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INTRODUCTION

Transparency International - Georgia observed the period of preparation for the 2010 local self-
government elections from 15 March (prior to the election date being set) and until tallying the 
election results. The organization focused on four main types of administrative resources: legal 
(regulatory), financial, institutional (material and technical and human resources) and coercive 
resources. The monitoring was conducted by the Transparency International - Georgia Tbilisi 
office staff, regional coordinators (a coordinator in each region and in Ajaria) as well as by 
means of media contacts. The following sources of information were used: media outlets (central 
and regional television channels, press and internet sites), political parties, their regional 
representatives and activists, journalists and concerned citizens. Information was also received 
via a free hotline which worked every day except for Saturday and Sunday.

In the run-up to the 30 May elections, Transparency International - Georgia published three 
interim reports and issued three press releases. In addition to that, together with two observer 
organizations (International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy and the Georgian Young 
Lawyers' Association), it prepared and distributed via the media center1 joint statements on the 
following issues: violence against opposition party members in Mestia on 3 May; the procedure 
of participation of military servicemen in the 30 May elections; assessment of the pre-election 
environment; assessment of the work of the Inter-Agency Task Force; assessment of the election 
administration activities with regard to the statements concerning the elections and processing of 
complaints.2

The monitoring of the pre-election period revealed that, compared to the previous, 2008 
extraordinary presidential and parliamentary elections, the government was putting greater effort 
into holding the 2010 local self-government elections in accordance with legal procedures, 
although violations were nonetheless quite frequent. Along with a certain degree of 
improvement, unequal conditions during the pre-election period for political contestants 
remained to be a significant shortcoming: allocation of budget funds for the election campaign 
purposes, unlawful use of human and material resources of government agencies during the 
campaign, pressure on political opponents and voters and so on. 

                                                          
1 In April 2010 a media center of nongovernmental organizations was established where three observer 
organizations - Transparency International - Georgia, the International Society for Fair Elections and Democracy 
and the Georgian Young Lawyers' Association - made joint and individual statements on the results of the 
monitoring conducted during the campaign, on the Election Day and afterwards.
2 For detailed information on the statements made at the media center, see: http://transparency.ge/node/850
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK

In order to improve the election environment, several significant changes and amendments were 
made to the Electoral Code of Georgia in December 20093, although it still contains many 
technical deficiencies and provisions which create unequal conditions for political contestants.

According to the report published by the EU on 12 May, “the amended code does not adequately 
address potential abuse of administrative resources during elections”4. The assessment of the 
Electoral Code of Georgia made by the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human 
Rights (OSCE/ODIHR) mission is also critical. Its report says that the Electoral Code “a number 
of significant shortcomings remain...Provisions which allow unlimited campaigning by certain 
public officials and the use of administrative resources for campaign purposes do not guarantee a 
level playing field for all contestants.” 5

RECOMMENDATIONS OF TRANSPARENCY INTERNATIONAL GEORGIA’S REPORT

CONCERNING THE RESTRICTED USE OF ADMINISTRATIVE RESOURCES FOR ELECTION
CAMPAIGN

The problems related to the misuse of administrative resources during the election campaign, as 
well as the ambiguities in legislation, have created shortcomings in terms of the implementation 
of the law. The instruction of new regulations is not enough for the improvement of the 
legislation. It is essential to devote special attention to correct interpretation of the Election Code 
as well as the fulfillment of the provisions. For this reason, it is important to clearly define the 
mandate of the supervisory institution overseeing the proper use of administrative resources. 
Previous elections have shown that the Central Election Commission (CEC) cannot perform this 
role effectively. Thus it is important to either elaborate the mechanisms for increasing the 
effectiveness of the CEC or to identify another institution responsible for the oversight. 

The problems discussed below and relevant recommendations refer to the issues that were 
identified by the monitoring implemented by TI-Georgia during the run-up to elections.

(1) Preventing the amendments to the election legislation just little before the elections

The Parliament should start revising the election legislation long before the elections and carry 
out needed amendments on time. It is desirable to write it down into the election legislation 
                                                          
3 For detailed information, see: Second Interim Report on Use of Administrative Resources for Election Campaign:
http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/second-interim-report-use-administrative-resources-election-campaign-may-11
4 Implementation of the European Neighbourhood Policy in 2009: Progress Report Georgia, p. 3:

http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/pdf/progress2010/sec10_518_en.pdf
5 Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions, p. 1: 
http://www.osce.org/documents/odihr/2010/05/44179_en.pdf
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directly that amendments can be made to it only no less than six months before the elections. On 
one hand this ensures that the political power having the majority in the legislative body is not 
able to amend the elections law according to its interests based on the political context during the 
pre-elections period. On the other hand, it will enable the election administration, election 
subjects, NGOs and other parties involved in the elections process to prepare properly for the 
elections considering the statutory requirements.  

(2) Timely Announcement of the Elections Day

According the legislation of Georgia, the election date is announced by the President of Georgia 
no later than 60 days before the elections. Mikheil Saakashvili made the first public 
announcement regarding the conduct of the local elections of May 30, 2010 in June of previous 
year, however, he officially announced the election date exactly on the final day of expiring the 
statutory term for fixing the elections date, as it was in case of the local elections in 2006 and the 
extraordinary parliamentary elections in 2008. 

