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Universal Periodic Review: Fourth Cycle, 51st Session

GEORGIA

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Georgia ratified the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967
Protocol (hereinafter collectively referred as the 1951 Convention) in 1999. Georgia acceded
to the 1954 Convention Relating to the Status of Stateless Persons (the 1954 Convention) in
December 2011 and to the 1961 Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness (the 1961
Convention) in July 2014. Georgia has not yet signed the Council of Europe 1997 European
Convention on Nationality. Georgia is also a party to most core international human rights
treaties, which should further reinforce its commitment to protecting the rights of refugees,
stateless persons, and other vulnerable groups.

As of December 2024, Georgia was host to 777 asylum-seekers, 437 refugees, 818
humanitarian status holders and 488 stateless persons. In addition, there are 29,774
Ukrainian refugees, most of whom are residing in Georgia on the basis of a flexible visa-free
policy for Ukrainians. Currently there are also 299,172 internally displaced persons (IDPs)
including persons in an IDP-like situation. UNHCR has been operating in Georgia since 1993
and has been working closely with Government counterparts on issues related to the
protection and assistance of IDPs, asylum-seekers, persons granted international protection
(refugees and humanitarian status holders) and stateless persons (including persons at risk
of statelessness and those of undetermined nationality).

The key legislative act regulating asylum in Georgia is the Law on International Protection1

(LoIP), which was adopted on 1 December 2016 and entered into force on 1 February 2017.
This brought the asylum system closer in line to international standards. However, as will be
discussed below, the law is currently in the process of being revised.

Statelessness-related issues are regulated by the Organic Law of Georgia on Georgian
Citizenship (2014)2 and the Law on the Legal Status of Aliens and Stateless Persons
(2014).3

In 2007, the Government adopted the State Strategy for Internally Displaced Persons which
includes the improvement of the socio-economic conditions of IDPs as one of its key goals
and lays out conditions for dignified and safe return. The accompanying IDP Action Plans
intended to translate the goals of the State Strategy for IDPs into concrete measures. There
is currently no active action plan in place, though, resulting in a lack of specific guidance on
the implementation process and timelines. Nonetheless, IDP issues remain a high priority on
the Government’s agenda, particularly in relation to the provision of housing solutions.

The Ministry of Internal Affairs (MIA), through its Migration Department’s Division of
International Protection Issues, remains UNHCR’s key government counterpart on asylum-

1 Law of Georgia on International Protection, 1 December 2016, available at:
https://matsne.gov.ge/en/document/view/3452780?publication=8
2 Organic Law of Georgia on Georgian Citizenship, 30 March 2014, available at:
https://matsne.gov.ge/document/view/2342552?publication=9
3 The law of Georgia on the Legal Status of Aliens and Stateless Persons, 5 March 2014, available at:
https://matsne.gov.ge/document/view/2278806?publication=16

https://matsne.gov.ge/en/document/view/3452780?publication=8
https://matsne.gov.ge/document/view/2342552?publication=9
https://matsne.gov.ge/document/view/2278806?publication=16
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related concerns. The Ministry of Internally Displaced Persons from the Occupied Territories,
Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia (MIDPLHSA) is the main counterpart for socio-
economic and integration matters related to displaced populations. Meanwhile, issues
related to statelessness and the documentation of refugees fall under the responsibility of
the Public Services Development Agency, which operates under the Ministry of Justice.

II. ACHIEVEMENTS AND POSITIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Specialization of the Judiciary and Legal Aid Service lawyers on asylum-related
issues4

The Government of Georgia has taken important steps toward strengthening the national
asylum system by introducing specialization in both the judiciary and the State legal aid
service, in line with recommendations provided in the last UPR cycle, and by UNHCR. In
2024, judicial specialization in migration and refugee law was established at the Tbilisi City
Court and the Tbilisi Court of Appeals, following UNHCR’s cooperation with the High School
of Justice and the High Council of Justice. In parallel, the Legal Aid Service (LAS), the State
provider of free legal aid for asylum-seekers, has advanced the specialization of its lawyers
in refugee law, introduced internal quality assurance mechanisms, and improved
interpretation services. These procedural developments are to be commended; however,
their impact on the quality and consistency of asylum adjudication will need to be closely
observed, especially in light of recent legislative changes that may have a significant impact
on the access to effective remedies for individuals who apply for asylum in Georgia.

Facilitated naturalization of stateless persons

Georgia has made commendable progress in addressing statelessness by fulfilling its
commitment to facilitate the naturalization of stateless persons. Legislative amendments
made in 2023 have reduced the residency requirement for naturalization from 10 to 5 years,
removed the application fee for stateless individuals applying for naturalization, and
introduced simplified procedures for the Georgian language test. These measures
significantly ease access to nationality for stateless persons and represent a strong step
forward in the reduction of statelessness and the protection of stateless persons.

III. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENT

Issue 1: Concerns regarding the new Law of Georgia on International Protection

Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no 148.2635

The Law of Georgia on International Protection, adopted by the Parliament of Georgia on 26
June 2025, is intended to replace the 2016 Law of Georgia on International Protection. The
Law introduces extensive structural and substantive changes. While efforts to improve the
efficiency of the asylum procedures are welcome, the Law in its current form raises
important concerns. It brings Georgia out of alignment with its international and regional
obligations, including under the 1951 Convention and international and European human
rights standards.

One notable area of concern is the introduction of the concepts of “safe third country” and
“safe country of origin” without the inclusion of procedural safeguards to ensure their fair and
lawful application. While these concepts are used in some EU Member States, their
implementation is usually accompanied by strict safeguards—such as individualized

4 Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no 148.135 “Continue to pursue the reform of the judiciary (Timor-Leste)”. Matrix of
recommendations, available at: https://www.ohchr.org/en/hr-bodies/upr/ge-index
5 Ibid. Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no 148.263: “Ensure that all persons in need of international protection have
access to a fair and efficient asylum procedure free of charge and that any decision not to grant asylum is properly justified and
is properly communicated to the individuals concerned (Afghanistan).”

https://www.ohchr.org/en/hr-bodies/upr/ge-index
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assessments, regular review of country designations, and transparent designation
procedures according to the specific set of criteria. In its current form, the Law does not set
out procedures or criteria for determining which countries are considered safe and assigns
responsibility for designating safe countries solely to the Ministry of Internal Affairs, without
providing for independent oversight or judicial review. The absence of appropriate
safeguards in the designation and review procedures raises concerns about the potential for
generalized assumptions that may overlook individual circumstances, potentially putting
people at risk of being returned to harm and therefore undermining the principle of non-
refoulement.

Another area of concern relates to the introduction of a strict admissibility procedure, closely
tied to the “safe third country” concept. Individuals going through these procedures are not
recognised as asylum-seekers and thus excluded from essential services and access to
rights and safeguards from the outset of the process. The Law only provides a short
protection window against removal of 5 to 10 days, during which no substantive evaluation of
protection needs is conducted. If an application is deemed inadmissible, applicants are
denied legal aid, and have only 7 days to appeal, which would have no suspensive effect,
leaving them vulnerable to removal. These measures run counter to international standards,
which require effective procedural guarantees against removal, including the right to be
heard, access to free legal assistance, and a meaningful opportunity to appeal before such
removal is enforced.

In addition, UNHCR is concerned that the Law expands the grounds for accelerated asylum
processing beyond internationally accepted standards. Accelerated processing—typically
reserved for manifestly unfounded or clearly well-founded cases—is intended as an
efficiency tool, allowing for swift identification of those in need of protection and prompt
decisions in cases that do not require extensive assessment. However, the new Law
introduces accelerated processing as a punitive measure for certain categories of applicants,
notably those who submit their claim more than 30 days after arrival. This risks undermining
fairness by imposing stricter timelines and reduced safeguards on individuals who may
nonetheless have legitimate protection needs. Similar to admissibility procedures, applicants
going through accelerated procedures are denied free legal representation, appeals no
longer have automatic suspensive effect, and the appeal deadline is limited to just 10 days.
These constraints significantly hinder the applicant’s ability to access an effective remedy.
Furthermore, the Law introduces new criteria for accelerated procedures based on perceived
credibility—such as providing “manifestly inconsistent, contradictory, false, or dubious
information in relation to the country of origin”—which would require careful, individualized
assessment under regular procedures, not the truncated timelines of accelerated
processing. The absence of procedural guarantees and special consideration for applicants
with specific needs further compounds the risk of denying protection to those who may
genuinely require it.

The Law also introduces expanded grounds for rejecting or revoking refugee status that
extend beyond those outlined in the 1951 Convention. These include references to concepts
such as threats to public security and territorial integrity. While national security is a
legitimate concern, it is already addressed in the relevant provisions of the 1951 Convention,
and the use of broad and undefined terms as proposed in the new legislative amendments is
at variance with the Convention’s exhaustively defined exclusion criteria.

Furthermore, the removal of references to “gender” marks a departure from the 2016 Law on
International Protection, which explicitly recognizes persecution linked to gender identity. Its
omission from the new Law weakens the legal foundation for protecting individuals who face
gender-related persecution, and may hinder recognition of valid claims under the category of
membership in a particular social group and other relevant Convention grounds.
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In addition to these legal changes, the Law introduces restrictive evidentiary requirements
and procedural barriers that are incompatible with fair and efficient asylum procedures.
Requiring original documents for substantiating asylum claims fails to account for the reality
of forced displacement, where applicants must often flee without documentation. The refusal
to accept alternative forms of reliable information, combined with the automatic termination
of procedures for minor procedural lapses—such as failure to submit contact
information—penalizes individuals for circumstances that are often beyond their control.
Vulnerable applicants, particularly those with serious health conditions or mobility limitations,
are also disadvantaged by the lack of provisions allowing for remote applications or
submissions through a legal representative. Furthermore, the delivery of court decisions
exclusively in the Georgian language, without translation support or guaranteed legal aid,
deprives many asylum-seekers of meaningful access to justice.

