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BACKGROUND

Economic development of the municipalities (outside capital) is one of the key sustainable
development challenges in Georgia. The capital city of Tbilisi, while accounting for nearly 1/3 of the
country’s population generates 53% of GDP and keeps expanding, whereas the municipalities, with few
exceptions, are losing population and suffering from high incidence of poverty, unemployment, and slow
and weak economic development. 45.6% of the population lives under the poverty line of USD 8.3 a
day (in 2021 Purchasing Power Parity)." While local economic development is key, non-economic
factors of poverty and liveability also are critical factors of people’s well-being. What determines the
attractiveness of a particular place for businesses and people are not just economic opportunities, but
also other factors of ‘“liveability”, embracing aspects related to the social factors, governance,
connectivity, and much more. Thus, tracking the indicators of liveability in the municipalities of Georgia
will enable to identify progress towards removing constraints to local economic development and
various aspects of the well-being of the population. It will also enable relevant stakeholders to identify
and address priority actions for removing local development challenges. At the same time, it will
energize the notion of ‘local competitiveness’ to improve environment for local development
(comprehensive information on the Index, its underlying rationale, and methodological framework is
presented on page 8 below).

MUNICIPAL LIVEABILITY INDEX 2024

The Municipal Liveability Index provides a comprehensive and consistent framework for assessing and
comparing liveability conditions across municipalities in Georgia. With the inclusion of 2024 data, the
Index moves beyond a single-year snapshot and offers the first year-on-year comparison since the
2023 baseline. While most changes in index scores and rankings remain moderate, the results reveal
meaningful variation across municipalities and domains, highlighting both persistent disparities and
early signs of change.

The Municipal Liveability Index measures and compares the quality of life and level of liveability across
municipalities in Georgia. The liveability index for 2024 score ranges from a high of 66.66, achieved by
Thilisi, the capital, to a low of 27.41, recorded in Lentekhi municipality. Graph 1 displays the ranking
across all 64 municipalities. Tbilisi stands out with significantly higher score, followed by Batumi, while
the differences among the remaining municipalities are relatively minor. On average, the index score is
40.50, with 23 municipalities scoring above this average and 41 municipalities falling below the average
score.

1 Source: Geostat, 2024.
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Graph 1. The Liveability Index across Municipalities

Thilisi 66.66
Batumi 52.67
Kazbegi 51.20
Poti 49.78
Rustavi 47.98
Borjomi 46.51
Kutaisi 46.36
Telavi 45.55
Mtskheta 44.91
Kaspi 44.81
Kharagauli 44.47
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Akhaltsikhe 43.63
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Zugdidi 41.24
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Samtredia I 40,34
Chiatura 40.30
Khoni 40.21
Tkibuli 39.62
Khelvachauri 39.58
Tianeti 39.56
Ozurgeti 39.55
Sagarejo I 39 53
Tskaltubo 39.48
Marneuli 39.46
Bolnisi I 39 08
Kareli 39.12
Kvareli 38.99
Aspindza e 38 83
Senaki 38.67
Dedoplistskaro 38.61

Ninotsminda I 33,43

Sachkhere 38.43
Gurjaani 38.36
Vani I 38 35
Abasha 38.20
Adigeni 38.18
Keda I 33,09
Khobi 37.98
Akhalkalaki 37.96
Lagodekhi 37.95
Terjola e 37 90
Chokhatauri 37.90
Dmanisi 37.90
Akhmeta I 3/ 73
Shuakhevi 36.82
Ambrolauri 36.32
Martvili e 36,290
Oni 36.25
Baghdati 36.01
Lanchkhuti I 35 97
Tsalenjikha 35.79
Khulo 35.33
Chkhorotsku I 34,71
Tsageri 30.10
Lentekhi 27.41
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According to the estimates, Tbilisi is the most livable city in Georgia. Tbilisi ranks highest among all the
four sub-indices, attaining 66.66 index points overall. In Economy domain Thilisi has attained 78.21
index points, while its weakest area is the Demography and Social Access, due to the high population
size.

Thilisi is followed by Batumi, a highly expected result, with a 13.99 index point difference between them.
Batumi performs strongest in the Economy sub-index. However, its lowest-scoring sub-index is
Demography and Social Access, due to high population size.