The election reports and recommendations of local and international observing NGOs clearly 
point out that fixing the elections day is not a technical issue. It does not have a great impact on 
planning the election campaign. In order to ensure as much as possible equal start-up conditions 
for political opponents and other parties taking part in the elections (election administration, 
election subjects, local and international NGOs, etc.), and to enable them prepare properly for the 
elections, it is necessary to have the official day of elections known earlier.  It is desirable to 
extend the 60-day term for announcing the elections to minimum 90-120 days.

(3) Expanding the list of the persons who are prohibited to participate in election 
campaign

Comprehensive reform of public service has not been implemented in Georgia yet, consequently, 
there are frequent cases when the public servants are appointed, promoted and dismissed because 
of their political belonging. In this environment the public servants, if they are not supporters of 
the ruling party, try not to express their political sympathies. Thus, they cannot make decisions 
on participation or non-participation in election campaign independently. 

In order to draw a clearer line between party-related and public activities, the public officers 
should completely be prohibited to participate in election campaign (among them during the 
holidays) and only few exceptions can be admitted.

For ensuring the sound election environment and for providing equal conditions to the political 
parties, only the political officials, specified in the Law on Public Service, and other officials 
elected as the result of common elections shall retain the right to participate in the campaign, 
such as: the president, member of parliament, member of Sakrebulo, prime-minister and other 
members of the Government of Georgia. 
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(4) Definition of the term – Participation in Agitation - in the common Election Code of 
Georgia

The Election Code of Georgia defines “agitation” as an appeal to voters in favor or against election 
subjects by the citizens of Georgia and election subjects (Article 3, paragraph ‘n').

Paragraph 5 of the Article 73 of the Election Code specifies the list of public officers who do not have the 
right to participate in pre-election agitation. During the extraordinary Presidential elections in 2008 and 
the local elections of 2010, the representatives of governmental structures and those of election 
administrations defined “participation in agitation” as direct appeal to the voters. The paragraph 2 of the 
Article 73 mentions the terms – “perform pre-election agitation” and “take part in pre-election agitation” 
separately, which should mean that these two terms have different meaning/significance.

To address this problem it is necessary to define the term “pre-election agitation” clearly. Public servants 

listed in the paragraph 5 of article 73,  who are prohibited to take part in the agitation, should not be 
allowed to be  involved in any forms of it, including organizing election-related events or participating in 
those events, attending such events, keeping or distributing pre-election materials, working on voter or 
supporters’ lists, being in political party offices, etc.

(5) Prohibition to use state and municipal resources (except buildings) for the election 
campaign

Article 76 of the Election Code stipulates that during the pre-election agitation the right to use 
various state and municipal resources shall be given to one election subject only in case if the 
opportunity to use analogous resource with the same condition is provided to all the other 
election subjects (whoever wishes so).

The practice of recent years has shown that the state-owned communication, transportation and 
other kinds of technical facilities were far more easily accessible for the ruling party than for 
other election subjects. Besides, it was impossible to control exactly for how long and with what 
conditions the ruling party was using this or that resource. 

Consequently, with the purpose of providing equal conditions to the election subjects, it is 
necessary to prohibit the use of resource, which is registered on the state balance, for the election 
campaign at all. The exceptions should only be the buildings registered in the state balance.  In 
regards to these buildings additional regulation should be inserted in the law: self-government 
units should be assigned to ensure equal access to the buildings. First of all, as soon as the pre-
election period starts they should make public the list of buildings-constriction, which can be 
used by all the election subject, and moreover, provide detailed procedures that are necessary for 
getting the right to use them. (Referral form to the respective body, terms, etc.).

(6) Prohibition of holding campaign in the events funded from the state or local budget 

During the pre-election period, there was a systematic misuse of state and local government 
resources for campaign purposes, resulting in an uneven playing field for election subjects, 
favoring the ruling United National Movement party.
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Election subjects and all the persons participating in the electoral agitation (among them the 
political officials), should be prohibited to use the events funded from the state and local budgets 
for election campaign (among them: to perform election agitation during such events, 
distribution of products funded from the state and local budgets by the election subjects or with 
their participation, etc.).

(7) Restriction of agitation in the precinct and in the nearby territory

The effective legislation prohibits agitation at precinct on the elections day. Considering the 
elections of 2008 and 2010, it is desirable to prohibit the electoral agitation in the territory near 
the precinct as well. A nearby territory can be defined as a building, where the precinct is
located, and the nearby building in the radius of 50 meters. It is easy to measure such distance 
even visually. 

It is also significant that permanent presence of “unauthorized people” in the territory near the 
precinct should be prohibited as well. During local elections of 2010 there were several people in 
front of many precincts who tracked which voter participated in the elections, and which voter 
has not shown up at the precinct by the specified time, which was used for influencing the voters 
according to the evaluation of NGOs. Thus, it is important to prohibit permanent presence of 
those people in the territory near the precinct who are not certified to enter the precinct, either as 
observers or voters in that precinct.

(8) Regulating the participation of the military and militarized units in elections

In accordance with the Article 10.101 the Election Code of Georgia, the military officers of the 
military forces (militarized) and units of the Ministry of Defense and the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs of Georgia participate in the local majoritarian and proportional elections, if by the 
election day they are at the places of permanent dislocation for more than 1 year or more. 

