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FOREWORD

Shombi Sharp Dmitry Mariyasin

UN Resident UNDP Resident
Coordinator Representative
in Armenia in Armenia

The COVID-19 pandemic is far more than a health crisis, it is also a humanitarian and development crisis that
threatens to leave deep social and economic scars in the years to come, particularly for the most vulnerable and
marginalized groups in society. The pandemic has moved like a wave, affecting the systems and peoples across
the globe least able to cope. Armenia has been no exception, requiring urgent actions from Government, civil
society, businesses and the international community to cope with the unfolding crisis beyond the health sector, to
mitigate the potentially devastating impact it may have on the economy, social service provision and communities.

The United Nations, together with our partners, have supported the Government of Armenia since the outset of
the pandemic with the objective to:

1. Ensure that essential health services are maintained during the crisis, and help improve health systems by
developing necessary capabilities and capacities;

2. Help people cope with the adversity of the crisis through improved access to social protection, education and
other essential services, including for survivors of gender-based violence;

3. Protect jobs and vulnerable workers in both formal and informal sectors, support small and medium-sized
enterprises in hard-hit sectors, and help create new job opportunities for women and men in line with
Armenia’s comparative advantages;

4. Help guide the necessary surge in fiscal and financial stimulus to make the macroeconomic framework
work for the most vulnerable and foster sustainable development and strengthen multilateral and regional
responses; and

5. Promote social cohesion and build trust through social dialogue and political engagement and invest in
community-led and gender-responsive resilience and response systems.

Our support continues to be inclusive and multi-sectoral, aiming to mitigate impact and accelerate gains across
all Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the post-COVID-19 context.

Assessing the socio-economic impacts of the COVID-19 crisis is nonetheless fundamental to tailor responses
that are integrated, evidence-based, risk-informed and address current as well as emerging vulnerabilities and
inequalities. To this end, under the overall leadership of the UN Resident Coordinator, the UN Country Team,
with UNDP’s lead, conducted a rapid Social and Economic Impact Assessment of the COVID-19 outbreak in
Armenian communities between May and July 2020. We hope that the findings and suggested recommendations
presented herein will help the Government of Armenia, development partners, IFls, the private sector, civil
society organizations and other stakeholders to design and carry out evidence-based, risk-informed and gender-
responsive recovery initiatives both at national and local levels.
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The socio-economic impact assessment was designed and carried out as a collaborative effort with generous
technical support and inputs from all UN agencies, the Government of Armenia, regional and local administrations,
and international financial institutions. The assessment was funded via the UNDP Rapid Response Facility, with
additional support from UNFPA, UNAIDS, UN Women, and the Asian Development Bank.

We also express also our gratitude to UNDP Crisis Bureau and the UNDP Socio-Economic Impact Assessment
Experts’ Team for their instrumental and invaluable contribution in all stages of the report drafting process.

While we focus on dealing with the current COVID-19 crisis and its impact, it is also vital that we make full use of
lessons learned from this pandemic. First and foremost, we must look ahead and consider ways to both prevent
such a crisis again and, at the same time, build a greener and a more resilient society and economy. In the longer
term, this will help Armenia in “building forward better” to prevent, respond to and recover from such crises along a
sustainable, prosperous and people-centered development pathway.

Shombi Sharp [ Dmitry Mariyasin
UN Resident Coordinator J - UNDP Resident
in Armenia _——" Representative in Armenia
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Tigran Khachatryan

RA Minister of Economy

Today, the global community is facing the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic, which pose significant
challenges for every country’s governance, socio-economic, health, education and other systems. Since the
outbreak of the coronavirus, the Government of Armenia has not only taken operative measures to prevent
the spread of the disease, but also developed 24 anti-crisis measures to mitigate the economic and social
consequences caused by the pandemic.

In order to assess the effectiveness of the policies and programmes implemented by the Government,
international and local organizations operating in Armenia, as well as the situation in the communities, the impact
assessment of the pandemic was essential, especially at regional and community levels.

In this regard, the COVID-19 Socio-Economic Impact Assessment was very important and timely, with joint efforts
from several agencies of the United Nations, led by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). It was
unprecedented in its volume, considering the situation in the country and the short deadlines, with more than
7200 respondents from private companies, farmers, households, public service providers and other entities.

The results of this assessment and the recommendations arising from it came at the right time to support the
Government of Armenia in developing a programme of measures to respond to and recover from the COVID-19
pandemic and associated socio-economic impacts. The systemic approach of the study is particularly welcome
given the organic interconnectedness of the programme and its long-term impact.

As a result of the joint and consistent efforts of the United Nations Country Team in Armenia, the research group
and all the experts involved, a report was formulated combining the advanced international experience with
the Armenian realities. The results of this large-scale study will be used by Governments and state agencies at
national, regional and community levels to develop new strategic plans and programmes. It will also be useful
for investors and international development organizations operating in Armenia for generating new ideas and
promoting investments in the country.

The Government of Armenia appreciates the efficient work of the United Nations in Armenia, the Asian
Development Bank, other international financial organizations, the UNDP Crisis Bureau, sectoral experts,
participating Armenian regions and communities and all the other stakeholders and institutions that supported
the process. We give high importance to the deepening of further cooperation, for which new opportunities
are created for implementation of anti-crisis and post-crisis programmes to increase resilience and sustainable
economic development in Armenia.

Tigran Khachatryan

RA Minister of Economy ‘% . *ﬂﬁ*ﬁ«—_
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On 31 December 2019, the Government of China
reported a cluster of pneumonia cases of unknown
cause in Wuhan, the capital of Hubei. Since then, the
coronavirus disease now known as COVID-19 has
spread worldwide at an exponential rate and was
labelled a pandemic by the World Health Organisa-
tion on 11 March 2020. In Armenia, the first imported
COVID-19 case was registered on 1 March 2020 and
local transmission has been registered since 11 March
2020. Every region (marz) of Armenia has been affect-
ed, and the country holds one of the highest positions
in the region for infected persons per 100,000 people.

The COVID-19 pandemic is far more than a health
crisis; it has created unprecedented global socio-eco-
nomic challenges. While the long-term impact remains
uncertain, it is clear that it will exacerbate existing vul-
nerabilities and threaten the achievement of the Sus-
tainable Development Goals by 2030. It is not clear
when the pandemic will be over in Armenia and what
consequences it will have. Nobody can predict when
and if the coronavirus will disappear in the future. As
such, it is vitally important to develop capacities in the
country to embrace such uncertainties, to assume that
the coronavirus will be with us indefinitely and prepare
for the “new normal”. The goals now are to strengthen
the resilience of the country and its communities to be
able to live with these uncertainties, minimize the so-
cio-economic impacts of the compounded COVID-19
crisis and be better prepared for a response to future
pandemics, disasters and other shocks.

To ensure an effective and targeted response
and recovery from the pandemic, UNDP, as
the technical lead for the UN’s socio-economic
response in Armenia under the leadership of the
UN Resident Coordinator, initiated a nationwide
Social and Economic Impact Assessment (SEIA)
focusing on the socio-economic impact of the crisis
on communities. The SEIA was done in partnership
with UNFPA, UNAIDS, UN Women, and the Asian
Development Bank and the generous technical
support and inputs from other UN agencies, and
IFls. Launched in May 2020, the assessment was
designed as a multidimensional multi-sector study
looking at the impacts of COVID-19 on: a) small
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and self-
employed farmers operating in the communities, b)
livelihoods/sources of income and the well-being
of community members and c) systems of delivery
and demand for basic services in communities. The
findings of SME and household nationwide surveys
were triangulated with insights from regional and
community stakeholders and representatives of

civil society. In total about 7,500 people in the 10
marzes of Armenia and the capital of Yerevan took
part in the SEIA process.

The SEIA revealed that the COVID-19 pandemic
is affecting the social and economic dimensions of
community life in Armenia at the core. The health
crisis shocks and imposed restrictions resulted in
business disruption, income loss and income inse-
curity for households as well as the deterioration of
health and social well-being of the people. While
the impact of the pandemic varies across regions
and communities, systemic issues and their effects
will impact lives and livelihoods in Armenia for years
to come. The nature and magnitude of the impact
is partly conditioned by systemic deficiencies in
governance structures, weaknesses in the overall
economic architecture as well as pre-existing vul-
nerabilities and inequalities.

The decision for the overall scope of the SEIA
was to focus on what would be the “human face” of
the crisis—the impact that COVID-19 has and how
people and their communities feel about it. This re-
port presents key findings of the assessment and
suggests a multifaceted set of recommendations
for the design and implementation of efficient re-
sponses and recovery measures at national and
local levels. The recommendations are designed
for the Government of Armenia, regional and com-
munity leaders and international development part-
ners. The recommendations are presented across
four of the UN’s five pillars of policy interventions:
(i) health protection, (ii) social protection, (iii) sup-
port the economy and (v) community resilience. The
fourth pillar, macroeconomic sustainability, was not
extensively part of the surveys comprising this as-
sessment, and only general observations are pre-
sented. Jointly, the recommendations outline steps
to strengthen Armenia’s health, social and econom-
ic systems to address the immediate and mid-term
challenges of the COVID-19 crisis, build resilience of
Armenian communities and create a strong base for
risk-informed sustainable development strategies
towards the “new normal”.
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SEIA RESULTS AT A GLANCE

The SEIA revealed interlinked factors contributing
to the systemic impact of COVID-19 on the health,
economy and social life of people in Armenian com-
munities. The findings of the multidimensional im-
pact assessment were discussed and triangulated
with stakeholders in all regions (marzes) of Armenia

ment and inputs from the regional stakeholders
and seasoned experts involved in the SEIA, a set
of targeted recommendations and suggestions was
produced. The recommendations follow the five
pillars of the UN framework for the socio-economic
response to COVID-19 and are listed below.

and Yerevan. Based on the results of the assess-

Recommendations to combat the negative impact of COVID-19 in Armenia

UN Covid-19 Response

Pillars SEIA Recommendations

1. Develop a national strategy for crisis preparedness and management of the health care system

2. Develop a “health care system human resource reserve” policy and/or plan

3. Accelerate progress towards universal health insurance

4. Strengthen the role and build capacities of family doctors and local mental health service providers

1. “Health First” and improve access to information

5. Focus on the mental health of younger generations

6. Consider decentralization in the health care system to ensure agility and access to immediate medical
assistance and continuous quality health care services, including during periods of mobility/travel re-
strictions or in communities with limited access.

7. Consider social service provision redesign in view of COVID-19 to ensure accessible, safe and
high-quality social service delivery

8. Establish effective communication and information sharing processes for the country’s social protec-
tion system

9. Elevate the role of young people in the economic and social recovery and development of the country

10. Ensure continued access to quality learning for all children by bridging the digital divide and exploring

2. Protecting People new learning tools and models

11. Explore avenues towards universal access to child care facilities as part of the recovery plan from
COVID-19

12. Ensure support to parents (and teachers) when preparing for education at home.

13. Adopt gender-responsive flexible work arrangements and telecommuting practices to ensure better
work-life balance

14. Revitalize economic life in communities through public work schemes

15. Promote Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) and co-investments

16. Green the economy as a part of recovery packages

17. Undertake gender impact assessment of COVID-19 on the SME sector

18. Provide vocational training and job placement support to labour emigrants

19. Activate platforms for Public-Private Policy Dialogue

20. Promote the production and consumption of local products and services

3. Economic Response
and Recovery

21. Help SMEs confront liquidity risks with softened tax and solvency regulations

22. Develop a tax compliance strategy and appropriate tools for implementing it

23. Support distressed companies and encouraging a “second chance”

”

24. Provide support to business adoption to the “new norma

25. Design gender-responsive support schemes for SMEs and entrepreneurs, especially in sectors hard-
er hit by the COVID-19 crisis, with specific considerations for the unique needs and opportunities of
women and men.

26. Invest in strengthening digital supply chains

27. Revisit the industrial strategy towards building resilient local clusters

All the economic and social policy measures are associated with increased public expenditure, whereas
the uncontrolled deterioration of economic activity translates into an undesirable decline in budget rev-
enues. A holistic approach should be necessarily adopted in designing the set of policy interventions by
paying particular attention to the interplay between the macro level and microlevel policies.

4. Macroeconomic Re-
sponse and Multilat-
eral Cooperationl

1 Macroeconomic issues were not closely analysed in this assessment, hence only general observations are provided.
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28.

Develop and implement a crisis communication strategy for the government

29.
phases of crisis response

Ensure agile participatory and inclusive mechanisms for multi-stakeholder policy dialogue at all

5. Social Cohesion and
Community Resil-

. Ensure reliable, safe, accessible and affordable transportation in and between communities

ience "
communities

31. Support the transitions towards resource efficiency and green energy sources for households and

. Ensure a reliable water supply, particularly during crises

. Invest in the modernization of sewerage systems and efficient solid waste management

. Ensure reliable and efficient ambulance services in the communities

. Rethink the role and functions of the police during the crisis

apply for help

. Expand information channels on the prevention of domestic violence and available mechanisms to

37. Strengthening emergency social support services

Impact of COVID-19 on Armenia’s marzes and communities

Armenia’s marzes and communities were serious-
ly hit by the spread of COVID-19 across the country
and growing economic difficulties imposed by the

pandemic. The situation differs from region to re-
gion and community type.

Social Impact Indicators by Marz, % of respondents

Yerevan 6.9 238 W03 I 288 29.8
Aragatsotn 8.8 25 @7 I 392 53.0
Ararat 3.8 B 236 Wns B 279 493
Kotayk 4.4 179 | A I 409 523
Armavir 101 273 86 I 405 60.7
Gegharkunik 8.2 B 231 Bo2 HGEER I 401 46.5
Lori 6.2 I 288 W06 I 374 52.5
Shirak 6.5 8.9 Ho2 I 385 50.4
Syunik 23 192 l41 Il 332 36.8
Vayots Dzor 1.0 I 66 W22 B 26.9 38.7
Tavush 6.2 M 127 | X3 | 66.6 | B 28.4 36.8

COVID-19 has impacted the health status of peo-
ple nationwide. However, it has had a much stron-
ger negative impact on the psychological and emo-
tional health of people. This finding was particularly
noticeable for Ararat, Armavir and Aragatsotn and
in rural and urban clusters of communities. Informa-
tion on COVID-19’s impact, coupled with worsened
transportation and the low level of social support

Physical illness

Psychological /Mental/ Emotional health was affected (e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)
Difficulties in accessing health services/assistance

Since the spread of COVID-19 | lost my job

Would be difficult to keep up with basic (food, hygiene expenses products, etc.)
Would be difficult to pay for utilities

Will have to stop seeking health services/assistance

Will have to transform to alternative heating means

services in these marzes and community clusters,
contributed to the worsened mental and emotional
health of people.