Kazbegi comes in third place, with a 15.46-point gap from Tbilisi and 1.47 points behind Batumi. Its top-
performing sub-index is Economy, which mainly comes due to the high performance in several tourism
indicators and relatively low social vulnerability. However, its weakest areas are Demography and
Social Access and Local Democracy and Gender Equality, relative to its other domains.

TOP 10 MUNICIPALITIES

CONNECTIVITY, DEMOGRAPHY DEIl\;ggQII-\CY
LOCATION RANK INDEX ECONOMY INFRASTRUCTURE AND SOCIAL

AND SERVICES ACCESS AND GENDER

EQUALITY

Thilisi 1 66,66 78,21 63,58 51,69 73,17
Batumi 2 52,67 68,10 50,53 44,05 48,00
Kazbegi 3 51,20 77,39 46,84 39,74 40,83
Poti 4 49,78 65,88 34,13 36,43 62,68
Rustavi 5 47,98 55,89 44,83 40,17 51,01
Borjomi 6 46,51 67,21 43,03 38,86 36,96
Kutaisi 7 46,36 38,38 54,08 41,68 51,29
Telavi 8 45,55 49,47 49,58 30,19 52,95
Mtskheta 9 44,91 63,44 44,74 28,96 42,50
Kaspi 10 44,81 51,43 47,59 35,90 44,34

Graph 2 depicts the average liveability scores for each region (excluding Thbilisi), highlighting the
municipalities with the highest and lowest levels of Liveability Index. The Mtskheta-Mtianeti region
records the highest average liveability index score at 44.26, with Kazbegi leading and Tianeti ranking
the lowest among Mtskheta-Mtianeti municipalities. Shida-Kartli follows with an average liveability index
score of 42.67, where Kaspi ranks as the highest-scoring municipality. Racha-Lechkhumi and Kvemo
Svaneti has the lowest average score at 32.52, just below Guria, which scores 37.81.
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Graph 2. Municipalities with Highest and Lowest Liveability Index within regions (excluding Tbilisi)
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The 2024 update of the Municipal Liveability Index builds on the 2023 baseline and provides the first
year of comparison across Georgia’s municipalities. While year-on-year changes remain moderate for
most municipalities, the 2024 results reveal early shifts in relative performance, reflecting differences in
economic activity, service access, access to infrastructure and gender equality.

The comparison between 2023 and 2024 highlights a group of municipalities that recorded the most
pronounced improvements in overall liveability. The largest gains are observed among municipalities
that were positioned in the lower part of the distribution in the baseline year. Marneuli improved by 29
positions in the national ranking, accompanied by an increase of 7.9 index points, the largest score
improvement recorded in 2024. A similarly strong upward shift is observed in Mestia, which also
advanced by 29 ranks and increased its index score by 4.2 points. Tkibuli and Dusheti followed with
rank improvements of 25 and 19 positions, respectively, indicating meaningful progress in relative
performance.

At the same time, several mid-ranked municipalities demonstrated steady but more moderate
improvements. Kaspi, Khashuri, and Zestaponi each improved their rankings by five to six positions,
alongside index score increases of around 2-4 points. These changes suggest incremental
improvements rather than structural shifts but nonetheless point to gradual strengthening in overall
liveability conditions.
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It is important to note that ranking changes should be interpreted cautiously, particularly in the early
years of the index. Khulo, for example, experienced a nearly 3-point increase in its index score while
registering a slight decline in rank, reflecting improvements that were outpaced by gains in other
municipalities. Overall, the 2024 results indicate early signs of convergence for some lower-ranked
municipalities, while reinforcing the need for continued tracking to distinguish temporary fluctuations
from sustained progress.

TOP 10 IMPROVEMENTS

LOCATION l;ggl: I2I(I)32E3X RANK 2024 INDEX 2024 DIFl::I:IET\lCE INDEX DIFFERENCE
Marneuli 62 31.52 33 39.46 29 7.94
Martvili 61 31.67 56 36.29 5 4.62
Mestia 50 37.10 21 41.29 29 4.19
Kaspi 16 41.18 10 44.81 6 3.63
Dusheti 38 38.19 19 41.36 19 3.17
Khashuri 18 41.03 12 44.05 6 3.02
Khulo 60 32.43 61 35.33 -1 2.90
Tkibuli 52 36.73 27 39.62 25 2.88
Baghdati 59 33.40 58 36.01 1 2.61
Zestaponi 20 40.66 15 42.87 5 2.21

The 2024 results confirm that differences in liveability remain most pronounced across municipalities in
terms of economic conditions and access to connectivity, infrastructure, and services. At the same time,
several municipalities — particularly those positioned lower in the distribution in the baseline year -
recorded notable improvements in their overall index scores. These changes suggest that liveability
conditions are not static and may evolve differently across locations, even over a relatively short time
horizon.