In order to avoid the movement of military officers little before the elections only for affecting 
the results at particular election district(s), the law should be amended so that the participation of 
military officers in the local elections and majoritarian elections of the parliament is completely 
restricted, if the place of their dislocation does not coincide with the place of registration. It is 
possible to determine their right by the law so that they can ask their supervisors to let them go to 
the place of their registration for elections.

To be more specific, the military officers should have the right to participate:

a) in the proportion election of the parliament of Georgia and in the election of the president 
of Georgia, also in the referendum according to the place of their dislocation or 
registration;

b) in the majoritarian elections of the parliament of Georgia, if they are registered in the 
territory of the respective majoritarian election district;
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c) in the proportional election of Sakrebulos, if they are registered in the territory of a 
respective Sakrebulo; also in the majoritarian elections of Sakrebulo, if they are 
registered in the territory of the respective district for local majoritarian elections;

d) In the elections of mayor, if they are registered in Tbilisi. 

(9) Regulation of the participation of the staff of penitentiary institutions in elections6

All the staff of penitentiary institution were voting in the elections of 2008 and 2010 according to 
their workplace (and not according to their place of registration). This was caused by the fact that 
due to some unidentified reasons, the staff of penitentiary institutions was requested to go to their 
jobs on the elections day, based on the mandatory rule, and they made them vote there. 

Correspondingly, in 2001 such voters participated in staffing the parliament and the local self-
government units (with proportional and majoritarian rule too), in the territory where they did 
not actually reside.

This practice is based on the “d” subparagraph of the 5th part of the Article 9 of the Election 
Code. According to this subparagraph, the staff of the Ministry of Corrections and Legal Aid of 
Georgia (like those of several other agencies) whose job-related conditions require their presence 
at the address that is different from their place of registration, are included in the common list 
according to their workplace. It is needed to change this incorrect practice and to have the staff 
of the penitentiary institutions covered by the same norm, as offered in regards to the military 
officers in the paragraph 8. 

(10) Necessity to suspend the office for the Member of Parliament while being 
registered as an election subject in the local elections

Authorities of the Member of Parliament of Georgia shall be suspended when nominated for the 
candidacy of Sakrebulo member7. This is aimed at eliminating the possibility during local 
elections for the parties to put the famous MPs in the initial lists, afterwards to gain the seats in 
Sakrebulo by “using” them, and then these MPs would prefer to stay in the Parliament and then 
the seats in the Sakrebulo are occupied by the people who are little known or absolutely 
unknown to the public (the people in the lists). There was no such tendency revealed during the 
local elections of 2010, though the existing legislation provides opportunity for such action, and 
its use may not be prevented in future elections.

We can consider that there an alternative to this norm, according to which the MP shall have the 
right to be nominated for Sakrebulo membership of for the Mayor, but in case of acquiring the 
mandate, it will be necessary to suspend the authority of an MP.
                                                          
6

In practice, the special precincts (especially those where military servicemen and prisoners vote) are among the 
best ways of mobilizing votes for the ruling party.  The ruling party and its candidates have received over 90% of 
the vote there.
7 In case of being nominated as a candidacy for the Sakrebulo member, the office of the Member of Parliament of 
Georgia would be suspended in accordance with the first revision of the Election Code of Georgia (on August 2, 
2001). However, this restriction was annulled almost in two months – on September 28. The restriction was restored 
with the law of December 23, 2005 and then was annulled again based on the law of December 28, 2009.
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(11) Regulating the tariffs for political advertisements

The private TV-broadcasters significantly increased the tariffs for political advertisement during 
the run-up to elections in 2008 and 2010. As a result, none of the political subjects had any 
opportunity to use paid political advertisement except the ruling party. 

This issue is not directly linked to the use of administrative resource, thought it provides unequal 
conditions for the political subjects during the run-up to elections. For avoiding such problem, 
the commercial TV-channels should be prohibited to fix higher prices for political advertisement 
during the run-up to elections than prices for other (non-political) advertisements.

(12) Restriction of the right for the election candidates to represent the election 
subject at precincts on the election day 

Representation of an election subject is regulated by the Article 71 of the Election Code. 
However, this Article only clarifies the right of the representative of the subject and does not 
mention anything about who has or does not have the right to represent the subject.

There were cases in Ozurgeti during local elections of 2010, when the majoritarian candidates 
were registered as the representatives of their election subject, and they were at the precinct 
during the whole day. 

Presence of a candidate at the precinct may influence the voters and representatives of the 
election administration. This is why it is necessary that the majoritarian or proportional 
candidates do not have the right to represent the election subject. 

(13) Timely investigation of the violations recorded during the 2010 elections, punishment 
of the culprits and provision of publicity for the process.

The investigation of the majority of violations committed during the 2010 elections has either not 
begun or has been delayed. In order to enhance the trust in the electoral process and for the 
authorities to confirm that they consider improving the electoral environment to be a priority, it 
is important to investigate alleged violations in a timely manner, to punish the culprits and to 
make the results of investigation public. Otherwise, the declared commitment of the government 
to conducting fair elections will remain a mere declaration and will not result in a real 
improvement of the electoral environment (detailed information about this recommendation is 
given see below, in the chapter on coercive resources).

(14) Restriction of the use of public funds for election campaign

The use of public funds for election campaign has been one of the most problematic issues lately 
and has given the ruling party an advantage over other political forces. A transparent and 
consistent planning of the local and central budgets would minimize the problem (detailed 
information on this recommendation is provided in the chapter on financial resources).