Psychological/Mental/Emotional health was affected (e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.), % of respondents

There are several contributing factors to the wors-
ened overall health of people, including emotional,
psychological and mental health. The first is access
to necessary health, psychological and social sup-
port services. According to the results of the SEIA,
health facilities and social assistance services are
not easily accessible to people in the communities
of Aragatsotn, Armavir, Kotayk and Ararat. People in
rural community clusters suffer more.

32 34 36 38 40 42 44 46

SEIA RESULTS AT A GLANCE | 11 | Page



2020 SEIA REPORT

Social Impact Indicators by Community Cluster (%)

Yerevan 6o Ilz7o 238 Mio3 B 2ss 29.8
Urban 67 s B0 HEn2 B 305 39.9
Consol. mixed 48 33 M 17e Ber | 66.0 B z23 431
Consol. rural 53 lz27 BM2s30 Bi7s B 355 483
Rural 60 445 Mz Mss 80.7 B 372 57.4

Another contributing factor to the overall health
status of people was lost jobs and incomes as a re-
sult of the lockdown and decline in economic ac-
tivities in the marzes. On average, more than 10%
of respondents of the household survey mentioned
they had lost a job during the pandemic. This figure
is relatively higher in Armavir, Lori and Vayots Dzor.

Physical illness

Psychological /Mental/ Emotional health was affected (e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)
Difficulties in accessing health services/assistance

Since the spread of COVID-19 | lost my job

Would be difficult to keep up with basic (food, hygiene expenses products, etc.)
Would be difficult to pay for utilities

Will have to stop seeking health services/assistance

Will have to transform to alternative heating means

The highest rate is registered in rural non-consol-
idated communities. Whilst the loss in job oppor-
tunities in urban areas is strongly correlated with
the negative economic impact on SMEs, workers in
rural areas are more impacted by the lack of op-
portunity to seek employment abroad, i.e. outgoing
labour migration.

Jobs Lost since the Spread of COVID-19, % of respondents

When it comes to the impact on SMEs, great dif-
ferences across regions and communities are not-
ed. Urban areas, and particularly Yerevan, are the
hardest hit. More staff and remuneration reductions
have been reported in these areas, mostly to deal
with the liquidity issues caused by the demand
shock. In particular, Yerevan, Vayots Dzor and Tav-
ush have witnessed higher staff and remuneration
reductions.

Although businesses in Yerevan and consolidat-
ed mixed communities show more evidence of resil-
ience to the COVID-19 crisis, the reported expected
recovery time is longer in urban areas than rural ar-
eas. Such differences are explained by the structure
and dynamics of the respective regional econo-
mies. For example, in communities where agricul-
ture is the dominating sector, the economic impact
of COVID-19 crisis is milder. However, homogeneity
in the local economic structures has also created
challenges for communities, especially in cases
where the economy is built around the strongly af-
fected sectors, such as tourism and trade.

Ararat, Syunik and Kotayk have the most optimis-

Page | 12 | SEIA RESULTS AT A GLANCE
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tic expectations on the upcoming economic devel-
opments in the country, while Aragatsotn, Vayots
Dzor and Armavir are more pessimistic. Despite the
strong negative impact on SMEs located in Yerevan,
business survival expectations tend to be the high-
est there. The picture is different in Shirak; although
the expectations on economic development are
pessimistic, the business survival expectations are
relatively optimistic.
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SME Impact Indicators by Community Cluster

Verevan 055 [ -0.81 W 030 |-004 [Mo3s Bl 045 0.50
| | | | |
| | | | |
Urban 0.37 I -o78 | -025 -019 [ 0.47 Il 040 036
| | | | |
Consolidated |
mixed 0.47 - -0.65 W 019 ' -0.01 - 0.55 ‘ -0.29 0.23
. | | | | |
CO”SO"dfjfadl 0.41 I o558 ‘-o.zo -028  [NO.74 B 049 0.00
| | | |
| | | | |
Rural 0.37 I -0.40 |-o.06 Il 025 I o.78 W 025 -0.01
Note: The numbers for each indicator presents the position of Pre-Covid Business Development Dynamics
the community type between -1 and +1. -1 shows the most B Magnetude of Impact of Covid-19
negative or pessimistic position, while +1 shows the most W staffand/or remuneretion reduction
positive or optimistic. The indicators are calculated based B Expected Business Survival
B Expected Recovery Time
on the average results of the survey. Blue bars show the ) )

. A i A 5 . B Expectations on Economic Development
positive direction, and the red ones depict the negative di- Awareness & Accessibility of State Support
rection.

SME Impact Indicators by Region
Aragatsotn 047 [ -0.69 | 023 W 025 W 037 | o023 0.23
| | | | |
Ararat 0.26 B 057 | -0.07 | 002 N 0.80 Bl 047 0.03
| | | | |
Armavir 046 [N -0.72 W -023 B 019 [ o044 | o33 0.29
| | | | |
Gegharkunik 0.44 I -o.70 W o2 B 017 o042 | 027 0.23
| | | | |
Kotayk 0.42 . 067 W o023 B 012 [N 079 Il 048 0.25
Lori 032 I 069 W o023 B 014 oS M 029 027
Shirak 029 --0.65 ‘ 026 ( -0.02 _ 0.29 ‘ 026 0.31
Syunik 048 [N -063 g o015 J -00° [N oOs66 W o33 0.22
| | | | |
Tavush 043 [ -0.71 B 026 B 019 [ 060 B o4 on
| | | | |
Vayots Dzor 054 [N -0.76 B 036 Bl o3 o4 B o056 0.45
| | | | |
Yerevan 054 [ -0.81 I 030 | -0.04 MoO.38 B 045 0.50

Note: The numbers for each indicator presents the position of the
community type between -1 and +1. -1 shows the most neg-
ative or pessimistic position, while +1 — the most positive
or optimistic. The indicators are calculated based on the
average results of the survey. Blue bars show the positive
direction, the red ones the negative direction.

Pessimistic expectations of SMEs about the fu-
ture are noted in all marzes, especially difficulties
in keeping up with basic expenses, including food
and hygiene, if the pandemic continues. Lori, Ko-
tayk, Shirak and Gegharkunik report the highest
levels of concern, which could be explained by the

Pre-Covid Business Development Dynamics
Magnetude of Impact of Covid-19

Staff and/or remuneretion reduction
Expected Business Survival

Expected Recovery Time

Expectations on Economic Development
Awareness & Accessibility of State Support

relatively high number of labour migrants in these
regions.

The details of the findings and recommendations
are provided in the respective parts of the SEIA Re-
port.
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Background

On 31 December 2019, the Government of the People’s Republic of China reported a cluster of
cases of pneumonia of unknown cause in Wuhan, the capital of the province of Hubei. Since then,
the coronavirus disease now known as COVID-19 has spread worldwide at an exponential rate and
was labelled a pandemic by the World Health Organisation on 11 March 2020. In Armenia, the first
imported COVID-19 case was registered on 1 March 2020 and local transmission has been registered
since 11 March 2020. All regions of Armenia are currently affected and the number of new COVID-19

cases continues to rise.
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The Government of Armenia has taken decisive
steps to contain and suppress the COVID-19 pandem-
ic, declaring a state of emergency on 16 March, fol-
lowed by a full lockdown between 24 March and 14
May. All land borders have been closed and all but
a handful of flights have ceased. The pandemic is
putting pressure on the healthcare system as well as
the availability and quality of social services—both in
urban and rural areas. However, the COVID-19 pan-
demic is far more than a health crisis; it has created an
unprecedented global socio-economic crisis. While
the long-term impact remains uncertain, it is clear that
it will exacerbate existing vulnerabilities that threat-
en the achievement of the Sustainable Development
Goals by 2030.

When the SEIA was conduced, the Government of
Armenia has approved 22 assistance programs in the
social and economic spheres to support vulnerable
people and hard-hit businesses to combat the conse-
quences of the COVID-19 crisis?.

Assessing the impacts of the COVID-19 crisis on so-
cieties, economies and vulnerable groups is essential
to inform and tailor the responses of governments and
partners so that they may recover and ensure that no
one is left behind.

To this end, UNDP, as the technical lead for the UN’s
socio-economic response in Armenia under the lead-
ership of the UN Resident Coordinator, initiated a
rapid nationwide Social and Economic Impact Assess-
ment (SEIA) focusing on the socio-economic impact of
the crisis on communities. The assessment was per-
formed as a follow-up to a request extended through
the Ministry of Economy in partnership with UNFPA,
UN Women, UNAIDS, the Asian Development Bank
and the generous technical support from other UN
agencies and IFls. Close collaboration was ensured
with the Government of Armenia. Several ministries
were actively engaged in the process, and the Minis-
try of Territorial Administration mobilized the regional
and local authorities to take an active role.

The assessment provides micro-level insights into
the full scope of the COVID-19 pandemic in Arme-
nia, having studied the macroeconomic analysis of
the International Monetary Fund and International Fi-
nancing Institutions (IFIs) as well as analysis provided
by the Government of Armenia and specialised UN
agencies. The report outlines the social and econom-
ic dimensions of the pandemic at the community level
and provides recommendations that will help the Gov-
ernment respond more effectively. Partner agencies

2 http://gov.am

included the Commandant’s office and the Deputy
Prime Minister’s office, line ministries and other gov-
ernment agencies, with the participation of region-
al and community authorities from the Ministries of
Health, Education, Economy, Labour and Social Affairs
and Territorial Administration and Infrastructure.

SEIA objectives and approach

The rapid SEIA is designed as a multidimensional
multi-sector study that examines the socio-economic
impacts on Armenian communities due to the spread
of COVID-19. It sets out to present socio-economic
trends in communities and marzes (regions) across
Armenia, which will help implement evidence-based
responses to ongoing and emerging issues. Systems
thinking, i.e. a holistic approach to analysis, is applied,
focusing on interconnections and mutual influences
of a variety of socio-economic factors on communi-
ties. This approach made it possible to identify rele-
vant chains of impact in the COVID-19 context and
identify key leverage points that will help the country
address shortcomings in the system as a whole as
well as in its constituent parts.

Particularly, the SEIA aims to assess interlinked
dimensions of the socio-economic impacts of the
COVID-19 crisis in Armenia on small and medi-
um-sized enterprises (SMEs) and self-employed
farmers operating in communities, sources of in-
come as well as the well-being of community mem-
bers and systems of delivery and demand for basic
services in communities.

The SEIA System Map below presents an over-
view of the approach to the assessment, includ-
ing identified systemic vulnerabilities in commu-
nities stemming from social and economic factors
and access to and provision of essential services.
The assessment also analyses the accessibility of
COVID-19 related government support measures.
According to the principle of Leaving No One Be-
hind, the SEIA examines whether or not the Ar-
menian government’s socio-economic response
measures are reaching communities and identifies
barriers limiting their reach or effectiveness. The
assessment also pays special attention to gender
differences and other inequalities related to the se-
verity of the impact on vulnerable and marginalized
populations.
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Fig 1. System Map of the SEIA
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Fig 2. “UN Framework for the Immediate Socio-Economic Response to COVID-19
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proach and the UN’s framework for an immediate
socio-economic response to the COVID-19 cri-
sis®, suggests a combination of recommendations
across five key pillars which will help Armenia to
better respond and recover from this crisis and to
accelerate the continued implementation of the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).

Methodology

The SEIA was designed as a rapid assessment ex-
ercise to reflect the changes happening in Armenian

the unusual circumstances, the SEIA team adapted
traditional research methods and tools to enable re-
mote data gathering and engagement of stakehold-
ers. The SEIA utilized information from a variety of
ongoing studies and contributed to the knowledge
of the situation in the country and communities. In
particular, intending to develop effective and effi-
cient response measures in the continued crisis.

A qualitative and quantitative research methodolo-
gy was applied based on primary and secondary data
analysis. For primary data collection at the house-

3 https://unsdg.un.org/sites/default/files/2020-04/UN-framework-for-the-immediate-socio-economic-response-to-COVID-19. pdf
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hold level, the Rapid Gender Assessment (RGA)?, an
assessment tool developed by the UN Women “Mak-
ing Every Woman and Girl Count” Global Program,
was used to assess the impact of the coronavirus
pandemic on challenges, such as economic empow-
erment and vulnerability, faced by women and men.
For business data collection, a specific assessment
tool was used developed by EV Consulting. The tool
revealed aspects of the current crisis in the Armenian
SME sector, building on insights from other countries
about the COVID-19 outbreak and other pandemics
or disasters. Primary data was collected from house-
holds, SMEs and farmers through phone interviews.
All questionnaires were prepared using the online
KoBo Toolbox® with interviewers or respondents in-
putting responses directly into the application.

In addition to these two surveys, a participatory
assessment of the quality of 20 essential services
provided at the community level was conducted
during the SEIA. For essential service provision,
information was collected through virtual regional
meetings and online survey tools developed for
each respective region. The initial findings and rec-
ommendations of the SEIA were discussed and val-
idated during the second round of regional meet-
ings. This participatory process helped to align the
SEIA recommendations with the priorities of the
communities and engage local leaders in develop-
ing practical recommendations to address identi-
fied priority issues.

Qualitative research was used to enrich this as-
sessment with gender analysis of the impact of
COVID-19 on the socio-economic situation in Ar-
menia. The research included a desk review of in-
ternational and national documents, statistical and
research data for context analysis, a focus group
with gender focal points of UN agencies to identify
international and national mechanisms in address-
ing the COVID-19 crisis and in-depth interviews with
up to 20 representatives of Civil Society Organiza-
tions and foundations working in different spheres
of women'’s affairs and rights®.

In addition to primary data sources, a comprehen-
sive review of secondary sources was conducted.
Priority was given to publications, COVID-19 impact

assessments (micro, meso and macro), and data
provided by the Armenian Ministries, the National
Statistical Committee, the State Revenue Commit-
tee, Local Administration and Regional Govern-
ments, UN Agencies and International Finance In-
stitutions.

The SEIA focused on five clusters of communities
that were chosen based on the current administra-
tive division of the country. The clusters included
rural communities (non-consolidated), urban com-
munities (non-consolidated), consolidated commu-
nities within the rural centre, consolidated com-
munities within the urban centre and Yerevan, the
capital city.

