




 

 

 

 

Acknowledgements  

The Evaluator would like to thank the Iare Pekhit Team, particularly Khatuna Gvelesiani, for the 

time and energy devoted to this process. Thanks, are also due to all of the interviewees, 

including the government officials, civil society leaders and UN officials.  

 

Disclaimer  

The views expressed in this report are those of the Evaluator. They do not represent those of 

UNDEF or any of the institutions referred to in the report 

 

Authors  

This report was written by Kristen Sample 





 

2 | Page 

• Further develop internal instruments for enhanced outreach and decision making 

including the member database, streamlined periodic communication with members, 

and analysis of member feedback;  
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decreased considerably in recent decades.  Prior to independence, Tbilisi had a fleet of 900 

buses, while the current figure is only 500 Ȯ in spite of the increase in population9. Private car 

ownership implies a series of negative externalities.  In addition to a high accident rateȯthe 

national rate is 2.5 times above the EU average10ȯ�������Ȃ�ȱ��������ȱ��ȱ���ȱ� �������ȱ�������ȱ

externalities in terms of air pollution, loss of cultural heritage buildings, public recreation 

and obesity.  In spite of these problems, national and city officials have not invested in 

models of sustainable urban planning that would include features such as sidewalks, 

crosswalks, and green spaces.   

  

This burden falls most heavily on certain groups.  For instance, there are an estimated 

342,000 persons living with disabilities (PWDs) in Georgia11.  For them, barriers to physical 

access to public spaces and infrastructure can impede the achievement of basic and 

fundamental activities ranging from grocery shopping to attending school to gaining 

employment12.  Additionally, womenȯwho depend on public transportation at a higher rate 

and disproportionately assume responsibility for care of children and the elderly- are more 

exposed to the roadway dangers as they seek to cross streets or otherwise safely reach their 

destinations.  

 

The project objective  

 

From 1 December 2014 Ȯ 31 December 2016, Iare Pekhit implemented the project ȃAdvancing 

Pedestrian Rights in GeorgiaȄ in Tbilisi and three other municipalities (Batumi, Kutaisi, 

Rustavi). The total budget was USD $150,000 including 5% set aside for external monitoring 

and evaluation costs.  

 

The project objective was ȃ�� create a systematic long-term approach and corresponding 

tools to effectively impact pedestrian strategy development and state accountability to 

pedestrian policy development and �¡�������ǯȄ    

 

The project sought to achieve two outcomes: 

✓ Strengthened civil society platform focusing on public space issues through better 

collaboration; and 

✓ Increased long-term commitment of urban policy makers to effectively respond to 

pedestrian-specific issues through sustainable strategies  

By the project close date, Iare Pekhit had achieved a number of key results including:  

• Input into legislation (later approved in 2017)-- that included a number of regulations 

focused on driver and pedestrian safety- through a series of public events, civic 

pressure and meetings with officials.  

• 325 members registered in the Pedestrian Association on the website13;  

• 23 CSOs registered as Pedestrian Association members; 

                                                 
9 Interview with IP staff 
10 Interview with Ekaterine Laliashvili, Chair of the Board at the Alliance for Safe Roads 
11 World Bank Social Inclusion, p. 23 
12 World Bank Social Inclusion, p.49 
13 By November 2017, the number of registered members had increased to approximately 400. 
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• 22 Georgian urban artists supporting the Pedestrian Association with 13 projects 

designed;  

• Strategic and Fundraising Plan created by the Association  

• Nine public discussions held to discuss pedestrian rights, public transport, and urban 

spaces, including one film screening on ��������Ȃ� transformative transportation  

 

Intervention rationale  
 

Iare Pekhit was founded in 2012 with the mission of raising awareness on pedestrian safety 

and pedestrian rights.  Within a broader framework of public accountability and social 

inclusion, IP focused on issues including: sidewalk quality and access, crosswalk
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vised Rustavi for interviews and to view public 
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(ii)  Effectiveness  

 

1. Based on a strategy of stakeholder collaboration, awareness raising and advocacy, the project 

achieved important results on each of the two inter-linked project outcomes:  

The project achieved its proposed results as detailed in the following table with outcome-level 

targets, baselines and results for the two-year period.  The below demonstrates that targets 

were met.  Additional detail is provided in narrative form for each of the two outcomes. 