(15) Increasing transparency of campaign finance
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Transparency of the campaign finance is one of the primary guarantees of fair elections. During 
the 2010 elections, the monitoring of the electoral funds of political parties8 identified that a
proper analysis of the process is rendered very difficult by the current shortcomings of the 
system. 

For example, the United National Movement (UNM) transferred over 13m lari9 to the party 
account . It is absolutely impossible to determine the origin of this money. As required by the 
law, the electoral subjects have already submitted the financial reports to the relevant body (the 
CEC) though the report of the UNM states that the party itself was the main source of campaign 
money. Parties are required to submit (general) financial reports to the CEC on the 1st February 
of every year. It will thus be impossible to identify the legal entities and individuals who donated 
the 13m GEL to the United National Movement until 1 February next year. Transparency 
International Georgia tried to obtain the information before the deadline but the request was 
rejected. 

In order to ensure transparency of campaign finance, electoral subjects must be required to 
publicize the portion of the annual funding that is used for election campaign (and, specifically, 
the source of this funding) immediately after the elections10.

ELECTION ENVIRONMENT

Financial Resources

As Transparency International - Georgia noted in its previous report, in 2010, several trends in 
terms of the use of state and municipal financial resources were revealed during the election 
campaign11:
a) Both the number of employees and the size of remuneration increased significantly during the 
election year in district councils and administrations as well as in Tbilisi. Transparency 
International - Georgia recorded this trend in 14 out of 44 examined municipalities (including 
Tbilisi). See Charts 1, 2, 3 and 4.

                                                          
8 Transparency International Georgia, with financial support from OSGF, is implementing a project entitled 
“Promoting Transparency of Party Finances.” 
9  Political Union Unified National Movement spent a bit more than 14 million lari on pre-election campaigning.
10 Transparency International Georgia will provide additional recommendations on increasing transparency of party 
finance at the end of the OSGF funded project.
11 For detailed information, see: First and Second Transparency International - Georgia reports on the Use of 
Administrative Resources for Election Campaign: http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/first-report-use-
administrative-resources-election-campaign-march-29 and http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/second-interim-
report-use-administrative-resources-election-campaign-may-11
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Chart #1                                                 Chart #2

     

    

  Chart #3                                          Chart #4

b) Compared to 2009, the funding of healthcare and social protection programs, infrastructure 
projects, cultural and sports events increased significantly in 2010. See Table 1 and Charts 5, 6 
and 7 (Indicators in charts are given in percentage points).
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Table #1. Increased expenditure in Health Care and Social Assistance programs by self-governments in 

201012

# Self-
government

2008 2009 2010 Increase/decrease
(%) in 2009 in 

comparison to 2008

Increase/decrease
(%) in 2010 in 

comparison to 2009
1 Tbilisi 65292.5 50471.0 111916.8 -22.7 121.7

Health Care 17224.1 23473.4 33614.2 36.3 43.2

Social 
Assistance

48068.4 26997.6 78302.6 -43.8 190.0

2 Khulo 404.2 270.8 324.7 -33.0 19.9

Health Care 135.0 146.5 165.7 8.5 13.1

Social 
Assistance

269.2 124.3 159.0 -53.8 27.9

3 Kobuleti 636.3 335.7 380.4 -47.2 13.3

Health Care 170.2 138.1 142.3 -18.9 3.0

Social 
Assistance

466.1 197.6 238.1 -57.6 20.5

4 Shuakhevi 208.7 153.7 186.8 -26.4 21.5

Health Care 94.1 67.4 67.7 -28.4 0.4

Social 
Assistance

114.6 86.3 119.1 -24.7 38.0

5 Baghdati 104.8 104.8 125.0 0.0 19.3

Health Care 25.5 29.0 30.0 13.7 3.4

Social 
Assistance

79.3 75.8 95.0 -4.4 25.3

6 Terjola 253.8 309.5 316.4 21.9 2.2

Health Care 13.1 60.6 62.0 362.6 2.3

Social 
Assistance

240.7 248.9 254.4 3.4 2.2

7 Tskaltubo 387.5 164.6 203.1 -57.5 23.4

Health Care 36.0 41.7 48.1 15.8 15.3

Social 
Assistance

351.5 122.9 155.0 -65.0 26.1

8 Kharagauli 109.7 158.9 177.7 44.8 11.8

Health Care 32.0 46.1 48.0 44.1 4.1

Social 
Assistance

77.7 112.8 129.7 45.2 15.0

                                                          
12 There is no information of all self-governments, because somes budget doesn’t indicate informations of previous 
years.
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9 Khoni 239.3 203.8 487.5 -14.8 139.2