In total, over 7,200 individuals provided respons-
es to the SEIA. Respondents represented 3,000
households (600 households per community clus-
ter), 1,537 SMEs, 515 farmers (from 58 communities
across all 10 marzes and Yerevan), 2,150 represen-
tatives from local authorities and service providers,
150 persons in focused group discussions and over
2,000 people through the online survey on essen-
tial services throughout the regions of Armenia.

The SEIA was conducted in two stages. During
the first stage, the methodology was developed
and tested in two pilot communities. During the sec-
ond stage, the SEIA was conducted nationwide. To
strengthen the participatory approach of the SEIA
and build capacity for local replication, and to scale
up the assessment, employees from local municipal-
ities were trained on phone interview methodology
and data collection tools. The SEIA created a solid
database of information on socio-economic devel-
opments in the regions of Armenia. This database is
open for future development and elaboration. The
further use of the database and assessment tools
developed during the SEIA will increase the analyti-
cal capacities of the relevant ministries and regional
governments both for impact assessment and for
planning future strategies and actions.

The details of the SEIA methodology, sampling
approach and limitations are presented in Annex 1.

4 The Impact of COVID-19 on Women’s and Men’s Lives and Livelihoods in Europe and Central Asia. Preliminary Results of Rapid Gender

Assessment — UN Women, 2020
5  https://www.kobotoolbox.org/

6 The selection of CSOs was based on areas of involvement (gender-based violence, women’s sexual and reproductive health, women’s
economic and political empowerment, women in community development, women with disabilities, elimination of women in poverty);
geography (targeting both capital and regions of Armenia) and representation of specific groups (women with disabilities, women sub-
jected to domestic violence, women in difficult life circumstances, entrepreneur women, etc.)
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The overall trend in Armenia’s economic devel-
opment before the COVID-19 pandemic has been
positive, with a high economic growth rate, a steady
increase in exports, decreasing unemployment and
increasing GDP per capita in most marzes.

Armenia recorded high economic growth and
demonstrated sound macroeconomic stability from
2017 to 2019. Due to the restructuring of the econ-
omy, the industry’s share in GDP increased slightly
during the last three years. Nominal monthly wag-
es were uniform across most marzes, with Syunik
and Yerevan reporting higher nominal wages. While
historically the unemployment for women has been
higher than for men, in recent years, shrinking dif-
ferences are seen in unemployment rates by gen-
der. Education services in all regions were func-
tioning well before COVID-19. Telecommunication
infrastructure is well developed in all regions.

However, there are lingering systemic risks relat-
ed to the pattern and sources of economic growth,
which can amplify the impact of COVID-19 and in that
sense be an impediment to economic stability and
future growth of the country. Consumption-based
economic growth, high level of consumer credits,
the high concentration of low-skilled employees in
low productive sectors and significant levels of la-
bour migration and remittances increase the econ-
omy’s vulnerability to external shocks and intensify
the socio-economic magnitude of the economic cri-
sis caused by COVID-19.

Existing challenges in the provision of essential
services in the marzes increased the vulnerability

of Armenian communities to the crisis ignited by the
spread of COVID-19. Quality and accessibility to
health, sanitary and social services has been incon-
sistent across marzes and Yerevan. Water supply
and sewerage are known for being a challenge, and
the quality of transport services is undesirable. The
provision of emergency services varies between re-
gions of Armenia. Poverty dynamics vary across the
marzes and urban and rural areas. An accelerated
ageing population creates challenges for the devel-
opment of the country.

Some of the more relevant parameters to be con-
sidered in the context of the COVIS-19 crisis impact
and subsequent socio-economic recovery mea-
sures, are further analysed below:

Armenia recorded high economic growth and
demonstrated sound macroeconomic stability
from 2017 to 2019.

Armenia is an upper-middle-income country,
with a GDP per capita of US$4,604. The economy
demonstrated high growth between 2017 and 2019
after a shallow economic performance from 2013
to 2016. The industry and service sector contribut-
ed largely to GDP growth, which peaked in 2019,
reaching 7.6% (see Figure 1.1). The share of con-
struction and agricultural sectors in GDP decreased
smoothly over the last eight years, reaching 6.2%
and 11.6% in 2019, respectively. Trade and services,
arts, entertainment and recreation, wholesale and
retail trade, financial, and insurance activities con-
tributed the most to the growth.

Figure 1.1. GDP by sectors, current prices in billion AMD, real growth rate (year-on-year change, %)
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Source: Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia

There has been improvement in the economic
structure, while consumption-led growth pre-
vailed from 2016 to 2019.

Due to the restructuring of the economy, the indus-
try’s share in GDP increased slightly during the last

7 Database of the Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia.

8.0
6.0 B Trade and services
Construction
4.0 B |ndustry
B Agriculture
20 @~ GCrowth rate (right axis)
00

2017 2018 2019

three years. However the steady economic growth
rates were mainly led by consumption, with private con-
sumption accounting for most of it.” Consumption has
been leading the non-tradable sector of the economy
in growth generation since 2017. This kind of growth
makes the economy less resilient to shocks and crisis.
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Figure 1.2. Contributions of Demand-side components
to real GDP growth

12.0

7.0

20

-3.0

B Consumption

-8.0

Investments
B Net export
B Statistical discrepancy

Source: Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia

The sharp decrease in gross capital formation
and the low level of Foreign Direct Investments
(FDI) poses a challenge for future growth per-
spectives.

The inflow of FDIs® into Armenia peaked in 2008,
reaching more than $943 million. Since 2009 it has
had a decreasing trend, fluctuating at around $254
million during the last three years.

The real growth of gross capital formation® was neg-
ative from 2009 to 2016 falling to -8.7%. However, it
grew by 15.4% in 2017 and 26.8% in 2018, but declined
again in 2019 by 5.2%. Gross capital formation remains
lower by almost half the amountin 2008. Gross capital
formation, combined with the low level and stagnation
in FDI inflows, jeopardize future growth perspectives.

Uneven distribution of value creation in Yere-
van and marzes.

According to 2017 data from the Statistical Com-
mittee of the Republic of Armenia, more than half
of the country’s gross output was provided by Ye-
revan, followed by Ararat. Tavush and Vayots Dzor
provide the lowest contributions to the country’s
value creation."

8 Database of the Central Bank of the Republic of Armenia.

9 Database of the Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia.

Figure 1.3. GDP structure by marz, % of total, 2017
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Source: Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia

Yerevan is the leader in GDP per capita, which ex-
ceeds the national average by 50.8%. During 2017
this indicator reached the national average in Vayots
Dzor and Syunik largely due to mining sector devel-
opments. Tavush, Shirak and Gegharkunik are the
least developed marzes with the lowest value cre-
ation per capita. This indicates an enormous varia-
tion in economic development throughout Armenia.

Poverty dynamics vary across the marzes and
urban and rural areas.

The positive economic dynamics of the last de-
cade have contributed to the rise in the standard
of living in Armenia. Per capita Gross National In-
come reached $4,230 in 2018, raising the country
to the Upper Middle-Income category." However,
uneven distribution of wealth left 23.5% of the pop-
ulation living below the poverty line in 2018, with
large differences across the marzes, communities
and rural and urban areas in terms of the propor-
tion of poor and extremely poor®. These discrep-
ancies across the country create regional poverty
disparities in communities and regions. The most
vulnerable marz is Shirak, where more than 40% of
households were living below the poverty line from
2008 to 2018.

Household income in both rural and urban ar-
eas remains unchanged, with paid jobs being
the main source of income for the population
as a whole.

10 Marzes of the Republic of Armenia and Yerevan in figures, 2019, Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia.

1 World Bank national accounts data and OECD national accounts data files.

12 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia, “Social Snapshot and Poverty in Armenia”, 2019.

13  Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia, “Armenia — Poverty Snapshot Over 2008-2018”, 2019. Accessed at: https://www.arm-

stat.am/file/article/poverty_2019_english_2.pdf
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The composition of household income differs be-
tween rural and urban areas (Yerevan and regional
towns). Historically the most important source of
income for both rural and urban communities has
been income from paid jobs (on average 40% and

60%, respectively). Compared to 2012 the variation
in the share of income from paid jobs in 2018 was
almost zero in urban areas, whereas in rural areas,
after reaching the maximum value in 2015 (around
42%), it decreased to 36% in 2018.

Fig. 1.4. Structure of household income by rural/urban areas
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The second major component of income for the
rural population is agriculture and livestock devel-
opment, which shows an upward trend since 2015,
increasing from 15% to 22% in 2018. Pensions and
social benefits are the next important source of in-
come in rural areas which hovered at 19% from 2014
to 2018. In urban areas, the share of pensions and
social benefits in the income structure of households
was 3% lower compared with rural areas and has
been declining since 2012. The share of income from
self-employment in urban areas increased to about
12.5% in 2018 compared to about 9.5% in 2012. In
rural communities, the share of income from self-em-
ployment stabilized at 7.5% from 2017 to 2018 after
a noticeable increase from 2012 to 2015. The SEIA
shows income’s strong influence on overall poverty
and vulnerability of people living in different commu-
nity clusters.

The largest share of employment is concen-
trated in low productive and labour-intensive
sectors.

14 Share in total women workers.
15 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia.

2016 2018 2012 2014 2016 2018

=== Rural

m— Urban

The trade and services and agriculture sectors
provide more than 75% of the employment oppor-
tunities in Armenia. The labour force participation
rate grew by 0.7% to reach 57.7% in 2019. The corre-
sponding rate for women was 47.8%, with the high-
est concentration™ of women workers in the agri-
cultural (28.3%), education (18.7%) and trade (11.5%)
sectors. The lowest share of women employees is
in mining, construction and real estate sectors (0.1-
0.2%).® The largest share of employment is concen-
trated in low productive sectors, while manufactur-
ing, which notes the highest rate of productivity (6.5
million AMD per employee), provides only 9.9% of
employment (see Figures 11.5 and 1.1.6). On the oth-
er hand, the largest part of employment is concen-
trated in SMEs (68%), while their productivity mea-
sured by annual value added per employee is 6.65
million AMD against the much higher productivity of
large companies—9.56 million AMD per employee.
Moreover, the average salary in large companies is
63% higher than in SMEs.
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Figure 1.5. Employment by sectors, % of
total, 2019
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Figure 1.6. Productivity by sectors and business size, Value added
per employee, in million AMD, 2018

Micro and small

Medium
M Large
n3 15 | Total
10.3 9.8
69 65 6570
5.4 49 5.7 5.6
4.0 4.2

25%
52%

Source: Statistical Committee of the Republic of
Armenia

The national unemployment rate is high, with
large regional differences.

Armenia reported an unemployment rate of 18.9%
in 2019, down from 20.5% in 2018. In 2019 the high-
est unemployment rates were registered in Tavush,
Yerevan and Lori at 28.4%, 22.9%, and 22.6%, re-
spectively. The unemployment rate in Yerevan in
2018 decreased significantly from 27.4% whereas
the rate increased from 18.3% in Lori. Kotayk, Ar-
mavir and Shirak showed substantial reductions in
unemployment rates whereas Ararat reported a sig-
nificantly higher rate.

Figure 1.7. National Monthly Wage, 1000 AMD
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Figure 1.8. Unemployment Rate, %
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There are significant levels of informal employment
in Armenia, with higher levels estimated in the marzes.
Armenia has a high level of informal employment'™
which limits workers’ access to a social safety net. Ac-
cording to official statistics,” informally employed peo-
ple comprise more than 21% of total employment in
Yerevan and on average more than 45% of employ-
ment in marzes. A very high level of informal employ-
ment in the agricultural sector at 97.5% can explain
this. Informal employment is at 20.8% in non-agricul-
tural sectors. The distribution between men and wom-
en in informal employment is almost even.

16 Informal employment includes: (i) employees holding informal jobs (including paid domestic workers: e.g. gardeners, nursery staff,
housemaids, watchmen, drivers, etc.), (i) employers and own-account workers having informal sector enterprises, (iii) all contributing
(unpaid) family workers, (iv) members of informal production cooperatives and (v) self-employed / own-account workers who produced
goods or services (e.g. do-it-yourself construction of own dwellings) exclusively for use by their household if considered employed.

17 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia, “Marzes of the Republic of Armenia and Yerevan in figures”, 2019.
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Figure 1.9. Informal employment by regions, % of employment, 2016-18
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The share of labour migration was significant
in Armenia before COVID-19.

Armenia has a high labour migration rate (most
migrant workers are men), and remittances played
significantly in the Armenian economy, constituting
over 1% of GDP.® The economic situation world-
wide, especially in the Russian Federation (which is
the country of destination for 89.8% of Armenian mi-
grants workers™) heavily affects Armenian migrants
and the volume of remittances, which has a direct
effect on the incomes of families living in rural areas.

Armavir  Gegharkunik  Lori

Kotayk Shirak Syunik Vayots Dzor Tavush

Official statistics®® confirm that almost 250,000
people in Armenia rely on remittances sent by family
members working abroad, and income from circular
or seasonal migration frequently forms a livelihood
strategy. Around 98% of remittances are spent on
routine consumption expenses.

18 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia; The Central Bank of Armenia.

19 ILCS (2019) database.
20 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia.
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2.1. Immediate Impact of the
COVID-19 Crisis on the Local
Economy

211 Effects of COVID-19 on Arme-
nia’s Economic System: Shocks
and Impact Areas

The global COVID-19 pandemic reached Arme-
nia in March 2020 when the first cases of COVID-19

were reported. The Government of Armenia intro-
duced containment and mitigation measures, in-
cluding a lockdown. These actions had an imme-
diate impact on most businesses in the country,
forcing them to cease their operations complete-
ly or cut activities in scope or scale. This led to a
supply shock, which ultimately created changes in
aggregate demand.

Figure 2.1 depicts the impact of the COVID-19 cri-
sis on revenue circulation in the economy.

Armenia’s economy experiences multiple and
multilayer shocks

Figure 21. The immediate impact of COVID-19 on the revenue circulation in Armenia
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combination of these (see section 3.1.3.2). These ac-
tions reduced the disposable income of the popula-
tion. Continued containment measures can lead to
more income reductions for households, which may
cause a more dramatic contraction of consumer ex-
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penditures. However, Armenia’s lockdown period
was rather brief, which may shorten the long-term
negative economic consequences of the crisis. The
reduction of remittances from migrant workers and
the restrictions on international tourism in Armenia
is nonetheless ongoing and will continue to impact
consumption patterns in the country. According to
IMF estimates for Armenia, the projected final con-
sumption expenditure contribution to GDP growth
has decreased in 2020 from 3.3% to 1.2%.