 

Outcome 1: A civil society platform focusing on public space issues is strengthened through 

better collaboration  

Target 1.1: Pedestrian Association created and 

500 members registered in 18 months 

Result 1.1: 325 = 65% 

 

Target 1.2: 20% of all registered members to 

represent different civil society  

Result 1.2: Total membership is 325, 

including up to 60 civil society 

representatives  

Target 1.3: 50 professionals: including urban 

planners, architects, transport system experts, 

public space managers, legislation 

professionals, lawyers, IT specialists, 

environmentalists, urban
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Coalition building 

IP staff showed great commitment to working in partnership with other civil society 

organizations.  In the words of one staff member, ȃ�� organization can do much alone.  To 

get politicians to pay attention, you have to work with ������ǯȄ   To this end, IP coordinated 

its advocacy activities with organizations like the Alliance for Safe Road.  The organizations 

had complementary priorities and strengths.  While the Alliance concentrated on road safety, 

IP maintained its focus on pedestrian access.  At the same time, the Alliance had strong 

connecti
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pressuring ��Ȃ� to pass the law through activism and media coverage.  

In addition to supporting the Road Safety Law, IP also engaged City Hall through 

participation in urban planning events and through the �������Ȃ� public art projects.   The 

process for securing permits was particularly onerous, taking months in some cases and 

requiring 
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The 
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Maintaining momentum and ensuring financial sustainability is a common challenge for 

CSOs.  IP has developed a number of project proposals over the 
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• Gender or Social Inclusion: Mobility in Tbilisi is most definitely a gendered issue. 

Women are the majority of public transit users and have different needs as 

pedestrians.  Yet there is a general lack of available data and public awareness related 

to the current situation of gender injustice.  The situation of ���Ȃ� is also dire.  IP 

could build alliances with research organizations and  ����Ȃ� or PWD 

organizations to raise awareness and engage in advocacy.  (Related to the above 

transparency point, it would also be important to ensure that OGP data is sex-

disaggregated.) 

 

• Education:  A number of stakeholders stressed that sustainable change will depend on 

influencing the mindsets of Georgians at the earliest stage possible.  Though it was 

not a focus of the UNDEF project, IP did carry out an awareness raising activity in a 

primary school with students aged 13-14.   According to IP staff and a Board member, 

the students showed great interest in the issues of 
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

Conclusion Recommendation 

Design: The pro����Ȃ� intervention 

was timely, unique, appropriate to 

the local context and responsive in 

the face of emerging opportunities 

and challenges 

n/a 

Awareness raising: Through a range of 

strategies including art installations, 

public dialogues, Ugly Walks, and 

media outreach, the project was 

effective in raising public awareness 

on the issue of pedestrian rights. 

n/a 

Advocacy: The project seems to have 

contributed to the content and 

passage of the Road Safety Law 

 

Social Inclusion: The project is likely 

to benefit vulnerable groups though 

the project lacked disaggregation of 

these differentiated needs 
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 gender) and 

outreach to relevant groups 

Ensure that future projects explicitly consider and raise 

awareness regarding the differentiated needs of vulnerable 

groups and establish partnerships with  ����Ȃ� organizations 

and CSOs representing other marginalized communities.   

Partnerships: The project established 

partnerships with 
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Sustainability: As is often the case for 

democracy projects, sustainability is 

a challenge.  The �������Ȃ� 

membership model and use of 

volunteers are good measures.  In 

addition, IP could build on its 

experience to tailor adapted 

ȃ������Ȅ that are likely to be 

attractive to 
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e) Narrow v. broad:  One of ��Ȃ� advantages 
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ANNEXES 
Annex 1: Evaluation Questions 

Per the Launch Note of 24 October, the evaluation was to address the following questions:  

 

Relevance:  

• Whether the objectives of the project were in line with the needs and priorities for 

democratic development given the context?  

• Should another project strategy have been preferred rather than the one implemented 

in order to better reflect the needs, priorities and contexts?  

 

Effectiveness:  

• To what extent were project objectives achieved?  

• To what extent was the project implemented as envisaged?  If there were deviations, 

what was the reason and result?   

• Were the project activities adequate to make progress toward the project objectives? 

Were any outputs not achieved and if so, why? 

 

Efficiency:  

• Was there a reasonable relationship between project inputs and project outputs?   

• Did institutional arrangements promote cost-effectiveness and accountability? 

• Was the monitoring and evaluation system conducive to accountability, decision 
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Annex 2: Documents Reviewed:  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZWOnReGjyMg
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Giorgi Kankia GIS Expert, Board member 

Nata Peradze Guerrilla Gardening leader 

10 November 2017 

Khatuna Gvlesiani Debriefing 

Shombi Shaw UNDP Deputy Res Rep 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