Health Care 46.3 46.0 245.5 -0.6 433.7

Social 
Assistance

193.0 157.8 242.0 -18.2 53.4

10 Akhmeta 82.5 83.3 198 1.0 137.7

Health Care 35 35.0 35.0 0.0 0.0

Social 
Assistance

47.5 48.3 163.0 1.7 237.5

11 Gurjaani 183.8 427.9 527.3 132.8 23.2

Health Care 66.5 56.0 61.0 -15.8 8.9

Social 
Assistance

117.3 371.9 466.3 217.1 25.4

12 Lagodekhi 161.5 323.3 378.0 16.9

Health Care 78.2 82.3 85 5.2 3.3

Social 
Assistance

83.3 241 293 189.3 21.6

13 Sighnaghi 161.4 243.1 300.5 50.6 23.6

Health Care 57.8 50.0 87.0 -13.5 74.0

Social 
Assistance

103.6 193.1 213.5 86.4 10.6

14 Telavi 843.6 413.5 466.6 -51.0 12.8

Health Care 50.9 60.0 65.0 17.9 8.3

Social 
Assistance

792.7 353.5 401.6 -55.4 13.6

15 Kvareli 137.8 226.6 251.0 64.4 10.8

Health Care 43.0 52.8 48.0 22.8 -9.1

Social 
Assistance

94.8 173.8 203.0 83.3 16.8

16 Akhalgori 232.8 112.4 121.6 -51.7 8.2

Health Care 143.0 55.0 40.5 -61.5 -26.4

Social 
Assistance

89.8 57.4 81.1 -36.1 41.3

17 Tianeti 139.4 107.6 120.2 -22.8 11.7

Health Care 21.6 26.8 28.5 24.1 6.3

Social 
Assistance

117.8 80.8 91.7 -31.4 13.5

18 Dmanisi 76.0 93.9 139.5 23.6 48.6

Health Care 21.0 21.0 59.5 0.0 183.3

Social 
Assistance

55.0 72.9 80.0 32.5 9.7

19 Gardabani 2906.7 647.1 707.8 -77.7 9.4

Health Care 114.16 152.0 220.0 33.1 44.8
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Social 
Assistance

2792.56 495.2 487.8 -82.3 -1.5

20 Marneuli 317.9 353.1 382.2 11.1 8.2

Health Care 94.0 105.4 127.0 12.1 20.5

Social 
Assistance

223.9 247.7 255.2 10.7 3.0

21 Rustavi 3067.5 2009.8 2576.2 -34.5 28.2

Health Care 210.9 191.2 191.2 -9.4 0.0

Social 
Assistance

2856.6 1818.6 2385.0 -36.3 31.1

22 Tsalka 117.2 117.0 126.9 -0.2 8.5

Health Care 69.7 35.0 31.4 -49.8 -10.3

Social 
Assistance

47.5 82.0 95.5 72.6 16.5

23 Tsalenjikha 160.4 274.6 347.0 71.2 26.4

Health Care 65.6 72.1 80.0 9.9 11.0

Social
Assistance

94.8 202.5 267.0 113.6 31.9

24 Poti 1003.4 1066.9 1104.2 6.3 3.5

Health Care 261.7 252.0 352.0 -3.7 39.7

Social 
Assistance

741.7 814.9 752.2 9.9 -7.7

25 Kaspi 182.1 91.5 136.2 -49.8 48.9

Health Care 55.6 52.0 55.0 -6.5 5.8

Social 
Assistance

126.5 39.5 81.2 -68.8 105.6

Chart #5                      Chart #6                       Chart #7

c) The majority of municipalities stepped up the implementation of the aforementioned programs 
in the months leading up to the elections. The budgets were from the outset planned in such a 
manner as to have 60-80 percent of expenditure take place in March through May. See, for 
example, Chart 8.
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Chart #8

d) In some municipalities, cultural, sports, educational, social and other events of this kind were 
only held during the campaign. For example, expenses for housing construction in Sighnaghi 
were included only in the March budget; cultural events in Lagodekhi were funded only in the 
first and second quarters of the year, while prophylactic checks in Khobi - only in the second 
quarter.

According to the reports verified by the OSCE/ODIHR long-term observers, in “Signaghi 
(Kakheti region), 90 per cent of the 2010 budget for cultural events was spent in April. In 2009, 
there was no such increase at that time of year. In Telavi (Kakheti region), social assistance 
spending for April was double the total for the previous three months.”13

                                                          
13 See the OSCE Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (OSCE/ODIHR) International Election 
Observation Mission Statement of Preliminary Findings and Conclusions, pp. 7-8.
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From the time the election date is set and until the election results are consolidated, the law 
prohibits planning and carrying out the events that were not included in the budget earlier. 
However, the aforementioned examples clearly demonstrated that the ban stipulated in the law is 
inadequate for regulating this issue, and the budgets of election years are quite different from the 
budgets of years when no elections are planned.

It is possible to restrict the use of public finances for election campaign by means of ensuring the 
consistency of state and municipal programs and by making the state and municipal budgets 
more detailed. The central and local governments should make sure that the budget planning 
process and any budgetary amendment is based on the expediency analysis and that they are 
properly explained to the beneficiaries and the general public. Healthcare, cultural and other 
aforementioned programs should not be implemented solely during the election campaign and 
election years.

More specifically, to prevent budgetary funds from being used for election purposes, the 
following measures should be implemented:
 Amendments to the local self-government budgets should be reduced to the minimum. In 

January-March 2010, the total of 127 amendments were made to the budgets of all 
municipalities and self-governing cities of Georgia14 (part of the amendments were made 
under the Government Decree No 41 “On the allocation of funds from the State Budget 
of Georgia to the local self-governing entities under the program of the rural support 
program”, dated 13 January 2010). Many amendments to the local government budgets 
early in the year indicate that there are shortcomings in the budgetary system (budget 
planning).