At this early stage of the time series, year-on-year changes should be interpreted with caution. Ranking
movements partly reflect relative performance and simultaneous changes across municipalities, rather
than structural transformations. Nonetheless, the observed improvements in index scores for a number
of municipalities provide empirical evidence of short-term variation in liveability outcomes and
underscore the value of systematic, comparable municipal-level data.

As the Index continues to be updated on an annual basis, its analytical value will increase through the
accumulation of comparable observations over time. A longer time series will allow for clearer
identification of persistent patterns, differentiation between temporary fluctuations and sustained
changes, and more robust assessment of convergence or divergence in liveability across municipalities.

The 2024 update also reinforces the importance of improving the availability and consistency of
municipal-level data in Georgia. Expanding coverage of indicators related to environmental conditions,
public safety, and social outcomes would further enhance the analytical depth of future editions and
strengthen the empirical basis for understanding local-level liveability dynamics.
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MEASURING LIVEABILITY: GLOBAL APPROACHES AND
GEORGIA’S MUNICIPAL INDEX METHODOLOGY

ISET Policy Institute has developed a detailed and salient “liveability” index for the
municipalities of Georgia, with baseline year 2023. The objective of the Index is to provide a credible,
transparent, data-driven, and reliable tool for measuring local liveability progress across the
municipalities and allow for benchmarking of the progress across the country.

Georgia lacks a uniform data collection system for municipalities. Implementation of a standardized
approach to data collection at the municipal level is essential to ensure consistency and comparability.
A unified framework would allow for better monitoring of demographic, economic, and social trends,
enabling evidence-based decision-making. By establishing a baseline and tracking municipal data on
an annual basis the Index promises to become (i) a tool to inform evidence-based, data-driven decision-
making, (ii) enable benchmarking of municipalities in terms of progress towards improved liveability and
energize local competitiveness; as well as (iii) a tool for empowerment of local stakeholders to
effectively participate in local development processes.

Currently, there are no similar tools in Georgia that collect and/or consolidate municipal-level data and
allow for benchmarking of the development progress across municipalities. In Georgia, two indices have
been developed to assess and improve municipal performance across the country; however, the nature
and focus of these indices are very different from the proposed ISET Liveability Index. One is the
Municipality Index of Georgia,? which covers five self-governing cities as well as the 20 largest self-
governing districts from various regions. Its primary aim is to track municipal performance through three
main criteria: service to citizens, support for entrepreneurship, and overall efficiency in governance. The
other is the Local Self-Government Index,® which evaluates municipalities based on several
dimensions, including proactive disclosure of public information, the use of e-governance tools, and the
level of citizen participation and accountability in decision-making processes.

The municipality liveability index developed by ISET Policy Institute measures liveability level across
municipalities and is comprehensive and multidimensional index covering four main domains: (1)
Economy, (2) Connectivity, Infrastructure, and Services, (3) Demographics and Social Access, and (4)
Local Governance and Gender Equity, where the Local Governance incorporates the Local Self-
Government Index as a key indicator. This Index would allow to see how different municipalities
compare to each other in terms of progress towards improving the liveability and vulnerability spectrum,
and where the binding constraints to development and the potential might lie. This will introduce some
notion of healthy ‘competitiveness’ among municipalities in terms of the progress and improvements
they deliver to population.

2 Municipality Index of Georgia was developed by the New Economic School-Georgia in collaboration with the
Friedrich Naumann Foundation for Freedom South Caucasus Office.