The reduced turnover of companies and decreas-
es in personal income are causing an overall decline
in tax income for the Government of Armenia whilst
public expenditure have increased significantly and
rapidly due to the introduction of support measures
to households and businesses. In the long run, this
will lead to a high budget deficit and rising external
debt.

The financial difficulties that households and firms
face will lead to problems in loan repayments and
reductions in savings. In the long term, the loan/
GDP ratio of 52.1%% can lead to a worsening of loan
portfolios (risk of a dramatic increase of non-per-
forming loans) and the deterioration of financial
stability in the country. The external supply shock
and movement restrictions between countries all
over the world directly affect the international trade
of goods and services and movement of labour mi-
grants. According to the IMF, the global crisis may
also cause a near 60% reduction in the inflow of
personal remittances and FDlIs.??

A vicious circle may be formed where business-
es reduce wages because of financial difficulties
and consumers lose purchasing power leading
to a demand shock that will further deteriorate
the financial situation of companies. In the
mid- to long term this situation can worsen the
financial and macroeconomic stability in the
country, driving the economy to an unprece-
dented depression.

Containment and other mitigating measures
to buffer the COVID-19 crisis have reversed
the high-growth trend in the economy.

The COVID-19 crisis has disrupted Armenia’s eco-

21 Database of the Central Bank of the Republic of Armenia.

nomic growth. This disruption will come mostly from
negative changes in inventory and lower levels in
final consumption expenditures.

From January to May, output dropped in all sec-
tors except mining. The largest drop has been re-
corded in the construction sector where the output
halved in April compared to the same period in 2019
(see the details of the sectoral impact of COVID-19
in Annex 2.

The urgent need exists for economic sectors to
take immediate action in response to the new eco-
nomic situation. Armenia has launched more than
20 state assistance programmes for immediate
socio-economic support (see section 3.4.2) includ-
ing some changes in tax legislation (e.g. deferral of
profit tax prepayments effective from the second
quarter of 2020).

The WHO warns about a possible second wave
of COVID-19 outbreaks in the autumn that may last
from 18 to 24 months.? This raises questions about
the targeting, timing and effectiveness of govern-
ment support. To continue to mitigate the socio-eco-
nomic consequences of the crisis and improve the
chances of a strong recovery, the government will
thus need to identify and support the most vulnera-
ble as well as high impact sectors in order to protect
businesses and workers. The SEIA findings aim to
provide insights and policy recommendations that
will support these efforts.

2.1.2 Specifics of COVID-19’s Im-
pact on Armenian SMEs

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 1:

As a result of the COVID-19 crisis, SMEs in Ar-
menia experienced immediate strong shocks, the
magnitude of which depending on the fields of
operations. Women-led SMEs were hit harder.

The SEIA revealed that almost half of the registered
SMEs in Armenia were working in sectors hit harder
by the crisis. Interestingly enough, the majority of
women-led SMEs were operating in the very sec-
tors impacted by the lockdown restrictions.

22 Second Review Under Armenia’s Stand-By Arrangement and Augments Access to Address the Impact of COVID-19, IMF, 19 May, 2020.
23 Center for Infectious Disease Research and Policy, “COVID-19: The CIDRAP Viewpoint”, 30 April 2020. Accessed at: https://www.cidrap.

umn.edu/covid-19/covid-19-cidrap-viewpoint
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‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 2:
In the short-term, SMEs in rural communities
showed more resilience against turnover shocks.

The average negative impact on turnover among
the respondents was much higher for urban busi-
nesses compared to rural ones.

Observations

The economic crisis due to the spread of COVID-19
considerably hit Armenian SMEs, which employ the
most people. More than 82% of the SME survey’s
2,052 respondents indicated that they were nega-
tively impacted by the crisis. However, the impact is
not evenly distributed. The analysis shows a statisti-
cally significant relationship between the magni-
tude of impact among businesses and their essen-
tial characteristics.

in the tourism sector, indirectly contributing to 14.1%
of GDP. Thus, the COVID-19 crisis may not only bring
a considerable economic decline in the sector but
also result in increased social vulnerability for indi-
viduals and families relying on income generated di-
rectly or indirectly by the tourism sector. Businesses
in trade and non-food manufacturing sectors, which
comprise more than 40% of the registered business-
es in Armenia, are also among the hardest hit.

Agriculture has been relatively less affected.
Around 40% of the respondent agricultural busi-
nesses remained non-affected or were positively
impacted by the crisis. Moreover, the share of re-
spondents from agricultural businesses that report-
ed a strong negative impact is the lowest. This can
be explained by the seasonal nature of the Arme-
nian agricultural sector. The survey captured only
the immediate impact of the crisis on agriculture,
which may worsen during the harvesting and sale

Figure 2.2 The magnitude of COVID-19’s impact on SMEs by activity field, % in sectoral total
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Source: SEIA business survey
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The most negatively impacted businesses in the
Armenian economy operate in tourism, food service,
transport and beauty services. The high magnitude
of the impact is conditioned by restricted local and
international mobility, disruptions in supply chains
and lockdown measures. Although the share of reg-
istered SMEs in these sectors is not significant,24
the negative impact on these sectors, particularly the
tourism sector, may have a broader detrimental so-
cial and economic impact in the long term. According
to WTTC,25 in 2019 there were 36,900 permanently
employed and 137,000 generally employed people

of produce. Besides, the impact on agriculture may
be through indirect channels. The return of season-
al work migrants will lower income levels in the rural
areas where most agricultural activities are concen-
trated. This may lead to hurdles for servicing credits
resulting in the trade-off between loan repayments
and investments in agriculture and eventual de-
creases in agricultural output in the coming years.
Given the considerable share of agriculture in the
Armenian economy (11.6% of GDP in 2019), even a
slight impact on businesses might cause a signifi-
cant decline in the overall economy.

24 Two percent of registered businesses work in tourism and four percent in food services.
25 World Travel and Tourism Council, “Armenia, 2019 Annual Research: Key Highlights”. Accessed at: https://www.wttc.org/economic-im-

pact/country-analysis/country-data/
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The average negative impact on turnover among
the SME respondents from Yerevan (*70%) and oth-
er urban areas (V65%) was much higher than in con-
solidated communities (V57%) and rural communi-
ties (V36%). This can partly be explained by the fact
that the service sector, which experienced relatively
higher turnover loss since the spread of the pan-
demic, is more concentrated in urban areas, partic-
ularly in Yerevan.

Figure 2.3 The magnitude of COVID-19’s impact on
SMEs by community type, % in community total
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Figure 2.4 The average negative impact on turnover, %
in community total
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Source: SEIA business survey

The findings among SME respondents reveal that
relatively smaller companies measured by their an-
nual revenue level and the number of employees
suffered more than medium-sized enterprises. In
addition to business size, we noted a correlation
between age and resilience, with the youngest busi-
nesses (operating for up to one year) experiencing
a stronger negative impact than older, established
businesses (see Annex 3, Figure A3.1 and A3.2).

Women-led and men-led businesses in Armenian

communities are also affected differently,?® with
the former group reporting an impact more severe
during the initial phases of the crisis. A possible
reason is that more women-led businesses operate
in hard-hit sectors such as hospitality, beauty and
well-being services. Additionally, 75% of the wom-
en-led businesses participating in the survey are
small-scale with a turnover of less than 24 million
AMD. This segment suffered more severely than
businesses with a higher annual turnover.

On the other hand, women involved in the agri-
culture business were reportedly less impacted by
the crisis than men. Sixty percent of female farmers
reported no effects from the crisis compared to 35%
of male farmers. Although the hypothesis testing
shows that the relationship between the gender of
respondents and impact magnitude is not statisti-
cally significant, such a large difference needs fur-
ther investigation. Differences in impact on men-led
and women-led businesses by sector and region
are presented in Annex 3, Figure A3.3 and A3.4).

The qualitative research findings point to the fact
that COVID-19 harder hit social enterprises run by
CSOs supporting home-based non-registered busi-
nesses where vulnerable groups of women are
engaged (single parents, women with disabilities,
women subjected to domestic violence, etc.).

2.1.3 Regional outlook of COVID-
19’s immediate economic impact

“ KEY FINDING 3:

The higher the share of the trade sector in the
regional economies, the higher the negative im-
pact of the crisis.
|

The magnitude of the negative impact was higher in
the regions with a larger share of trade.

26 The analysis included only the respondents that provided their names.
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Observation
Figure 2.5 The magnitude of COVID-19’s impact on respondents by marz, % in regional total
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Source: SEIA business survey
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Pearson chi2(70) =161.37 Pr=0.000

According to the survey data, businesses across all centrated in the less hard-hit sectors, manufacturing
marzes reported a strong negative impact by the crisis, and mining, respectively. Marzes where the trade sec-
with the highest shares of respondents being in Yere- tor has a higher share in the economic structure were

van (68%) and Vayots Dzor (60%). The lowest shares more affected by the crisis (e.g. Yerevan, Vayots Dzor,
were in Ararat (37.4%) and Syunik (43.3%), partly be- Tavush, Gegharkunik, Aragatsotn, Armavir).
cause the economic activity in these two marzes is con-

Figure 2.6 Turnover structure by activity field and marz, million AMD, 2019 annual
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Figure 2.7 Employment structure by marz, % in regional total, March 2020
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On average, about 40% of employment in all
marzes and 35% of payrolls in eight out of 10 marz-
es?’ are generated in the public, health and educa-
tional sectors, which were not significantly impact-
ed by the pandemic. In Ararat 53% of payrolls are
concentrated in manufacturing, and in Syunik 70%
of payrolls are generated in the mining industry.

The informal employment rate in the agricultural
sector is 97.5% of total employment despite compris-
ing 49% of the economic activity in rural areas.?® This
has a major impact on tax revenues and employment
data reliance. According to the survey results, rural
and consolidated rural communities remain less af-
fected by the COVID-19 crisis compared to urbanised
areas and communities—60% and 85%, respectively,
reported a negative impact on their businesses. This
is presumably due to the relatively higher share of
agriculture activities in rural economies.

The overall vulnerability of the Armenian economy
is due to the high concentration of economic ac-
tivity in Yerevan as well as lower economic diver-
sification in the marzes. The combination of these
economic realities not only hampers the develop-
ment during the economic expansion periods but
also increases the socio-economic vulnerabilities
during the crises.

2.1.4. Immediate impact of
COVID-19 on key dimensions of
business operations of SMEs in
Armenian communities

2.14.1 Impact on markets

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 4:

The COVID-19 crisis resulted in disruptions of
operations for most SMEs and an apparent de-
mand shock in the market.

The business activity of 65% of non-agricultural busi-
nesses was temporarily shut down. Twenty-three
percent of farmer respondents faced difficulties in
maintaining their operations due to the lockdown.
Eighty-one percent of all respondents experienced
decreased demand for their products and services.

27 Excluding Ararat, Syunik and Yerevan.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 5:

Restrictions on mobility and bans on operations
both in Armenia and abroad have led to econom-
ic and market losses for export-oriented busi-
nesses.

Companies engaged in export reported a greater
impact on their business and earning potential than
SMEs selling their products and services only in lo-
cal markets.

Observation

The lockdown forced companies in selected sectors
to shut down for seven weeks.?° The most vulnerable
sectors in this respect were hotels, beauty and well-be-
ing and food service , which remained closed the lon-
gest, with 90% and 93% of respondents, respectively,
reporting temporary shutdowns of their business ac-
tivities. In addition, the measures imposed by the gov-
ernment have resulted in consumer behaviour chang-
es and reduced purchasing power. Although in all the
sectors included in the study decreased demand for
products and services was one of the most observed
immediate impacts, its magnitude differs by activity
field. The challenges created by decreased demand
were more common for respondents in the follow-
ing sectors: 1T (97%), beauty and well-being (93%),
non-food trade and commerce (91%), food production
(87%) and non-food industry (86%). Interestingly, de-
creased demand imposed relatively less challenges
for the tourism sector, as it could be expected. Only
72% of respondents have reported that declining de-
mand has created challenges for their business activ-
ities after the outbreak of COVID-19. One reason can
be that during the lockdown domestic tourism was still
in demand. Agriculture is the sector least affected by
decreased demand. Only 68% of farmer respondents
have experienced challenges from declining demand.

The magnitude of the impact varies by main sales
market. Companies which target mainly export mar-
kets were hit the hardest. According to the survey
results, 83% of export companies and 92% of com-
panies operating both in local and foreign markets
of non-agricultural products and services were neg-
atively affected by the crisis, with 68% and 80%,
respectively, mentioning a strong negative impact.
Outsourcing IT companies and tourism businesses

28 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia Labour Market Report.
29 The state of emergency in Armenia was declared on March 16. Restrictions on economic activity in most sectors were revealed on 4 May.

30 The study did not include large IT companies.
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focusing on international visitors reported the high-
est negative impact. The results are similar in the
agricultural sector. As the crisis affected the most
globalized sectors (see Figure 2.8 and Figure 2.9),
companies engaging in international trade became
the most vulnerable.

Figure 2.8 The magnitude of the impact of COVID-19 in
the non-agricultural sectors by sales markets, % of total
sales markets
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Figure 2.9 The magnitude of the impact of COVID-19
in the agricultural sector by sales markets, % of total
sales markets
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2.14.2. Impact on employment

“ KEY FINDING 6:

Job reductions in SMEs have impacted women
more than men.
|

The highest staff changes are observed in sectors
that historically employ more women than men:
beauty and well-being, tourism and food services.
The impact is greater in urban areas.
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‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 7:

Global travel restrictions have increased the la-
bour supply in Armenia, thus putting additional
pressure on the labour market.

Returning migrant workers and the lack of opportu-
nity to travel abroad for seasonal work have intensi-
fied the competition in the local labour market.

Observation

The containment measures and reduced con-
sumer demand have created liquidity difficulties for
SMEs. Immediate measures taken by companies to
mitigate this issue include staff-related changes to
ease the burden of paying salaries. The survey re-
sults show that 24% of the respondent companies
introduced some kind of staff change, including
staff cuts (laid-off employees, cut temporary em-
ployees, unpaid leave), reduction in working hours
and pay cuts. Around 73.7% of these businesses re-
ported staff reductions.