 Revenue and expenditure sides of local government budgets need to be made detailed. 
Budgets should be given a uniform (standard) form broken down by month. The analysis 
of local government budgets for 2010 revealed that some of them were quite detailed, 
while others contained very scarce and general information.

 The number of “other expenses” in the budgets should be reduced to the minimum and 
the ceiling amount (for example, not exceeding 1.5 percent of the budget expenditure) 
should be determined by the law. Today the number of such expenses in the budget is 
large, which allows local governments to spend on various things and the purpose of such 
expenses among local governments varies.

                                                          
14 Since 30 March (when the election date was set), making amendments to the budget (increasing budgets and 
transfers or initiating new transfers) was banned by the law.
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Institutional Resources

The monitoring of the 2010 election campaign revealed that, although to a lesser degree than in 
2008, the following violations nevertheless remained: public officials’ active participation in the 
ruling party’s election campaign, including by crude violation of legal provisions (campaigning 
while on duty and so on); blatantly mixing public and party duties, including performing public 
office duties at the ruling party office and vice versa; misuse of public office and material and 
technical resources for the election purposes; the ruling party candidates and social workers 
promising assistance to the socially vulnerable families; collecting identity cards from voters for 
various reasons and so on.15

Several other problems which were not discussed in detail in previous reports are worth noting. 
Specifically:

Public officials taking leaves en masse

The Electoral Code of Georgia prohibits public officials to participate in a campaign while on 
duty.16 As a result, over 1,000 public officials took a paid or unpaid leave during the campaign, 
predominantly in April and May (a large portion of public officials were on a paid leave for a far 
longer period than allowed by the law). Naturally, the public officials took their leaves to avoid 
violating the law, although this nevertheless caused significant problems:

 The officials on leave were still using office resources (offices, office cars, technical and 
communication facilities) and performing their duties, which they are prohibited from 
doing by the law17;

 In a large part of municipalities, dozens of public officials’ being on leave hampered the 
effective work of public agencies, since municipal departments were understaffed. There 
were instances when public officials on leave performed their duties from the ruling party 
offices and provided services to citizens there18;

 Despite public officials’ being on leave, local population nevertheless perceived them to 
be public officials, and the line between the ruling party and the government was 

                                                          
15 For detailed information, see: First, Second and Third Transparency International - Georgia reports on the Use of 
Administrative Resources for Election Campaign: http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/first-report-use-
administrative-resources-election-campaign-march-29, http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/second-interim-report-
use-administrative-resources-election-campaign-may-11 and http://transparency.ge/en/post/report/third-interim-
report-use-administrative-resources-election-campaign-local-elections-2010.
16 Paragraph 5 of Article 73 of the Organic Law of Georgia „The Electoral Code of Georgia”.
17 According to Paragraph “b” of Article 89 of the Law of Georgia “On Public Service”, a public official’s duties are 
suspended when he or she is on leave.
18 A case like that was recorded in Gurjaani. For detailed information, see Second Interim Report on Use of 
Administrative Resources for Election Campaign, p 23.
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completely obliterated. The majority of public officials spent most of their time at the 
United National Movement offices and had to communicate with voters all the time.

Transparency International - Georgia requested information on public officials’ leaves from all 
municipalities and self-governing cities. In 31 municipalities (including local administration and 
council), which provided complete information, over 1,300 employees were on leave in April 
and May. State representatives - governors of Imereti, Kakheti and Guria regions, heads of 
administrations of all municipalities in Kakheti region, heads of other municipality 
administrations, their deputies and dozens of employees in each municipality were on leave.

Furthermore, it is noteworthy that in 2010 the number of staff and the funds allocated for salaries 
increased significantly in some municipalities compared to the previous year. For example, the 
number of staff in Tbilisi increased by 22.6 percent, in Gori - by 51.3 percent, in Zugdidi - by 34 
percent, in Lagodekhi - by 81.9 percent; salary funds in Rustavi increased in 23.3 percent, in 
Zugdidi - by 30.5 percent, in Tbilisi - by 19 percent, in Ambrolauri - by 14.3 percent and so on.

The statistics of the number of public officials and of their leaves is presented below based on 
the information we received. See Table 2 and Charts 9 and 10.

Table #2. Total number of employees in City Council and Local Administration who took leave in April and 
May
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Ambrolauri 123 38 30.9% 24 8 33.3% 99 30 30.3%

Aspindza 77 2 2.6% 13 1 7.7% 64 1 1.6%

Akhalqalaqi ** * ** 8 ** *

Akhaltsikhe 73 20 27.4% 13 1 7.7% 60 19 31.7%

Baghdati 103 57 55.3% 14 7 50.0% 89 50 56.2%

Bolnisi 140 36 25.7% 19 6 31.6% 121 30 24.8%

Borjomi 75 * 17 * 58 25 43.1%

Gori 221 14 6.3% 30 3 10.0% 191 11 5.8%
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gurjaani 116 53 45.7% 16 0 0.0% 100 53 53.0%