3 Local Self-Government Index was developed jointly by the Consulting and Training Center (CTC), the Institute
for the Development of Freedom of Information (IDFI), and the Management Systems Development Center
(MSDC), with financial support from the Open Society Foundation Georgia (OSGF).
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LIVEABILITY MEASURED GLOBALLY

Liveability and development indices have become essential tools globally and nationally for evaluating
and comparing the quality of life, municipal performance, and development outcomes across regions.
At the global level, indices like the Mercer Quality of Living Ranking and the Global Liveability Index
by the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU) assess cities worldwide based on factors such as political
stability, healthcare, education, infrastructure, and the cultural environment. The Regional
Multidimensional Poverty Index of Sweden* offers a comprehensive framework for evaluating poverty
through multiple dimensions, including health, education, employment, and access to essential
resources.

Nationally, countries have adopted customized indices to address their specific development contexts.
For instance, North Macedonia’s Municipal Development Index assesses 80 municipalities using
dimensions like (1) institutions, infrastructure and economy, (2) healthcare, education and social
security, (3) culture, sport, safety and environment. Ukraine’s Rural Development Index covers 24
regions, focusing on economic, social, infrastructural, demographic, employment factors. India’s
Municipal Performance Index evaluates 111 cities based on services, finances, planning, technology,
and governance factors. In North America, the Best States Ranking in the U.S. and Best Places to
Live in Canada utilize indicators like healthcare, economy, affordability, and environment quality. These
indices play a vital role in guiding public policy, informing residents, and supporting evidence-based
decision-making. They also aid in the effective allocation of resources and the development of strategic
plans aimed at fostering sustainable and inclusive growth.

LIVEABILITY INDEXES

INDEX/RANKING LEVEL/COVERAGE KEY FACTORS CONSIDERED

Institutions, infrastructure, economy, healthcare,
education
and social security, culture, sport, safety, environment

Municipal Development Index for National, 80
North Macedonia (UNDP) municipalities

Rural Development Index for Economic, social, infrastructural, demographic,

National, 24 regions

Territorial Units of Ukraine employment
mSir;(:lpal Performance Index in National, 111 cities Services, finances, planning, technology, governance
. . . Global, 241 cities Political stability, crime rates, healthcare quality,
Mercer Quality of Living Ranking worldwide education, infrastructure
Global Liveability Index (EIU) Global,_173 cities Stablllt_y, he_althcare, culture and environment,
worldwide education, infrastructure

Healthcare, education, economy, infrastructure,
National, States opportunity, fiscal stability, crime rate, natural
environment

Best States ranking (U.S. News &
World Report, USA)

Best Places to Live (MoneySense,

Canada) National, 417 cities Affordability, healthcare, economy, weather, crime rate
Regional Multidimensional Poverty Global Income poverty, employment, access to resources,

Index (Sweden)

food security, health, education, social protection

4 Sweden's Regional Multidimensional Poverty Index served as an initial inspiration for the ISET Policy
Institute in developing the Municipal Liveability Index for Georgia.
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ISET’S MUNICIPAL LIVEABILITY INDEX METHODOLOGY

The ISET Policy Institute envisioned the
idea of the index in 2021 with an
objective to create a data-driven basis for
benchmarking municipalities in terms of
liveability and tracking progress over
time. It took time and effort to steer down
to the most relevant framework,
indicators and available data. The first
publication of the ISET Municipal
Liveability Index was published in
March 2025, using 2023 as a baseline
year. The present update extends the
index to include 2024 results, providing
the first year of comparison and marking
the beginning of a municipal-level time
series.

The ISET Municipal Liveability Index
combines four core domains: (1)
Economy, (2) Connectivity, infrastructure
and Services, (3) Demography and
Social Access, (4) Local Democracy and
Gender Equality. Each domain is
comprised of sub-domains (11 sub-
domains in total), which include
indicators (50 indicators in total) from
national sources.

The methodology of the Municipal Liveability Index consists of
the following phases:

SELECTION, ACQUISITION AND PROCESSING OF
INDICATORS

The index encompasses a variety of datasets, including (1)
secondary data at the municipal level provided by different
public institutions (such as Geostat, Ministry of Finance, The
National Agency of Public Registry, Public Service Hall, etc.),
(2) municipal data obtained from local authorities, (3) secondary
data at the municipal level obtained from private sector (such as
main private Banks, petrol providers, and electronics stores)
and other sources (such as Google Map, IDFI). The data was
subjected to comprehensive cleaning, and gaps or missing
values were addressed through statistical imputation methods.