Figure 210. Staff changes in respondent companies
by share of women employees
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Source: SEIA business survey
Pearson chi2(11) =110.67 Pr=0.000

Sectors that were temporarily forced to shut down
introduced the most staff changes: beauty and
well-being (33% of respondents), tourism (41% of re-
spondents) and food services (43% of respondents).
However, staff changes were done mostly through
staff reductions in the tourism and food services
sectors and pay cuts in the beauty and well-being
sector. This can be explained by an anticipated rel-
atively longer recovery period in tourism and food
service as opposed to the beauty and well-being
sector.

The sectors in which staff changes were relatively
higher traditionally employ more women than men.
According to the survey results, among the compa-
nies that have made staff changes, the ones with
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higher shares of female employees (50% and more)
have the highest share of staff change (72.6% of re-
spondents). More than 72% of these changes were
done through staff reductions and almost 45% with
pay cuts. Staff changes in surveyed companies by
share of female employees are presented in Annex
3, Figure A3.5.

As the rural areas are mostly involved in agricul-
ture, which shows greater resilience to the crisis,
staff changes in these communities were the low-
est. SMEs in urban areas and Yerevan in particular
introduced staff changes to a greater extent. The
share was higher amongst SMEs with a larger share
of female employees (57.4%). More than 42% of
these changes were done through staff reductions
and almost 30% with pay cuts.

Due to the pandemic many short-term migrant
workers have returned to Armenia or were not able
to travel back to their host countries after the winter
season. This led to an oversupply in the labour mar-
ket, especially in the construction sector. Thirty per-
cent of survey respondents observed an increase in
the labour supply in their communities, which may
result in a slight decrease in labour costs. The high-
est impact was observed in urban and consolidated
mixed communities (see Annex 3, Figure A3.6 and
Figure A3.7).

Figure 2.11. Impact of return migration on the labour
market according to respondents by community type,
% of community total
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Source: SEIA business survey
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The Armenian economy is highly dependent on
remittances mainly generated by labour migration
and the Armenian diaspora. However, a consider-
able share of respondents (40%) argued that there
has been or may be a substantial negative impact
on the level of remittances in the months to come.
The belief is that the longer the borders remain
closed, the harder the impact will be.

Given the fact that the current crisis is caused
by a pandemic, health-related issues among the

employees to some extent impact regular busi-
ness operations. However, only ¥3% of business
respondents noted that the absence of employees
caused by health related-issues or care of family
members posed challenges for their business op-

erations in May and June 2020.

2.1.4.3 Impact on logistics

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 8:

Travel restrictions imposed logistical challenges
for some SMEs.
|
At least 1in 10 surveyed businesses (excluding agri-

culture) experienced challenges related to the sup-
ply of goods and inputs.

Observation

Figure 212. Supply chain disruptions according to re-
spondents by community type, % of community total
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Note: Agricultural sector is excluded.
Source: SEIA business survey
Pearson chi2(8) = 19.54 Pr=0.012

Figure 213. Supply chain disruptions in agricultural
sector according to respondents by regions, % of re-
gional total
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Generally, businesses in Armenian communities
have not reported significant issues with supply chain
disruptions. The short lockdown in Armenia has also
played an important role in this. Interestingly, in ur-
ban areas, except Yerevan, supply chain disruptions
were more frequent compared to rural areas. Busi-
nesses operating in Yerevan encountered almost
twice fewer challenges with supply chains than
urban and rural areas in the marzes. Supply chain
challenges were greater for business respondents
from Aragatsotn and Shirak marzes, 23% and 19% of
non-agricultural respondents, respectively.

In urban and consolidated communities, business-
es faced challenges caused by disruptions in pub-
lic transport. Employees experienced difficulties in
reaching their workplaces. Only 6.3% of business
respondents (agricultural sector excluded) have ex-
perienced challenges caused by disruptions in pub-
lic transport. However, mobility was more significant
in consolidated communities with urban centres
(see Annex 3, Figure A3.8).

Supply chain challenges facing farmers were related
to the accessibility of inputs, such as seeds, fertilizers
and veterinary products. Aimost 20% of respondents
involved in the agricultural sector experienced such
challenges. The proportion of farmers having difficul-
ties in accessing inputs was much higher in Aragat-
sotn (30% of farmer respondents) and Shirak (41% of
farmer respondents) than in other marzes. Interest-
ingly, challenges were mostly related to the access of
inputs from local rather than foreign markets. AlImost
twice as many respondent farmers experienced diffi-
culties with accessing inputs from local markets (15%)
than from abroad (7.5%).

2.1.4.4 Impact on business continuity

“ KEY FINDING 9:
During the lockdown, most SMEs temporary
ceased their operations.

Business activities of almost 65% of the surveyed
businesses were temporarily shut down during the
lockdown imposed by the government.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 10:
Most SMEs face difficulties taking new loans
while experiencing liquidity problems.

Short-term challenges for SMEs were mostly related
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to liquidity issues. Trade and manufacturing SMEs
were already over-leveraged before the pandemic,
and they were unable to take on more debt to re-
spond to the economic downturn.

Observation

Figure 214 Temporary forced shutdown and de-
mand-side challenges by activity field, % of sectoral
total
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As the COVID-19 pandemic progressed, business-
es encountered challenges related to the temporary
forced shutdown. Challenges were particularly ob-
served in service sectors where physical interactions
with customers are high, namely food service, beauty
and well-being. The lockdown created less challeng-
es in food-related industries, such as agribusiness-
es, food producing businesses and food groceries.
Around 54.5% of respondents encountered both sup-
ply-side and demand-side issues during the lockdown
(see Annex 3, Figure A3.9).

All these challenges that businesses faced condi-
tioned by external factors have created both short-
term and long-term difficulties for business continuity.
Most short-term challenges were related to the diffi-
culties in paying suppliers, bills and employees. Small
companies were more challenged by the lack of cash
than larger ones. Similarly, companies with lower rev-
enue levels encountered more challenges with liquid-
ity. The reasons are because larger companies often
keep working capital levels higher and have cash
reserves (cash buffers) for mitigating liquidity-related
risks, while smaller companies have relatively limited
capacities for counteracting such risks.
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Figure 2.15. Liquidity problems by a number of em-
ployees, % of corresponding group total
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Source: SEIA business survey

Figure 2.16. Liquidity problems by turnover, % of
corresponding group total
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AMD 56.8
24 mIn -100 min
AMD 70.0
Up to 24 min
AMD 71.5

00 200 400 600 800 1000

Note: Agricultural sector is excluded.
Pearson chi2(3) = 21.56 Pr=0.000
Source: SEIA business survey

Liquidity problems hampered the ability of these
businesses to pay salaries and utility services and
repay loans. If liquidity issues persist businesses
operations may be hindered. According to the sur-
vey results, around 56% of businesses responded
that they may survive for up to one year if the cri-
sis continues to evolve. At the time the survey was
taken, about 1% of the business respondents had
already or were planning to file for bankruptcy. This
percentage may increase if liquidity problems per-
sist.
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Figure 217. Difficulties faced by respondent com-
panies by number of employees, % of correspond-
ing group tota

5land
more
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Note: Agricultural sector is excluded.
Source: SEIA business survey

Figure 2.18. Expectations for the respondent com-
pany’s survival period, by number of employees, %
of corresponding group total

M 1month
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Note: Agricultural sector is excluded.
Source: SEIA business survey

According to the bank liabilities to assets ratio,
businesses in some sectors are already over-lever-
aged (see Figure 3.28). This ratio is especially high
in the manufacturing and domestic trade sectors,
while it has remained steady in the accommodation
and food services sectors. Official historical data
shows that the debt ratio has a declining tendency
during crisis times (i.e. 2009-2010, 2015-2016). Thus
most businesses cannot afford to take new credits
to compensate for shrinking demand. Moreover,
banks may consider them as over-leveraged and
risky for new credits.
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All in all, the mechanism for subsidizing interests
may not be efficient in assisting businesses during
the crisis. Moreover, in many cases acquisition of
new debt will be used as a refinancing measure.

Figure 219. Debt to fix assets ratio by industries, 2018

The economic crisis that emerged from the spread
of COVID-19 has considerably impacted the SME
sector of the Armenian economy, resulting in
a chain of economic and social vulnerabilities.
Starting as a supply-side shock, the crisis hit

6 == Manufacturing
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== Wholsale and retail trade
4 Accommodation and
food services
3
2 \\
VA S ———\ /
1 \,/__ ———— —==
\__—_——/
0
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Source: Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia

Investment projects were cancelled or deferred
mostly in tourism and food service sectors. This is
worrisome, given the importance of these sectors in
communities and for vulnerable social groups. How-
ever, the relationship is not statistically significant.

The socio-economic impact of deferred or can-
celled investment projects may be much higher
since their proportion is relatively higher in the ur-
ban (14%) and consolidated mixed (9.5%) communi-
ties of the marzes. Given the economic and social
vulnerability in rural communities, the loss of invest-
ments may have an amplifying effect.

high labour sectors such as tourism, catering, re-
tail and services (all employing mostly women),
which are significantly dependent on transpor-
tation. The immediate supply-side shock caused
by the pandemic resulted in demand-side shock
and short-term liquidity issues. Estimations of
many companies and entrepreneurs show that
their businesses will survive for up to one year if
restrictions related to mobility and economic ac-

tivities persist.®!

31 This finding reflects the perceptions of respondents for the period of the survey (May-June, 2020). Since then the situation has changed.
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2.2. Immediate Social Impact
of COVID-19

The immediate social impact of the COVID-19 crisis is
assessed for important dimensions of social life, namely
health, education, income and social capital. Findings
from the household survey are complemented by the
findings coming out of discussions with regional and
community stakeholders to better underline the exist-
ing dependencies and linkages in the system.

2.21. Impact on health

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 11.

The spread of the coronavirus and correlated
economic hardships impacted the health of peo-
ple living in Armenia more than the actual im-
pact on people suffering from COVID-19.

The findings from the household survey suggest that
40% of respondents experienced mental and/or emo-
tional health issues after COVID-19 began to spread.
Correlations between job and income insecurity and
mental health are noted across the country.

“ KEY FINDING 12.

While the capacities of the health care system in
Armenia were strengthened during the pandemic,
the need exists to consider expanding decentral-
ization and other factors to make health services
agile and accessible for everyone during crises.

Overall, the efforts of the Government and health
care system workers during the COVID-19 crisis re-
sulted in the continuity of provided services. Some
improvements in services were also mentioned
during the regional meetings and household sur-
vey. However, household survey respondents who
actually used health services during the pandemic
have had a lower opinion on the quality of service
that those who did not. At the same time, due to
the shrinking number of community health facilities
people are increasingly concerned about the agility
and accessibility of health services during crises.

“ KEY FINDING 13.

Increased pressure on health facilities stretched
the capacities of health care providers in the
capital.
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The spread of the coronavirus put increased pres-
sure on Yerevan’s health care system. Most COVID-19
patients seek health care in Yerevan, where the main
specialized hospitals are located. This dynamic might
change in the coming months when new treatment
centres will start operating in the marzes.

“ KEY FINDING 14.

Despite some improvements, women in rural ar-
eas still face difficulties in accessing health care
services.

A larger share of women than men, 7.4% and 4.2%, re-
spectively, reported that as a result of circumstances
due to COVID-19 they had experienced physical illness.
Approximately 44.5% of women and 32.7% of men said
that their mental and/or emotional health (e.g. stress,
anxiety, etc.) had been affected. Issues with access to
women-specific health care support were identified as
well, although a very low number of women answered
the related question. Hence, this issue was cross-ex-
amined through complementary quantitative research.
Also, more than 7% of women household survey re-
spondents in Aragatsotn, Ararat and Tavush reported
facing difficulties in accessing gynaecological services.

Observation

The analysis of physical, mental and emotional
health issues is very important when taking into ac-
count the possible long-term impact of the pandemic
on health. It is interesting to note that 40% of house-
hold survey respondents highlighted that their physio-
logical and emotional health was affected, while only
6% mentioned experiencing physical health problems.

Figure 2.20 Experiencing health issues as a result of
Covid-19 for men and women

Physical illness
7.4% (128)

B Woman
4.2% (61) B Man
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Psychological/Mental/Emotional health was affected
(e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)

32.7% (473)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 2e-04, 0

**Only showing ‘yes’ category.

*** Note: N = 3174, 3150

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’
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The general health of the population differs sig-
nificantly across the country. Armavir is the most
affected region in terms of physical illness, where
more than 20% of the respondents indicated that
they or their family members had experienced phys-
ical iliness since the beginning of the pandemic. A
high percentage of respondents from Aragatsotn,
Armavir and Ararat reported psychological and
emotional issues. Interestingly enough, the partic-
ipants of the regional assessments in these three
marzes highlighted deficiencies in the provision of
social support services in their communities.

Figure 2.21 Experiencing health issues as a result of
Covid-19 across marzes and Yerevan city.

Physical illness and/or iliness of
a family/household member

Source: SEIA household survey
* Chi-Squared P-value O
**Only showing ‘yes’ category.
“** Note: N = 3182

Psychological/Mental/Emotional health
was affected (e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)

20

15

EEEEN
10

Percent

Source: SEIA household survey
* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0073

** Only showing ‘yes’ category.

** Note: N = 3150

According to the results, more people in stand-
alone rural and urban community clusters (around
45% of surveyed respondents) suffered psychologi-
cally than those in consolidated clusters and in Yere-

van (32-37% of respondents of these clusters) (see
Annex 4, Figure A4.).

More single retirees, recipients of state social
benefits and persons with disabilities reported
physical illness, while more refugees, large fami-
lies and single retirees experienced psychological
stress (see Annex 4, Figure A4.2). In all sub-groups,
more women reported physical illness and psycho-
logical stress than men.

Due to the worsened health situation during the
pandemic health service capacities must be in-
creased. Most participants of the regional surveys in
Aragatsotn, Ararat and Kotayk highlighted the lack of
health facilities in rural communities.

Figure.2.22. Change in services during March-June in
ten regions of Armenia

10
8 H N/E
Improved
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B No change

4
2
0]
CHF/  Hospital Sanitary Social

Policlinic Hygiene Support
Service Service

Figure.2.23. Change in services during March-June in
Yerevan
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Policlinic Hygiene  Support
Service Service

The situation in Yerevan is not all that different.
However, some respondents highlighted negative
developments in service provision by hospitals
and polyclinics during the pandemic. That may be
due to the increased demand for health facilities in
Yerevan. These problems raised the concerns of
people who felt the growing threats from the ex-
panding pandemic. Overstretched medical centres
in Yerevan were not able to provide other regular
medical services, and some non-urgent surgeries
and treatments were postponed.