Taken together, these legislative changes represent a significant departure from Georgia’s
prior progress in building a protection-sensitive, fair and efficient asylum system. They risk
undermining basic human rights and refugee protection principles. The removal of
procedural safeguards, the narrowing of access to effective remedies, and the overall
weakening of protection standards contradict Georgia’s obligations under international law,
including the 1951 Convention, and key human rights treaties.

While Georgia has previously demonstrated leadership in the region through its commitment
to refugee protection, including by introducing judicial specialization and advancing legal aid
services, the new Law significantly reverses these important gains.

Recommendations:
(a) Ensure that the implementation of the newly adopted asylum legislation does not

result in a weakening of existing protection standards and safeguards.
(b) Ensure that all asylum-seekers are formally recognized and granted access to rights

and services from the moment they express their intention to seek asylum.
(c) Refrain from applying the ‘safe third country’ or ‘safe country of origin’ concepts in the

asylum system without strict procedural safeguards, including individualized
assessments, transparent designation criteria.

(d) Reinforce gender-sensitive protection standards in asylum legislation, and ensure
that accelerated procedures, evidentiary requirements, and procedural rules are
applied in a fair, flexible, and non-punitive manner, particularly for vulnerable
individuals and those with specific needs.

(e) The right to appeal should be upheld in practice with reasonable timeframes,
automatic suspensive effect, and access to free legal assistance at all stages of the
procedure, in line with Georgia’s obligations under international and regional human
rights law, ensuring the implementation of the newly adopted legislation does not
undermine these core procedural safeguards.

Issue 2: Prevention of childhood statelessness

Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no 148.2666

UNHCR wishes to note that Article 1 paragraph 1 of the 1961 Convention requires that in
instances where a child would otherwise be born stateless, the Contracting State in which
the child is born grants its nationality to the child in order to prevent statelessness. In this
regard, UNHCR has been advocating with the Government for the inclusion of a provision
concerning the granting of nationality to otherwise stateless children.

The Citizenship Law of Georgia is broadly in line with international standards. However, the
safeguard to prevent statelessness among children in Article 10 is not fully aligned with the

6 See supra note 4. Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no. 148.266: “Ensure that all stateless persons, including
children born in the territory, can acquire Georgian nationality without discrimination (Chile).”
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1961 Convention. In particular, Article 10 does not adequately address situations where a
child may be unable to acquire the nationality of the parents, such as: (i) when a child is born
outside the countries of their parents’ nationality and is unable to acquire either parent’s
nationality due to gaps in or conflicts between nationality laws; and (ii) when a child is born
to a single mother and the citizenship legislation of her country does not allow conferring
nationality through the maternal line due to gender discrimination in nationality legislation.

The inclusion of a provision granting nationality to otherwise stateless children born in
Georgia would be a critical step to prevent childhood statelessness, in line with its
obligations under the 1961 Convention and international human rights law. This would also
be in line with Georgia’s obligations under the CRC which requires States to ensure every
child’s right to acquire a nationality.

Recommendations:
(a) Amend its nationality legislation to reduce the risk of childhood statelessness, and

ensure that the rights of stateless persons are fully respected without discrimination.
(b) Introduce a provision in the Law on Citizenship of Georgia granting nationality to all

children born in Georgia who would otherwise be stateless.
(c) Strengthen the collection and analysis of statistical data on stateless persons and

those at risk of statelessness.

Issue 3: Protection of internally displaced persons

Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendations nos. 148.160 and 148.2657

Despite notable progress in recent years, the lack of adequate housing remains the most
pressing protection concern for a number of IDPs in Georgia, many of whom continue to
reside in collective centres under dire living conditions where individuals lives and health are
sometimes at risk. As of the end of 2024, 59% of displaced families have been provided with
durable housing solutions. An additional 13,000 families are expected to benefit from it in the
coming two years, in line with the Government’s commitment to close all temporary
collective centres by end of 2025.

While this commitment reflects a comprehensive policy framework, the effectiveness of
existing strategies requires ongoing evaluation and adaptation. The closure of collective
centres must be accompanied by sustainable and rights-based housing solutions that
genuinely address the needs of all IDPs, particularly the most vulnerable. This includes
reassessing implementation challenges, measuring outcomes against intended goals, and
ensuring that no one is left without safe, adequate, and affordable housing.

Recommendations:
(a) Ensure the closure of all remaining temporary collective accommodation centres is

completed in a manner that fully protects the rights, safety, and dignity of internally
displaced persons.

(b) To protect life and health of internally displaced persons, strengthen closure
procedures by ensuring that unsafe or collapsing buildings are not reoccupied and
are physically secured or dismantled where necessary, in line with safety standards
and human rights obligations.

UNHCR
July 2025

7 See supra note 4. Linked to 3rd cycle UPR recommendation no. 148.160: “Establish a regulatory framework to guarantee the
effectiveness of the right to adequate housing, through action plans and government strategies for the homeless and internally
displaced persons (Paraguay)”; and no. 148.265: “Strengthen the protection of the economic and social rights of internally
displaced persons and asylum seekers (Canada).”