CONSTRUCTION OF THE MUNICIPAL LIVEABILITY INDEX

Construction of the Municipal Liveability Index entails the
following steps: (1) normalizing the indicators to a uniform scale
unit; (2) indicators are aggregated at sub-domain level using
weighted arithmetic mean, with the weights calculated based on
the Principal Component Analysis (PCA); (3) sub-domains are
aggregated at domain level using the arithmetic mean and
weighted equally; (4) the index follows a weighting system
where each domain contributes 25% to the overall score,
ensuring a balanced representation of economic, social,
infrastructural, and governance factors. The Municipal
Liveability Index is rated on a scale from 0 to 100, where values
closer to 100 are associated with higher liveability, while values
closer to 0 indicate lower liveability level.
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Core Domain 1: Economy (weight: 25% of total)

JANUARY 2026

SUB-DOMAIN INDICATOR SOURCE
Value Added created by Cities and National Statistics Office of Georgia
Municipalities (million GEL per 1000 person) (Geostat)
Investments in fixed assets by Municipalities National Statistics Office of Georgia
(million GEL per 1000 person) (Geostat)
Employed persons by Cities and Municipalities  National Statistics Office of Georgia
per 1000 persons (Geostat)
Average monthly salary of employed persons National Statistics Office of Georgia
by Municipalities (GEL) (Geostat)
Share of population in urban settlements % National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
Permissions granted for construction per 1000  National Statistics Office of Georgia
population (Geostat)
Economic Completed objects per 1000 population National Statistics Office of Georgia
Activi (Geostat)
ctivity
Number of ports Desk Research
. National Statistics Office of Georgia
Budget.expendltures (thousand GEL per 1000 (Geostat); Ministry of Finance of
population) G .
eorgia
Number of hotels and hotel-type National Statistics Office of Georgia
establishments per 1000 population (Geostat)
Number of rooms in hotels and hotel-type National Statistics Office of Georgia
establishments per 1000 population (Geostat)
Number of guests in hotels and hotel-type National Statistics Office of Georgia
establishments per 1000 population (Geostat)
Number of employees in hotels and hotel-type  National Statistics Office of Georgia
establishments per 1000 population (Geostat)
Share of socially vulnerable persons per 1000  National Statistics Office of Georgia
Social population (Geostat)
Vulnerability

Old age dependency ratio (Share of population
over 65 years old over the labor force)

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
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Core Domain 2: Connectivity, infrastructure and Services (weight: 25% of total)

SUB-DOMAIN

INDICATOR

SOURCE

Connectivity

Number of municipal transports per
1000 population

Municipalities, National Statistics
Office of Georgia (Geostat)

Distance to the nearest Airport (km)

Google Maps

Number of railway stations per 1000
population

Georgian Railway

Number of markets and fairs per 1000
population

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)

Number of Justice Houses

Public Service Hall

Number of bank branches (TBC, BOG,
Liberty) per 1000 population

TBC Bank, Bank of Georgia, Liberty
Bank

Number of gas stations (Wissol, Gulf,
Romepetrol, Lukoil, Socar) per 1000

Wissol, Gulf, Romepetrol, Lukail,

Services ) Socar
population
Number of electronics stores (Elit
Electronics, Megatechnica, Alta) per Elit Electronics, Megatechnica, Alta
1000 population
Number of trash cans per 1000 .
. Municipalities
population
Number of garbage trucks per trash can  Municipalities
e National Statistics Office of Georgia
0
Access to gasification % (Geostat)
Infrastructure

Access to clean water (water supply
system in the apartment) %

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
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Core Domain 3: Demography and Social Access (weight: 25% of total)

SUB-DOMAIN INDICATOR SOURCE
Share of youth (15-24) over population National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
Birth rate (number of births per 1000 National Statistics Office of Georgia
Demography .
population) (Geostat)
Share of population over 65 years old over  National Statistics Office of Georgia
population (Geostat)
Number of hospital beds per 1000 National Statistics Office of Georgia
population (Geostat)
Hospitals and medical centers per 1000 National Statistics Office of Georgia
population (Geostat)
Number of healthcare personnel (doctors, National Statistics Office of Georgia
Healthcare . )
nursing staff) per 1000 population (Geostat)
Number of doctor visits per 1000 population  National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
Mortality rate of children under 5 years of National Statistics Office of Georgia
age (Geostat)
Average number of children in public National Statistics Office of Georgia
preschool and education institutions per (Geostat)
teacher
Number of schools per 1000 population National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
Education