Dedoplistskaro 108 42 38.9% 15 6 40.0% 93 36 38.7%

Dmanisi 63 22 34.9% 13 5 38.5% 50 17 34.0%

Zestafoni 119 47 39.5% 14 5 35.7% 105 42 40.0%

Zugdidi 210 37 17.6% 25 1 4.0% 185 36 19.5%

Tetritskaro 79 12 15.2% 17 3 17.6% 62 9 14.5%

Telavi ** 47 ** 0 ** 47

Tianeti 89 22 24.7% 12 6 50.0% 77 16 20.8%

Lagodekhi 145 47 32.4% 19 7 36.8% 126 40 31.7%

Lanchxuti 130 46 35.4% 20 5 25.0% 110 41 37.3%

Mtskheta 160 47 29.4% 18 4 22.2% 142 43 30.3%

Ninotsminda 79 * 15 * 64 2 3.1%

Ozurgeti 191 * 26 * 165 51 30.9%

Oni 93 11 11.8% 15 4 26.7% 78 7 9.0%

Rustavi*** 243 165 67.9% 38 22 57.9% 205 143 69.8%

Sagarejo 151 79 52.3% 19 5 26.3% 132 74 56.1%

Samtredia 186 * 27 * 159 79 49.7%

Sachkere 117 35 29.9% 17 * 100 *

Qareli 120 46 38.3% 18 8 44.4% 102 38 37.3%

Qobuleti 142 68 47.9% 18 3 16.7% 124 65 52.4%

Qutaisi 387 * 28 * 359 112 31.2%

Kvareli 103 42 40.8% 14 3 21.4% 89 39 43.8%

Shuakhevi 131 80 61.1% 16 * 115 *

Chokhatauri 123 27 22.0% 16 10 62.5% 107 17 15.9%

Tsageri 86 23 26.7% 32 7 21.9% 54 16 29.6%

Tsalenjikha 106 22 20.8% 15 8 53.3% 91 15 16.5%

Tsalka 81 16 19.8% 14 6 42.9% 67 10 14.9%

Chiatura 168 * 29 8 27.6% 139 *

Kharagauli 108 14 13.0% 16 2 12.5% 92 12 13.0%

Khashuri 104 73 70.2% 14 * 90 *

Khulo 150 * 16 * 134 49 36.6%

4900 1290 1275

* Municipalities didn’t give these informations

** There is no indication about quantity of employers in Budget 

*** Information received from Rustavi is not comprehensive. Because of this, the number of employees given here 
(165) is a simple sum of the figures for two months. It is therefore possible that the number of employees who took a 

leave is smaller since some of them may have taken a two-month leave.
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Chart #9   

Chart #10



20

Observer orgnizations promoting the interests of election contestants

During the 2010 local self-government elections, several nongovernmental organizations, instead 
of conducting monitoring on the Election Day, were fulfilling the tasks assigned to them by the 
ruling party. For example, in Poti, two nongovernmental organizations - the Youth Development 
Center (foudned by Kakha Guguchia, the United National Movement party list candidate) and
the Medea women’s club (founded by Darejan Tskhvitaria, the United National Movement party 
list candidate) - had two representatives in each precinct but their monitoring activities were 
limited to noting down the voters who came to the polling stations. Representatives of these 
organizations did not even conceal their political preferences.

There was a similar state of affairs in Kutaisi. Namely, the Center for Democracy and Freedom 
in Kutaisi (and Imereti region in general) was the only nongovernmental organization which had 
observers in all precincts on 30 May. The address of this organization as indicated on the CEC 
website was the home address of Grigol Shushania, the first deputy of the state representative -
governor of Imereti region. Shushania was in charge of the ruling party’s 2010 election 
campaign in Imereti. The director of the organization, Levan Chanchaleishvili, was No 11 
candidate on the ruling party list19.

Election candidates who personally observed the elections in the precincts

As noted above (Recommendation 12), during the 2010 local self-governemnt elections, there 
were instances in Ozurgeti when majoritarian candidates themselves were registered as 
representatives of election contestants and were present in the precincts all day on 30 May.

A candidate’s presence in the precinct could influence voters and representatives of the electoral 
administrations. This is why it is necessary to ban majoritarian or party list candidates from 
representing election contestants.

The United National Movement activists on the Election Day

On the Election Day, dozens of activists of the United National Movement political organization 
were mobilized outside every precinct in the majority of Georgia’s large cities (it should also be 
noted here that the Christian-Democratic Movement also mobilized its activists at some 
precincts).

On 29 May, the day before the elections, representative of the ruling party and the chairman of 
the Parliamentary Committee on Legal Issues, Pavle Kublashvili, made a public statement on 
this issue. Specifically, he said that the ruling party would have activists at every precinct and 
that they would take note of the party supporters who come to vote.

                                                          
19 The Liberali magazine, No 33, 31 May-6 June, 2010, `kanonmorCili mmarTveli partia~(“The Law-Abiding Ruling 
Party”).
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There is nothing bad about mobilizing supporters per se. It is an accepted international practice 
that party activists telephone voters or visit them at home on the election day, reminding them 
that there is certain time remaining until the election is over and calling on them to vote; 
however, they do not specify who already went to vote and who did not. In the Georgian reality, 
the practice that is different from the international one was implemented.