While some positive developments in health care ser-
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vices were observed by the respondents overall (see
Annex 4, Figure A4.3), those who experienced physical
and emotional health issues did not assess the quality
of community medical services as favourably as those
who did not experience any kind of iliness.

Figure.2.24 Satisfaction about medical services among

those who experienced physical and emotional issues
Physical illness and/or illness of a family/

household member
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Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.2954, 7e-04

** Note: N =909, 904

**** Note: Plots do not include categories
‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

Most women respondents who needed access to
gynaecological and obstetric care services did not
face difficulties. In some marzes women reported
some or major difficulties in accessing such ser-
vices. In Ararat, Tavush and Aragatsotn, more than
7% of women respondents had problems accessing
gynaecological and obstetric care services (see An-
nex 4, Figure A4.4). The main barriers were trans-
portation shortages, the closure of main roads and
fear of becoming infected. Specifically, pregnant
women, pregnant women living with HIV/AIDS and
women with disabilities undergoing treatment were
affected.

It is important to note that many women respon-
dents refused to answer this question during the
survey. Moreover, the qualitative research findings
identify the challenges that women have faced in
protecting their rights to access sexual and repro-
ductive health care services.

Insights from qualitative assessment

People living with HIV/AIDS encountered prob-
lems with getting their medications. Those living
outside Yerevan experienced problems with ac-
cessing treatment in Yerevan due to restrictions of
movement set by the lockdown. To prevent health
complications relevant NGOs ensured that these in-
dividuals living throughout Armenia received their
medications.3?

Persons with disabilities encountered additional
challenges. People driving their own wheelchairs
while wearing a face mask had difficulties breath-
ing. Those in need of additional assistance and care
could not keep physical distance from their care
providers. Persons with hearing problems were de-
prived of information about COVID-19 and related
support programs. Men and women with disabilities
undergoing rehabilitation were deprived of it during
the lockdown, which caused health complications.

2.2.2. Impact on educational ser-
vices

“ KEY FINDING 15.
The Armenian educational system suffered a lot
during the pandemic.
|

Despite state and community efforts to transition to
digital service provision modalities, the lack of ICT
infrastructure and equipment prevented many chil-
dren in both urban and rural areas from participat-
ing in online sessions. Limited access to computers
and the Internet created a new digital divide across
both urban and rural communities.® Online studies
demanded more time from parents to support their
children’s education.

“ KEY FINDING 16.

Pre-school and childcare facilities registered
significant loses in quality.
e
Household survey participants in the marzes high-
lighted a drop in the quality of services in kindergar-
tens, while in Yerevan major issues were identified

in schools, colleges and Higher Education Institu-
tions (HEIs).

32 Woman’s Fund Armenia, “Gwlwjp Ynpnbwyhpniuh wrewolwagdntd.hwuwpwywywb ninpinh Yht gnpédhsbpp L Gpwbg Gnp wronjw,
dwu 2” (in Armenian), 4 May 2020. Accessed at: https://wp.me/paDkXj-cZ
33 Caucasus Barometer survey conducted by CRRC Armenia in 2019. Accessed at: https://caucasusbarometer.org/en/downloads/
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Observation

According to a recent UN discussion paper on
COVID-19 and social protection in Europe and Cen-
tral Asia, the shutting of schools and childcare fa-
cilities places additional burdens on women whose
responsibilities in caring for children and family
members, including sick family members, increased.
As a result women have less time to engage in eco-
nomic activities.®*

Overall, around 80% of surveyed respondents
mentioned that schools were closed or lesson times
were reduced because of the pandemic. Distance
learning issues are more critical in rural areas than
in Yerevan and other urban communities (see An-
nex 5, Figure A5.). According to the Caucasus Ba-
rometer survey (2019), Internet usage is significant-
ly lower in rural areas at 44% compared to 66% in
Yerevan (see Annex 5, Figure A5.2). While young
people actively use the Internet and gadgets, Ar-
menia’s senior population rarely uses the Internet
(about 10% of survey respondents).

Kindergartens and schools in rural areas were
not able to keep up with the initial quality of services
according to survey findings. Survey respondents
highlighted negative developments in kindergar-
tens. Despite some anecdotes on creative solutions
for online kindergartens in Syunik and other marz-
es, the overall decline of services was noticeable
throughout the country. Vocational Education and
Training colleges and HEls were not functioning in
the regions during the pandemic.

2.2.3. Impact on income

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 17.
The spread of the coronavirus significantly im-
pacted the incomes of households.

The lockdown and job cuts in the SME sector serious-
ly affected sources of income for community house-
holds. About 10% of the survey respondents, including
both women and men, reported having lower incomes
due to job losses during the first couple of months of
the pandemic. If the negative trends in the local econ-
omy continue and jobs cuts persist, poverty levels
throughout the country will be severely impacted.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 18.
The magnitude of the impact is defined by the
pre-crisis structure of household sources of in-

come.

The effect of the pandemic on the main sources
income of households differs across marzes and

community clusters.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 19.
Shrinking labour migration severely impacted
income security and levels of rural households.

The majority of households in rural communities
that have received income from labour migration in

the past reported income losses after the spread of
the pandemic.

34 United National Regional Coordination Mechanism Europe and Central Asia; United Nations Sustainable Development Group Europe
and Central Asia, “COVID-19 and Social Protection in Europe and Central Asia”, 2020. Accessed at: https://www.social-protection.org/

gimi/ShowRessource.action?id=56790
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Observation

Figure 2.25. The change of income sources since the spread of COVID-19

Income from working abroad 7% 91% 2%
Support/Charity from N.GO.S or g 94% 204}
other organizations
Government support 79% 3%
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Source: SEIA household survey
* Chi-Squared P-value O

** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘| do not know’.

The results of the household survey confirmed the
statistical data on the main sources of income in Arme-
nia: paid jobs (for 52% of households), pensions and
other social payments (for 50% of households) and in-
come from farming (for 34% of households). Paid jobs
and farming as main income sources suffered the
most during the pandemic, thus creating serious stress
and social pressure on households. The data in Yerevan
indicated significant decreases in income from proper-
ties, investments or savings. This fact may increase the
pressure on Armenia’s financial and banking system.

Rapidly increasing unemployment has a
greater impact on women and youth.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 20.
There is generally a sharp decline in labour de-
mand in Armenia.

More than one-third of household survey respon-
dents reported either losing their jobs or experi-
encing a significant cut in working hours or volume
of work. The situation applied equally to men and
women. These developments increase pressure
on local labour markets and social support systems
in the regions. The International Labour Organiza-
tion (ILO) estimates than in Europe and Central Asia

35 Ibid.

Decreased
B Not an income source
B No change
B |ncreased

working hours will decline by 11.8% for the second
quarter of 2020 compared to the last pre-crisis
quarter (the last quarter of 2019)*. Survey results
show a much higher negative impact in Armenia in
comparison to other countries in the region, reach-
ing 24% for both men and women.

“ KEY FINDING 21.
More young people have lost their jobs than oth-
er age groups.

Every third young employed person (aged 18 to 24)
reported having lost their job since the spread of
COVID-19. This rate was three times less across all
respondents. About 39% of young employed men
and 23% of young employed women respondents
recently lost jobs or requested to take a leave.

Observation

Lack of experience and the oversupply of a young
labour force in the market contribute to this phe-
nomenon. Another factor could be a higher share
of women in health, education and agricultural
sectors, which suffered less from job cuts. While
the SEIA has revealed alarming facts about youth
unemployment, this topic needs further data collec-
tion and analysis.
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Figure 2.26: The change of work activity since the
spread of COVID—19 by gender
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According to the survey, the shrinking labour mar-
ket differs regionally in Armenia. The highest level
of job losses was reported in Armavir at 19%, while
the lowest was in Syunik at 4%.

According to UN estimates, 10% of Armenian house-
holds are dependent on remittances from abroad and
more than 80% of survey respondents highlighted
cuts in transfers. Only 36% of surveyed households
experiencing a decrease in income from abroad ben-
efited from government assistance packages.

Informal (non-registered) businesses are ex-
cluded from support programs.

“ KEY FINDING 22.
Informal (non-registered) businesses greatly
suffered during the pandemic.

Figure 2.27: The change of work activity since the spread of COVID-19 by marzes
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The findings indicate a strong correction between
the level of emotional and psychological stress that
people experience and employment and income
insecurity.

Figure 2.28. Proportion of respondents, who expe-
rienced emotional issues depending on the employ-
ment change and gender.
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Observation

About 6% of household survey respondents men-
tioned that they own their businesses. Approximately
36% of men and 20% of women respondents report-
ed that their businesses were not registered officially
(see Annex 6, Figure A6.1). This indicator can be used
as a proxy for the share of informal economy; howev-
er, it should be interpreted carefully as in the current
survey more than 60% of businesses mentioned by
respondents are one-person or micro-business en-
tities. Most of them suffered significantly, with about
60% of entities cutting their operations and 25% stop-
ping them completely. This finding holds true for both
men-owned and women-owned businesses. The
share of registered businesses that received support
from the government (52%) is two times higher than
the support received by non-registered business-
es (27%) (see Annex 6, Figure A6.2). This data is in
line with the findings presented in the UN report on
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the impact of COVID-19 in Europe and Central Asia,
namely that many self-employed workers, workers in
non-standard employment and workers in the informal
economy are insufficiently covered or not covered at
all by social protection programs.=®

2.2.4. Impact on social roles in
households and communities

“ KEY FINDING 23.

During the lockdown, both men and women took
on new responsibilities in the family.
.

Due to the lockdown restrictions people were spend-
ing more time on household chores and teaching, car-
ing and instructing children, which may have caused
additional stress on both men and women.

“ KEY FINDING 24.
The spread of COVID-19 increased the workload
and household responsibilities for women.

“ KEY FINDING 25.

A higher percentage of young people provid-
ed support to their community than other age
groups.
|

Younger people (aged 18 to 24) reported being
more involved in community life and civil activities
than other age groups. The engagement of people
in community activities is significantly lower in older

age groups.

“ KEY FINDING 26.

There is an awareness gap in local communities
on potential sources of support against domes-
tic violence.
|
About half of surveyed respondents are unaware of

sources of support in cases of domestic violence.

Observation

Figure 2.29. Distribution of social roles and responsibilities by community cluster
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A higher percentage of women devoted more time
to household activities, such as cooking, cleaning,
household management and shopping, than men
after the COVID-19 outbreak as reported in the
households survey. The qualitative assessment re-
vealed that time spent by women on care for elder-

ly, sick and disabled adults also increased.

36 Ibid.

Significant differences were observed in the change
of social status of people within community clusters.
More families in rural communities provided mutual
support to family members than families in towns and
Yerevan. Overall, after the COVID-19 outbreak women
devoted significantly more time to household activi-
ties, such as cooking, cleaning, household manage-
ment and shopping, than men (see Annex 7, Figure
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A71). This is apparent both in Yerevan and other urban
areas (see Annex 7, Figure A7.2). However, both men
and women reported that they are spending more

time on caring for, teaching and playing with chil-
dren and/or caring for and providing emotional sup-
port to adult family members.

Figure 2.30. Distribution of time spending on different activities by gender
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About 15% of young men and 8% of young
women aged 18 to 24 reported being engaged in
helping older persons in the community after the
spread of COVID-19. However, the percentage of
people aged 25 to 34 engaged in community activ-
ities is significantly lower.

Figure 2.31. Civic activism by age groups
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Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.5255, 0.0006, 0.2811, 0.6053

** Only showing ‘yes’ category.

** Note: N = 1061, 1061, 1061, 1061

*** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’
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More analysis of civic activism across community
clusters is presented in Annex 7, Figure A7.3.

About 8% of women stated that they had felt
or heard about an increase in cases of domestic
violence during the pandemic, compared to 5% of
men (see Annex 7, Figure A7.4). Around half of the
respondents did not know where to seek help and
support for cases of domestic violence. More re-
spondents in Yerevan than those in urban commu-
nities reported that they had heard about cases of
domestic violence or that they had felt an increase
of discrimination and prejudice since the spread of
COVID-19. However, no significant difference was
seen between women and men.
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Figure 2.32. Domestic violence and discrimination by
community clusters
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* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0326, 0.0016, 0.0012
**Note: N = 3191, 3191, 3191

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

Gender Dimensions of the Immediate
Impact of COVID-19

The COVID-19 pandemic globally affected health
care and the socio-economic well-being of women
and men differently. The pandemic is likely to exac-
erbate discrimination against women and increase
the burden of unpaid domestic work and caretak-
ing on them. According to data, in some countries
the pandemic has led to a higher incidence of
and a less effective response to different forms of
gender-based violence. The ILO expects that 25
million jobs could be lost worldwide as a result of
COVID-19. The ILO has warned that women will be
disproportionally affected by the job crisis since
women tend to be over-represented in low-paid
jobs and affected sectors.®” The UN Women-led
Rapid Gender Assessment has been rolled out in
16 countries/territories in Europe and Central Asia.
Analysis of the data collected in 10 of these coun-

B Refuse to answer

tries shows that the pandemic has impacted women
and men differently.®®

Both quantitative survey and qualitative research
results were used to illustrate the gender dimension
of the SEIA assessment (detailed in the Methodolo-
gy section). Below are some key insights from the
qualitative assessment that was performed with the
participation of representatives from 20 civil society
organizations (CSOs) that focus on gender-related
issues.

Insight 1: CSOs saw a lack of mechanisms and
multi-stakeholder consultative processes as part
of the response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Inclu-
sion of civil society is important to fully take into ac-
count possible implications of crisis on vulnerable
groups (e.g. victims of domestic violence, persons
with disabilities, minorities). Frontline workers (es-
pecially in health and social sectors), most of whom
are women, are essential for planning and making
decisions in response to a crisis. In this regard, the
UN Policy Brief®® points to the importance of en-
suring the equal representation of women in all
COVID-19 response planning and decision making,
as evidence shows that policies established without
the involvement of women are less effective and
can even do harm.

Insight 2: Women community leaders are vol-
untarily engaged in response measures to the
COVID-19 crisis. Local women councillors* actively
promoted the decisions of the Commandant among
their community members and facilitated the dis-
tribution of protective hygiene supplies and food.
Their leadership and ability to respond effectively to
the immediate needs of the community may bring
them political dividends in the next local elections
and potentially lead to the increased representation
and voice of women in local decision-making.