Number of universities

National Assessment and
Examinations Center (NAEC),
National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)

Number of vocational education institutions

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)

Sports, Recreation
and Culture

Area of parks as a share of the total area of
the municipality

Municipalities, National Statistics
Office of Georgia (Geostat)

Sports facilities, infrastructure (fields,
stadiums, swimming pools, etc.) per 1000
population

Municipalities, National Statistics
Office of Georgia (Geostat)

Number of theatres and museums

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)
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Core Domain 4: Local Democracy and Gender Equality (weight: 25% of total)

SUB-DOMAIN

INDICATOR

SOURCE

Local Democracy

Activity in national elections %

Election Administration of Georgia

Number of political parties represented in
the Local Council

Municipalities

LSG Index

Institute for Development of Freedom
of Information (IDFI)

Election HHI Index 2024

Authors calculations based on Election
Administration of Georgia Data

Local Media

Communications Commission

Gender Equality

Representation of women in local self-
government

Municipalities

Share of businesses registered to women
%

National Statistics Office of Georgia
(Geostat)

Share of real estate registered to women
%

The National Agency of Public Registry
(NAPR)
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ANNEXES

Annex 1. Municipality Liveability Index by Domain
Municipality Liveability Index by Economy domain

Thilisi 78.21
Kazbegi 77.39
Batumi 68.10
Borjomi 67.21

Poti 65.88
Mtskheta 63.44
Bolnisi 56.98
Gardabani 56.97
Rustavi 55.89
Tetritskaro 52.20
Tsalka 51.89
Kaspi 51.43
Marneuli 51.36
Dmanisi 50.26
Telavi 49.47
Akhaltsikhe 48.36
Aspindza 47.95
Akhalkalaki 46.13
Sagarejo 45.87
Tianeti 45.18
Kobuleti 44.91
Khobi 44.06
Zestaponi 43.47
Sighnaghi 43.10
Dedoplistskaro 43.01
Dusheti 42.93
Khelvachauri 41.55
Kvareli 41.21
Mestia 41.01
Kharagauli 41.01
Khashuri 40.87
Kareli 40.72
Ozurgeti 40.61
Gurjaani 40.45
Ninotsminda 40.37
Akhmeta 40.10
Gori 39.44
Chokhatauri 39.38
Kutaisi 38.38
Chiatura 37.43
Adigeni 37.34
Zugdidi 36.97
Chkhorotsku 36.39
Tkibuli 35.43
Samtredia 35.18
Tsalenjikha 34.77
Abasha 32.97

Khulo 32.94

Terjola 32.80
Sachkhere 32.69
Keda 32.67
oni 32.45
Ambrolauri 31.48
Senaki 31.46
Lagodekhi 30.47
Tskaltubo 29.90
Khoni 29.75
Lanchkhuti 29.44
Vani 27.86
Baghdati 25.08
Martvili 24.37
Shuakhevi 21.85
Tsageri 16.16

Lentekhi me—— 7 38
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Municipality Liveability Index by Connectivity, infrastructure and Services domain