The mobilization of activists outside electoral precincts on the day of the 2010 local self-
government elections threatened the voters’ freedom of will, which, according to Paragraph 8 of 
Article 2 of the Organic Law of Georgia “The Electoral Code of Georgia”, is a violation. 
Namely, the law bans any kind of influence which restricts free expression of will by voters and 
control over the expression of will by voters. The activists who were present outside polling 
stations on 30 May were virtually controlling who came to vote and who did not. Furthermore, 
they had special lists that contained the needs of concrete voters (for example, whose family 
member was in need of medical treatment, employment and so on). There were cases when the 
ruling party activists were giving six-digit codes to the supporters who came to the polling 
stations; the purpose of these codes is unknown. In some precincts voters were given ballot 
papers prepared in advance (detached from a book of ballot papers and set aside), rather than a
successive one as required by the instruction.20

Despite the fact that the ruling party representative publicly stated the day before the elections 
that the party activists would be mobilized outside polling stations, the activists tried to hide 
from cameras when journalists appeared. Sometimes they even physically and verbally assaulted
journalists. For additional information, see the documentary prepared by the Free Journalists’ 
Union.21

Coercive Resources

Transparency International - Georgia and other nongovernmental organizations drew attention to 
many instances of pressure that took place during the pre-election period. Among those instances
the following violations are worth mentioning: pressure on prisoners’ family members by 
promising release of these prisoners in exchange for gathering supporters for the ruling party; 
campaigning in favor of the ruling party among draft-age men and threatening them with 
conscription to the army; pressuring opposition party members and their activists through threats 
and warnings with the purpose of coercing their candidacies to withdraw from candidate 
registration; making problems for opposition parties when they held pre-election events, etc.         

As of today, there has been reaction to only one of them - acting director of a school in Khulo 
municipality was released from his post over holding a campaign event at the school. The 

                                                          
20 Video recording of violations comitted on the Election Day made by the Free Journalists’ Union.
21 A movie prepared by 18 students on 2010 Local Elections - Chronicle of the Pressure Foretold 
http://vimeo.com/13269019
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investigation of violations recorded between early April and 30 May continues to this day. For 
example, the investigation of a high-profile case of indimidating opposition candidates in Mestia 
on 3 May is still under way even though there are testimonies made by victims and witnesses of 
this incident as well as a secret video recording. Witnesses were questioned as late as one month 
after the proceedings were instituted.

On 15 June, Transparency International - Georgia, the International Society for Fair Elections 
and Democracy and the Georgian Young Lawyers’ Association held a joint press conference 
where they called on the government to step up its activities and speed up the started 
investigation. The questioning of the witnesses in relation to the aforementioned incident in 
Mestia started precisely after that. The first witness who was questioned was one of the 
representatives of the opposition. Mirza Dadvani was taken for questioning under quite strange 
circumstances: representatives of the law-enforcement bodies took him from his home at 5 a. m. 
and no one knew where he was until the evening.

According to the reports received from various opposition parties during the campaign, pressure 
was put on the opposition candidates, the goal being the withdrawal of their candidacies. 
Nongovernmental organizations recorded many cases when such candidates did in fact withdraw 
their candidacies. Local and international observer missions verified several reports. Despite this, 
there has been no response to any of these cases on the part of the government, and no offender 
has been held responsible.

According to the Central Electoral Commission of Georgia, after registering during the pre-
election period, 112 political party representatives from party lists (four party lists in different
municipalities were abolished altogether22) and 161 majoritarian candidates withdrew their 
candidacies. For detailed information, see Tables 3 and 4.

                                                          
22 Two party lists of the National Council, one party list of the Christian-Democratic Union and one of the All-

Georgian National Party of Radical Democrats were abolished.
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Table #3. Information about number of majoritarian candidates, who withdrew their 
candidates in 2010 self-government election

Table #4. Information about number of political party representatives from party lists, who 
withdrew their candidates in 2010 self-government election

Political Party/ Alliance Number of 
Candidates

National Council 49

Giorgi Targamadze, Inga Grigolia _ 
Christian-Democratic Movement

37

Alliance for Georgia 25

Tortladze-Democratic Party 22

Industry Saves Georgia 15

United National Movement 4

Freedom 3

People’s Alliance of Whole Georgia 2

The National Party of Radical Democrats of 
Georgia

1

Future Georgia 1

Ivanishvili – “People’s Democrats” 1

National Democratic Party 1

Sum 161

Political Party/ Alliance Number of 
Candidates

National Council 51

Giorgi Targamadze, Inga Grigolia _ 
Christian-Democratic Movement

22

Alliance for Georgia 12
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Measures carried out in response to the violations recorded by observer organizations would be 
one of the important tests that will show whether the government is truly willing to prevent 
violations, thus improving the election environment. Furthermore, the government should make 
public every instance of reaction to irregularities and provide Georgian citizens with detailed 
information in this regard.

CONCLUSION

Transparency International - Georgia will continue its active involvement in the process of 
electoral reform. It will cooperate with all interested parties and prepare additional 
recommendations concerning both the use of administrative resources for election campaign and 
many other issues important for the improvement of the election environment in general. In the 
nearest future, the organization will publish the list of technical shortcomings that exist in the 
Electoral Code of Georgia and became apparent in the working process.

Transparency International - Georgia will see its monitoring of every investigation through to the 
end. Furthermore, it will continue to assess the expediency of the use of financial resources.

In the nearest future the organization will publish detailed information on the issues of party 
funding and prepare the list of shortcomings in the Electoral Code of Georgia that became 
apparent in the working process.

The National Party of Radical Democrats of 
Georgia

10

Industry Saves Georgia 8

Tortladze-Democratic Party 3

Freedom 3

United National Movement 2

People’s Alliance of Whole Georgia 1

Sum 112