Insight 3: Women working in educational institu-
tions, health and social services, frontline services
and the manufacturing industry are at higher risk
of physical and mental stress. Most employees in
these spheres are women, and with the rapid spread
of the pandemic women face more pressure and
higher workloads. They also have to quickly adapt
to life changes, such as online schooling, preven-

37 International Labour Organization, “Almost 25 Million Jobs Could Be Lost Worldwide as a Result of COVID-19, Says ILO”, 18 March 2020.
Accessed at: https://www.ilo.org/global/about-the-ilo/newsroom/news/WCMS_738742/lang--en/index.htm

38 UN Women Series: Women at the forefront of COVID-19 response in Europe and Central Asia, “The Impact of Covid-19 on Women’s and
Men’s Lives and Livelihoods in Europe and Central Asia: Preliminary Results from a Rapid Gender Assessment”.

39 UN, “Policy Brief: The Impact of COVID-19 on Women”, 9 April 2020. Accessed at: https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/
attachments/sections/library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=1406

40 womennet
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tive measures and new medical and social services
along with performing household and child-care
duties. According to anecdotal evidence, several
health workers left their jobs due to high physical
and psychological pressure and emotional burnout.
Women are also at risk working in the manufactur-
ing sector due to cramped working conditions, in-
adequate air conditioning, close proximity to fellow
employees and so forth. As a result many women
have gotten infected during several large outbreaks
in textile companies.

Insight 4: According to the household survey
results, since the spread of COVID-19, 8.5% of
women and 5.4% of men had heard about an in-
crease in domestic violence. CSOs and the Hu-
man Rights Defender’s office reported a 30% in-
crease in cases in March and a 50% increase in
June.* Moreover, only around half of respondents
know where to seek help and support in cases of
domestic violence. This indicates a lack of aware-
ness and information about domestic violence and
about the rights of persons subjected to domestic
violence in Armenia. CSOs mentioned that move-
ment restrictions, the loss of income, self-isolation
and the high level of stress and anxiety increased
the threat of potential physical, psychological and
sexual violence against women and children, partic-
ularly children who face a higher risk of being sub-
jected to domestic violence.*> Women and girls with
disabilities are twice as vulnerable.

A number of issues were reported by CSOs re-
garding support to victims of domestic violence:

« Provision of psychological online assistance
was less secure and effective. Often wom-
en searching for psychological assistance did
not use online support, especially those who
were looking for this service for the first time. In
most cases CSO psychologists organized sup-
port measures offline at CSO premises while
maintaining all precautionary measures against
COVID-19. Women with disabilities who general-
ly have limited access to means of communica-
tion and have restricted movement, women who
have been frequently subjected to violence by
their partners, and women victims and survivors
of domestic violence with limited economic re-
sources are more vulnerable.

CSOs hosting shelters for victims of domestic
violence reported a lack of space for new vic-
tims who have to comply with a mandatory 14
day-long quarantine. Additional challenges
facing women and children included lack of
transportation to COVID-19 facilities and unsafe
testing measures in place due to a lack of re-
sources and external support. Women subject-
ed to domestic violence encountered addi-
tional challenges in seeking state-sponsored
social assistance. For example, one women’s
husband had obtained loans on her behalf and
he was unable to repay the loans in instalments.
As a result, the Compulsory Enforcement Ser-
vice had frozen her bank accounts and she
was denied access to social benefits or other
types of financial assistance. In some cases,
the divorce process was put on hold due to
restrictions caused by the state of emergency,
and some women were thus restricted from ap-
plying to certain assistance programs targeting
single parents.

41  Artak Khulyan, “Domestic Violence Cases in Armenia Increased During Quarantine (in Armenian)”, Azatutyun, 18 April 2020. Accessed

at: https://www.azatutyun.am/a/30563169.html|

42 Unicef, “Children at Increased Risk of Harm Online During Global COVID-19 Pandemic”, 14 April 2020. Accessed at: https://www.unicef.
org/press-releases/children-increased-risk-harm-online-during-global-covid-19-pandemic
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2.3. Impact of the COVID-19
Crisis on Community Services

Some key findings were revealed with regional
stakeholders in the 10 marzes and in Yerevan,
which are discussed in health and education
sections of the SEIA. Below are key findings
identified in other services discussed during
these meetings.

2.3.1 Impact on Provision of Utilities

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 27.

No major changes in the provision of utilities
during the crisis reported by the participants of
the survey.

This statement is true for all regions and Yerevan. How-
ever, it does not mean that the provision of services is
of a satisfactory level. The pre-crisis problems in the
regions and Yerevan remain unchanged and problems
with potable water and sewerage, and garbage remov-
al in some regions are likely to deepen the negative
impact on health and sanitation in communities (see
figure 2.33).

Figure 2.33. Change in services during March-June
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B No change
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Source: SEIA survey. Regional assessments Improved
H N/E

2.3.2. Impact on Communication
and Transport

“ KEY FINDING 28.
Provision of transportation services worsened

during the pandemic.

This is relevant for both intra-community and in-
ter-community transport services. Some communi-
ties in the regions were completely cut off from
regular transportation and people were not able to
plan their daily activities outside the community. It
also increases their worries about the health service
provision in case of critical situations. Lack of reli-
able transportation is an obvious source of a chain
of negative effects in the economic and social life
of the regions and the capital city of Yerevan.

Figure 2.34. Change in services during March-June
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2.3.3. Impact on Emergency Ser-
vices

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 29.
There was a negative perception of ambulance
services in Yerevan.

Service providers did not acknowledge a major im-
pact in emergency services being offered. Howev-
er, positive improvements were noticed for ambu-
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lance services in the marzes. This discrepancy can
be explained by the fact that during the pandemic
ambulance cars were asked to always use sirens,
even when there was no emergency. Some me-
dia reports claimed that some ambulance services
lacked personnel and drivers.

Figure 2.35. Change in services during March-June
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2.4. Emerging Economic and
Social Vulnerabilities and Ef-
fectiveness of Governmental
Support

2.41. Emerging Economic Vulnera-
bilities of Local Businesses

“ KEY FINDING 30:

SMEs in Armenian communities are mostly pes-
simistic about future developments in the econ-
omy.
|

Despite negative expectations on future economic
development trends in Armenia many respondents
believe that the recovery period for their business-
es will take less than six months.
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‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 31:

In their process of recovery, SMEs will need the
most support in addressing liquidity issues, pro-
moting local demand and obtaining financing.
|

The main challenges for businesses in their recov-
ery period will be demand contraction and liquidity
issues. Taken into account the high level of debt
among businesses, the non-loan financial instru-
ments and tax deductions and holidays are the most
demanded forms of assistance. These findings hold
true for farmers as well.

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 32:

The majority of SMEs expect support from the
government to overcome the crisis.
.

Most SMEs rely on governmental support and main-
ly expect tax deductions or subsidies.

Observation

Adaptation to the new reality requires close col-
laboration between the public and private sectors
as well as all supporting institutions. Targeted sup-
port measures for the most vulnerable sectors,
business areas and social groups may help mitigate
the crisis’s impact, overcome them and even take
advantage of new opportunities. This requires a
close examination of the expectations of economic
agents to meet the challenges and needs for sup-
port, which might help the design of efficient and
effective recovery policies.

Figure 2.36: Perceptions of respondents on eco-
nomic development for the coming one to two

years
Substantial decline 35%

Limited decline

Neither decline,
nor increase

Moderate increase

Substantial increase

Don't know
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Source: SEIA business survey
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Figure 2.37: Expected survival period among the re-
spondents
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What differentiates the COVID-19 crisis is its unpre-
dictable nature. Uncertainty makes the forecasting
and planning for both businesses and policymakers
even more difficult. However, the perceptions of eco-
nomic agents tell a lot about their expectations upon

which their future decisions will be made. According
to the survey results, 35% of the surveyed businesses
expect that there will be a substantial decline in the
economy in the upcoming one to two years. This indi-
cates that businesses do not have high expectations
and their perceptions will influence their business de-
cisions.

On the other hand, perceptions of business respon-
dents in their recovery period is much more positive.
About 39% of respondents expect that their business-
es will recover in one to three months. However, 26%
of the respondents believe that the recovery may take
longer than six months.

According to the study results, there is a positive
correlation between the magnitude of a negative im-
pact and pessimistic expectations on economic devel-
opment. In food services, tourism and hospitality and
transport sectors, businesses experiencing severe
negative impact have the most pessimistic expecta-
tions about the future. On the contrary, in agriculture
and IT sectors, businesses that suffered less from the
crisis are relatively more optimistic.

Figure 2.38: Economic expectations by negative impact magnitude
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Source: SEIA business survey, State Revenue Committee of the Republic of Armenia

Note: Impact — Economic expectations (Bubble size — employment)

Negative impact: O — not affected, 1 — slight negative, 2 — moderate negative, 3 — strong negative
Economic expectations: 1- Moderate increase, 2 - Neither increase nor decline, 3 - Moderate decline, 4 - Substantial decline

Some sectors are more vulnerable in the long-
term than others. Specifically, for the tourism and
hospitality sector, which experienced the greatest
decline in turnover, the recovery period is expected
to be longer as well. On the contrary, in the food
services sector, which is also adversely affected
by the crisis, the recovery period is expected to be

much shorter.®

43 Additional details about sectoral vulnerability are presented in Annex 8.
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Figure 2.39. Main challenges for businesses in their recovery periods
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Given the restrictions on physical mobility and inter-
actions, the main challenges that businesses expect to
encounter are related to less demand. In some cases,
the products or services will become less demanded,
while in other cases the sales markets and customers
are still inaccessible.

In the recovery period, supply and distribution chain
disruptions are expected to be challenging for busi-
nesses. This holds especially true for export-oriented
businesses, which are heavily dependent on interna-
tional mobility. In such sectors, another worrying chal-
lenge will be fluctuations in the exchange rate.

Considerable decreases in demand and difficulties
accessing sales markets create or worsen liquidity
problems and result in additional challenges for busi-
nesses that will hinder their recovery process.

Figure 2.40. Support needs among businesses, %
in total
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Figure 2.41. Support needs among farmers, % in

total
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In addition to liquidity issues, the new situation
created an urgent need for applying new technolo-
gies and developing a new business strategy. Thus,
the main channels for potential assistance to SMEs
are improving access to financing and tax deduc-
tions/holidays. Many SMEs are already heavily in-
debted and cannot benefit from subsidized credits.
Therefore, there is a need to offer non-debt financ-
ing mechanisms.

The picture is slightly different for farmers. Finan-
cial problems still take first place and farmers have
a high need for support through subsidies and non-
debt financial mechanisms since most of them can-
not afford to take on new debt.

However, several respondent farmers also had
problems with secured realization channels of their
produce. That means support is needed to ensure
that their produce is available in local and foreign
markets. On the other hand, farmers also have dif-
ficulties with accessing inputs as well as trade and
delivery of fodder. Moreover, there is also a need
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for investments in irrigation systems and assistance
in the application of new technologies to improve
productivity.

The majority of business survey respondents have
hopes for governmental support in the recovery
phase. More than 90% of the business respondents
also believe that the state should intervene to en-
sure that their businesses survive. Many respon-
dents mentioned that international and local financial
institutions, donor organizations and local authorities
can be potential sources of assistance (see Annex 9,
Figure A9.).

Most of the future challenges are expected to
remain due to decreased demand. The reasons in-
clude restrictions on mobility, physical interaction
and public health conditions. Those will bring se-
verer liquidity problems in the future and may result
in bankruptcies. Therefore, the core needs of the
businesses and individual entrepreneurs are relat-
ed to new financing sources and particularly non-
loan instruments.

2.4.2. Governmental Economic As-
sistance Support Packages: Cover-
age, Relevance and Impact

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 33:

Most SMEs are aware of state support programs
but a notable share of SMEs faced difficulties in
using them.
|
About 85% of the respondents are aware of the

support programmes, but only around 60% of them
have applied for assistance.

“ KEY FINDING 34:

Support programs introduce only short-term
measures.
|

According to survey results, state support pro-
grammes have largely targeted the most adversely
affected businesses. One-time assistance grants
are the dominant type of state assistance. While
these grants to some extent mitigate the immedi-
ate impact of the crisis, they do not solve persisting
liquidity issues, mid-term and long-term challenges
of SMEs.

Observation

On 18 March 2020, the Prime Minister of Arme-
nia Nikol Pashinyan declared the launch of a stim-
ulus package that aimed at addressing the social
and economic consequences of the pandemic. The
stimulus package is composed of various support-
ing programmes, and each target a specific eco-
nomic sector and/or social group. The total amount
of the economic stimulus package equals 1.6% of
GDP.

Figure 2.42. Respondents that applied to gov-
ernment support programmes, by activity field, % in
sectoral total
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As of 6 June, 51,800 economic entities and 1.1
million citizens, who had access to 100,400 mil-
lion AMD of assistance in total, benefited from the
programmes (Office of the Prime Minister, 2020).
Although it is early to evaluate the overall effective-
ness of the anti-crisis measures, early insights were
gained into the various aspects of provided assis-
tance from the survey results.

The government’s stimulus package contains
specific programmes targeting businesses in hard-
hit sectors (i.e. Action 3, Action 8) such as tourism,
catering, beauty and well-being services and non-
food retail. This explains why businesses from these
sectors have applied the most for state support
programmes* (comprising nearly 70% of non-agri-
cultural business respondents). The picture is com-
pletely different in the agricultural sector. Only 7% of

44  The overview of the COVID-19 economic assistance programmes is presented in Annex 10.
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agricultural businesses have applied to the anti-cri-
sis support programmes.* The reason is that there
are various state assistance programmes out of the
scope of anti-crisis measures that target agro-busi-
nesses through various mechanisms, including spe-
cial purpose loan schemes, leasing and subsidies.
Around 20% of farmer respondents have received
financial assistance from the state through these
channels. The distribution of respondents that have
applied for the support programmes by community
type is presented in Annex 9, Figure A9.2.

Among the women-owned businesses, 70% of re-
spondents have applied for state support programmes,
whereas the same figure for men-owned businesses is
60%. In the agricultural sector, applications from wom-
en respondents are much less (20%) than from men re-
spondents (48%).