Thilisi 63.58
Kutaisi 54.08
Tianeti 51.61
Batumi 50.53
Telavi 49,58
Dusheti | ]9 .42
Tkibuli 48.48
Kaspi 47.59
Khashuri e ]/ 38
Shuakhevi 47.26
Keda 46.96
Kazbegi e 46,84
Kharagauli 46.56
Vani 46.36
Sighnaghi I 4.5 .68
Gori 45.57
Samtredia 45.55
Rustavi e /4. 83
Mtskheta 44,74
Zestaponi 44.64
Tskaltubo e /4 .53
Gurjaani 44,11
Marneuli 44.02
Kobuleti I 43 06
Khoni 43.53
Chiatura 43.16
Sagarejo I /3 07
Borjomi 43.03
Tsalka 42.92
Akhaltsikhe I /2 9]
Gardabani 42.79
Dedoplistskaro 42.73
Tetritskaro I .0 19
Lagodekhi 41.94
Terjola 41.86
Lanchkhuti e 4] 48
Baghdati 41.39
Akhmeta 40.43
Bolnisi I 3089
Khulo 39.52
Kvareli 39.28
Khelvachauri e 30 04
Sachkhere 38.93
Ozurgeti 38.18
Dmanisi I 37 .94
Chokhatauri 37.81
Adigeni 36.09
Kareli HE e 35 08
Abasha 35.73
Senaki 35.06
Ninotsminda I 34, 89
Zugdidi 34.81
Akhalkalaki 34.44
Khobi HEEEEee 34 08
Poti 34.13
Martvili 33.60
Ambrolauri I 3?0 10
Mestia 31.78
Oni 31.61
Aspindza I 30,74
Chkhorotsku 29.06
Tsalenjikha 28.03
Lentekhi NS ) 6. 30
Tsageri 24.20
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Thilisi 51.69
Ninotsminda 50.74
Marneuli 44.09
Batumi 44.05
Tsalka 43.63
Mestia 43.30
Adigeni 42.71
Kutaisi 41.68
Aspindza 41.48
Rustavi 40.17
Kazbegi 39.74
Khashuri e 39 63
Borjomi 38.86
Baghdati 38.28
Sachkhere 38.20
Akhalkala ki e 3/ 52
Gardabani 37.24
Vani 37.06
Kobuleti 36.78
Tskaltubo I 36,72
Shuakhevi 36.45
Poti 36.43
Akhaltsikhe 36.41
Dmanisi I 36,37
Kareli 36.26
Kaspi 35.90
Zugdidi 35.85
Gori 35.37
Samtredia 34.86
Khoni 34.44
Lentekhi 34.41
Khelvachauri 34.35
Tetritskaro 34.12
Sagarejo 33.75
Tkibuli 33.74
Senaki 33.49
Bolnisi 33.28
Khulo 33.24
Lagodekhi 33.09
Keda 32.87
Zestaponi  E——— ) 57
Kvareli 32.49
Terjola 31.81
Dusheti 31.59
Sighnaghi e 3] 23
Dedoplistskaro 31.16
Kharagauli 31.15
Gurjaani 30.63
Martvili e 30,52
Akhmeta 30.39
Abasha 30.24
Telavi 30.19
Tsageri . 30,11
Tsalenjikha 28.97
Mtskheta 28.96
Chiatura 28.84
Khobi 27.62
Ozurgeti 27.24
Oni 27.11
Lanchkhuti 27.07
Ambrolauri 26.46
Chokhatauri 25.99
Chkhorotsku 24.56
Tianeti 19.25
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Thilisi 73.17
Poti 62.68
Kharagauli 59.18
Zugdidi 57.32
Martvili 56.66
Ambrolauri 55.22
Senaki 54.65
Abasha 53.88
Oni e 53 .82
Khoni 53.12
Telavi 52.95
Ozurgeti I 5 19
Chiatura 51.76
Tsalenjikha 51.38
Kutaisi I 51 29
Rustavi 51.01
Zestaponi 50.80
Gori I 50,42
Tsageri 49.93
Mestia 49.06
Chkhorotsku I /.8 84
Chokhatauri 48.40
Khashuri 48.31
Batumi e 4.8.00
Kobuleti 47.84
Akhaltsikhe 46.81
Tskaltubo I 46,76
Lagodekhi 46.32
Khobi 45.95
Lanchkhuti I 4.5 87
Samtredia 45.77
Terjola 45.13
Kaspi e /|4 34
Sachkhere 43.89
Kareli 43.52
Khelvachauri I 43,19
Kvareli 43.01
Sighnaghi 42.82
Mtskheta I /) 50
Tianeti 42.21
Vani 42.12
Shuakhevi I ] .71
Dusheti 41.49
Lentekhi 41.47
Kazbegi . /0,83
Tkibuli 40.82
Akhmeta 39.99
Keda I 39 85
Baghdati 39.29
Gurjaani 38.26
Tetritskaro I 3/ 87
Dedoplistskaro 37.53
Borjomi 36.96
Adigeni e 36 58
Khulo 35.63
Sagarejo 35.45
Aspindza I 35 14
Akhalkalaki 33.76
Gardabani 28.24
xlemm _____ __________________________________Eyliyle]
Ninotsminda 27.72
Dmanisi 27.01
Bolnisi IS ) 07

Marneuli 18.38
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