater than 30%)] 

	6.73%
	15.3%
	6.7%
	5.60%
	7.82%
	4.1%

	Unfit houses[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Self-assessment of fitness status (need for capital renovation and/or at risk of collapse)] 

	44.3%
	56.7%
	49.2%
	46.5%
	49.1%
	57.2%

	Houses at risk of collapse
	2.2%
	3.4%
	3.1%
	2.8%
	2.5%
	4.9%

	Overcrowding UN Habitat[footnoteRef:21] [21:  A situation in which there are more than three people per habitable room (excluding halls, bathroom and other non-habitable rooms) is assumed to be overcrowded. As younger age children are considered in most papers as half a person, the definition was adopted and applied accordingly to calculate overcrowding indicator.] 

	1.7%
	0.8%
	1.8%
	5.2%
	1.1%
	2.6%

	Rural areas

	Unaffordability
	3.57%
	9.36%
	3.4%
	1.7%
	3.6%
	2.5%

	Unfit houses
	51.7%
	64.3%
	56.2%
	43.8%
	54%
	58.7%

	Houses at risk of collapse
	5.1%
	9.18%
	4.8%
	3.4%
	6.43%
	7.5%

	Overcrowding UN Habitat
	0.5%
	0.1%
	0.5%
	1.5%
	0.1%
	0.3%


Source: Geostat data elaborated by authors
As it can be seen from the table, members of the vulnerable groups are typically more likely to be exposed to at least some issues of unstable housing than the average Georgian citizen. 
Not surprisingly, households ranking in the lowest income quartile are facing much bigger housing affordability challenges than the average household, both in urban and rural areas. The only other vulnerable group exposed to this risk more than the average household is that of households headed by a woman.
All vulnerable households living in urban settings appear more likely to live in unfit houses and in houses at risk of collapse than the average urban household. The issue appears more serious for the poorest households and for households with disabled family members.
In rural settings, IDP households seem to be in a significantly better situation with respect to other vulnerable groups and to the average Georgian household. Other vulnerable groups appear more likely to live in unfit houses and in houses at risk of collapse than the average rural households.  Again, the issue appears more serious for the poorest households and for households with disabled family members.
The issue of overcrowding seems to be relatively minor in rural areas. In urban areas, however, 5.2% of IDP households and 2.6% of households with disabled members live in overcrowded spaces, shares significantly higher than the national average and then the averages for other vulnerable groups.
Two very important conclusions that we can draw from the observation of the summary table above:
1. Not all vulnerable groups face the same housing issues;
2. Unstable housing affects the whole Georgian population and is not confined to vulnerable groups.
This implies that a policy to address unstable housing cannot be built around the needs and characteristics of one or more specific vulnerable groups, but should be designed having in mind the pervasiveness and diffusion of unstable housing across the whole population.
III. [bookmark: _Toc28010451][bookmark: _Toc28008595]Summary and Conclusions
The review of the evidence about the phenomenon of unstable housing in Georgia led to the following conclusions:
· There is no unified methodology, or approach to define a person and/or household homeless. This heterogeneity in methodologies and approaches, and the absence of harmonized data about homeless and roofless individuals and households, poses a fundamental challenge to the analysis of the problems and to the design, implementation and evaluation of policies to address them;
· The incidence of rooflessness in the country, estimated using the partial data obtained from municipalities, appears relatively limited. A proper analysis of the phenomenon would require the collection and dissemination of more and higher quality information, particularly for the Tbilisi municipality;
· The system of assistance to support households and individuals exposed to unstable housing is fragmented and uncoordinated. This limits its effectiveness;
· Potential homelessness appears to be an issue for vulnerable categories not covered by social assistance of any kind (e.g. substance abusers) or for other categories that are covered just for limited periods of time (e.g. victims of violence – numbers on the rise). The absence of follow up monitoring and/or specific housing assistance increases the likelihood of these groups falling chronically into unstable housing;
· A substantial share of households lives in houses that are unfit and need substantial renovation. This is a phenomenon that affects mostly households in the lowest quartile of the income distribution and household with members with disabilities, and appears to be substantially more severe in rural areas, with almost 1 in 10 households in the poorest quartile and 1 in 13 households with disabled family members  facing this issue (in urban areas the respective shares are, instead, 1 in 30 and 1 in 20). The most pressing and crucial challenge in this area is reducing the share of households living in houses at risk of collapse;
· Overall, vulnerable groups (including IDPs) are more likely to face unstable housing issues than the rest of the Georgian population. However, no vulnerable group stands out as prevalently hit by unstable housing, and – in most cases – the difference in incidence of unstable housing between vulnerable groups and the rest of the society, is not dramatic[footnoteRef:22]. It looks, therefore, advisable, to design a more general strategy addressing unstable housing as a broader societal issue, rather than attempting to design a specific response for each of the vulnerable groups identified or to tailor the unstable housing strategy on the basis of the needs identified for a specific vulnerable group. [22:  While in the past the housing conditions of IDP and ecomigrant households were significantly more problematic than for most of the Georgian households, thanks to the prolonged efforts of the Georgian government this seems not to be the case, anymore. For example, the number of households currently living in compact settlements is 22,100, down from 85,335 in 2010, and the government plans to provide 12,000 more households with Durable Housing Solutions over the coming 5 years.] 
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