In the majority of cases, the respective authorities
accepted the applications. One-time assistances
and grants have an acceptance rate above 80%
among the SME respondents. This rate is lower for
the support programmes 1, 2 and 3. The reason
is that these programmes offer loans with special
conditions, which means stricter requirements and
selection procedure. The rejection of assistance ap-
plications is mostly due to non-compliance with the
requirements (12% of applications).*

increased overall satisfaction with the programme.

Sectors in which the surveyed SMEs reported
the lowest effectiveness of state support included
food service, tourism, beauty and well-being ser-
vices and non-food manufacturing sectors. Unsur-
prisingly, these sectors were the hardest hit by the
crisis, which, to some extent, explains the negative
perceptions on the effectiveness of state support.
About 22%, 21% and 19% of the respondents in food
services, beauty and well-being services and tour-
ism sectors, respectively, have reported that the
state support “did not help at all” to mitigate the
losses caused by the crisis.

According to the survey results, most adversely
affected businesses were largely targeted by state
support programmes. More than 60% of the support
recipients are strongly hit entities or individuals (see
Annex 9, Figure A9.3). Only 10% of the businesses
receiving state support responded that they were
either unaffected or positively affected by the pan-
demic situation. These are businesses operating in
the retail, service and agricultural sectors.

Businesses with extreme liquidity problems that
predicted to survive one month or less if the crisis
continues to evolve had the highest application
rate. About 73% of such businesses have applied
for state support programmes. Less businesses

Figure 2.43. Effectiveness of government support programmes according to respondents, % in total
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Source: SEIA business survey

Around 20% of the respondent businesses men-
tioned that the assistance did not help them counteract
the crisis at all. One-time assistances were perceived
as less effective among the respondents. One excep-
tion is programme 18 (support to the companies that
maintained jobs and salary volumes), the effective-
ness of which was evaluated relatively high since the
Tax Revenue Committee notified economic entities
that they were beneficiaries of the programme. This
might have facilitated the application procedure and

60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

| 1= Did not help at all
H2
m3
m 4

M 5= Was a great help

(around 60%) that anticipated to survive six or more
months applied for assistance. This may be an indi-
cator that the state support programmes targeted
the most affected businesses. However, according
to the results, the financial means received through
the state assistance contributed less to the survival
of more vulnerable business groups, which estimat-
ed to survive a few months. The evaluation of the
effectiveness of support programmes by the esti-
mated survival period of respondents is presented

45 As of 2017, there are 340,000 small and medium-sized agricultural businesses in Armenia, out of which 24,191 have applied for the sup-

port Programme 2 (as of June 15, 2020).

46 At the time of the survey 8.5% of the respondents had applied to a support programme but had not received a decision.
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in Annex 9, Figure A9.4.

At this point in time, demand that either contract-
ed or disappeared will drive the economy into a re-
cession and the chain of disruptions will cascade
in the economic system. According to the study
results, loss of customers and markets as well as
less in demand goods and services will be the top
challenges for the SMEs in their recovery process.
Persistent demand shocks will create liquidity chal-
lenges especially for smaller firms and individual
entrepreneurs. This may lead to a wave of bank-
ruptcies by putting the overall economic system in
danger. Therefore, a systematic approach in in the
recovery strategy is necessary to address the root
cause of the economic downturn.

The potential economic recovery policy shall aim
at preparing the country’s economy for the “new
normal” with a higher degree of uncertainty. Al-
though there is no commonly used definition for the
“new normal”, several characteristics can be con-
sidered:

« ‘Low/minimal touch’ economy

« Accelerated digital business models

» Preference of local supply chains

« Resilience and efficiency

- A more conservative consumer behaviour
« A new attitude towards health and hygiene

Actors in the overall socio-economic system
should consider these and many other factors of
uncertainty while making decisions in the new re-
ality full of challenges, and, potentially, new oppor-
tunities.

2.4.3.Emerging Social Vulnerabili-
ties of Households

Income Vulnerability

“ KEY FINDING 35.

Poverty and vulnerability in rural areas are in-
creasing drastically as a result of the COVID-19
crisis.
|

The majority of households expect to have problems
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with keeping up with the basic expenses and paying
for utilities if the pandemic continues and the eco-
nomic situation worsens. The situation is alarming for
the most vulnerable groups.

“ KEY FINDING 36.

Increasing poverty due to COVID-19 will lead to
environmental damage.
e
Vulnerable households in rural areas are not able
to pay for utilities and are consider switching to
alternative heating means (including burning fire-
wood), which may have serious environmental con-

sequences.

Observation

Considering the significant reductions in income,
many households expect that the most serious prob-
lem will be keeping up with basic expenses (food,
hygiene products, etc.). Around 80% of women and
76% of men who responded to the household sur-
vey identified this issue. About 73.7% and 68.4%
of women and men, respectively, think that it will
be difficult to pay for utilities (see Annex 11, Figure
A111). Socially vulnerable groups living in communi-
ties, such as people with disabilities, single retirees
and others, are more sensitive to financial problems
if the pandemic continues: 95% of refugees report
that they will have problems with both basic expens-
es and paying utilities (see Annex 11, Figure A11.2).
Up to 57% of respondents in rural areas are ready to
switch to alternative heating means if the pandemic
continues (see Annex 11, Figure A11.3). This may lead
to increased use of firewood, which may cause en-
vironmental problems including deforestation, soil
degradation, air pollution and climate change. The
vulnerability outlook differs from region to region.
Figure 45 below shows higher vulnerability rates in
Lori, Kotayk, Armavir, Aragatsotn, Armavir and Shi-
rak due to the ongoing crisis. Notably, regions close
to Yerevan are vulnerable to poverty because of the
shrinking market there.
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Figure 2.44. Difficulties if the pandemic will con-
tinue

Difficulties in keeping up the basic exoences
and paying for utilities

Source: SEIA household survey
* Chi-Squared P-value O
**Only showing ‘yes’ category.
** Note: N = 3054
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* Chi-Squared P-value O
**Only showing ‘yes’ category.
*** Note: N =222

Health vulnerability

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 37.

Increasing poverty in communities is negatively
affecting people’s health.
.

More than one-third of respondents will have to
stop seeking health services and assistance if the
pandemic continues and their income shrinks. This
will significantly impact women and elderly people
in particular.

Observation

The results of the survey show that more than
30% of surveyed respondents—37% of women and

32% of men—will stop seeking health services/as-
sistance if the pandemic continues. There is a clear
correlation between age and situation among
women: elderly women are more likely to stop
seeking health assistance compared to the youth.
More than half of single retirees are in the same
opinion, and this ratio is significantly higher com-
pared to other vulnerable groups. As mentioned in
the UN report on COVID-19 and social protection
in Europe and Central Asia, out-of-pocket (OOP)
payments for health care services may lead to un-
der-diagnosis and consequent inadequate plan-
ning of resources to tackle the epidemic. High OOP
payments place a particular burden on low-income
groups. Across countries in Europe, people in the
poorest consumption quintile are consistently at
the highest risk of experiencing catastrophic health
spending.”’

Figure 2.45. Intention to stop seeking health assis-
tance by age, gender and vulnerable group due to
financial constraints

Gender  Age group Vulnerable group

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Man
65+
55-64
45-54
35-44
25-34
18-24
Refugee

People with

C
[
€
)
=4

disabilities

Single retirees
Large families
Beneficiaries

Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0056, 0.217, 0.0716

** Only showing ‘yes’ category.

*** Note: N =998, 998, 163

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

47 UN, “COVID-19 and Social Protection in Europe and Central Asia”, 2020.
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Figure 2.46. People who think they will stop seeking
health assistance if the pandemic continues by age
and gender

Pl 3/.3% (53

40.3% (107)
55-64 29.1% (66)
41.4% (119)
4554 34.8% (70)
37.3 (98)
31% (75
soas 37.9 (101)
31.7% (107)
25-34
34.9% (127)
33.1% (40)
1824 25.7% (35)
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W Man
B Woman

Source: SEIA household survey

* Only showing ‘yes’ category

** Chi-Squared P-value

“*Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

A positive correlation between age and intention
to stop seeking health assistance (in case of financial
difficulties) is observed only for women.

While the negative trend is observed in all regions
of the country, the most alarming situation is regis-
tered in Armavir, where about 50% of respondents
might not seek health assistance.

Figure 2.47. People who think they will stop seek-
ing health assistance if the pandemic continues by
marzes

Percent
EEEEN
20 30

40 50

Source: SEIA household survey
* Chi-Squared P-value O
**Only showing ‘yes’ category
** Note: N= 2865
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The survey confirmed that the social status of
people is highly dependent on paid labour. More
than 90% of respondents who lost their jobs will
have difficulty in keeping up with basic expens-
es and paying for utilities. About 55% of them wiill
have to stop seeking health services and assis-
tance in case of financial problems. This data in-
dicates the country’s potentially huge social crisis.

Figure2.48. Difficulty with keeping up the basic
services across people who lost their job or got re-
duced job hours

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

95.1% (141)
90.2% (133)
55.3% (77)

0%
Would be difficult

Would be
to keep up with difficult to pay

Will have to stop
seeking health

basic expenses for utilities services/assistance

| lost my job
B Decreased, but | didn't lose my job
B No change/lt is the same
B Increased

Source: SEIA household survey

It is important to highlight that health insurance
significantly changes the position of respondents.
Only 25% of persons with health insurance versus
37% of respondents without health insurance will
consider stopping to seek health assistance (see
Annex 11, Figure A11.4).

Coping Strategies and Sources of Support for
Households

“ KEY FINDING 38.

The state, social networks and financial insti-
tutions are considered the main sources of sup-
port.
|

Taking loans and relying on personal networks are
the most common coping strategies during the cri-
sis for men, while women mostly rely on state and
community support in times of financial hardship.
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‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 39.

Reliance on social networks is the most common
coping strategy among refugees.
|

Refugees in Armenia report that they rely on their
social network more than support offered by the
state.

In the study, the social behaviour of respondents
is analysed in terms of possible sources of support
they will most likely rely on to overcome the conse-
quences of the pandemic. As the results show, male
respondents are more likely to rely on friends or fi-
nancial institutions to take a loan rather than expect
support from the government, which is more typical
for female respondents.

Figure 2.49. Sources of support by gender

50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Will have to Will have to Will have
ask help from ask help from to take a
relatives and the local loan
friends authorities
W Man
B Woman

Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0025, 0.0403, 0
** Only showing ‘yes’ category.

*** Note: N = 2926, 2895, 2801

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

Age is another significant factor in relation to
social support. Young respondents mostly rely on
friends and taking out loans, while older respon-
dents rely more on the government’s support (see
Annex 11, Figure A11.5).

It should be noted that reliance on financial insti-
tutions is fuelled by a large number of consumer
loans provided by local banks during recent years.

The potential coping strategies with the pandem-
ic significant differ across regions. People in Syunik
and Vayots Dzor, where the lowest level of job cuts
was registered according to the household survey,
feel less dependent on external support.

Figure 2.50. Sources of support by marzes

Will have to ask help from relatives and friends

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0515
** Only showing ‘yes’ category.
*** Note: N = 2926

Will have to ask help from the local authorities

* Chi-Squared P-value O
** Only showing ‘yes’ category.
*** Note: N = 2895

Will have to take a loan

Percent
30

* Chi-Squared P-value O
** Only showing ‘yes’ category.
*** Note: N = 2801

Source: SEIA household survey

Friends are an important source of help for all com-
munity clusters. Respondents from Yerevan are less
likely to apply to local authorities and financial in-
stitutions for help (see Annex 11, Figure A11.6).
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According to the analysis of refugee respon-
dents, 72% and 71% will reach out to local author-
ities and friends, respectively, should they expe-
rience difficulties during a continuation of the
pandemic and associated crises. Less than half of
surveyed single retirees expect help from friends
and local authorities.

Figure 2.51. Sources of support by vulnerable
groups

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%

10%

0%

Will have to ask  Will have to ask Will have
help from relatives help from the to take a
and friends local authorities loan

B Beneficiaries

B Large families

B People with disabilities
Refugee

B Single retirees

Source: SEIA household survey

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0925, 01208, 0
**Only showing ‘yes’ category.

*** Note: N = 359, 369, 337

*** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know

2.4.4. Government Social Assis-
tance Support Packages: Coverage,

Relevance and Impact

Source of information on COVID-19

“ KEY FINDING 40.

Use of the Internet as the main communication
channel for government assistance creates accessi-
bility difficulties for rural populations and the elderly.
|

The household survey indicated that the main sourc-
es of information for both men and women about the
COVID-19 pandemic and associated restrictions and
socio-economic measures are provided by broadcast
media and the Internet and social media (see Annex
12, Figure A12.). However, most young people rely on
the Internet in general and social media in particular
as main sources of information. The overwhelming
majority of people in higher age groups reported that
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they do not use the Internet but rather rely on televi-
sion as the main source of information.

Figure 2.52. Distribution of main source of informa-
tion regarding Covid-19 by age groups

8409 (23) 79.6% (384)

15.5% (75)

55-64 (59)] 67.9% (385) 21.5% (122)

45-54 60) 50.5% (255) 37.6% (190)

35-44 79)  43.5% (250) 42.7% (246)

25-34 19)  30.3% (233) 54.2% (418)

18-24 41) 24.4% (7) 61.4% (178)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Other

Source: SEIA household survey B Radio/Television/Newspaper

* Chi-Squared P-value O

*** Note: N = 3191

*** Note: Plots do not include categories
‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

B |nternet &social media
(facebook, Instagram, etc.)

In urban areas (Yerevan (41.9%) and urban commu-
nity clusters (45.6)) the Internet is more popular than
radio and television. In rural areas, the opposite holds
true (the share of the Internet varies from 30% to 37%).

The trustworthiness of information about pan-
demic-related topics is considered an important
issue across the country. Aimost 25% of men and
women think that the information about COVID-19
is confusing or contradictory (see Annex 12, Figure
A12.2). The accuracy of information is positively cor-
related with age: the elderly considered information
to be clear and helpful. In urban areas, more respon-
dents consider the pandemic-related information to
be confusing or untimely compared to rural com-
munities. People in rural areas use television as the
main source of information and consider it accurate
and reliable (see Annex 12, Figure A12.3).

Financial Support from the Government

“ KEY FINDING 41.

There are significant gaps in targeting and reach
for social assistance.
|

Inaccurate databases and documentation hindered
effective targeting and distribution of government
support packages for socially vulnerable groups,
particularly those that had not been considered vul-
nerable prior to the pandemic. Per the experience
of CSOs in assisting beneficiaries of vulnerable
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groups (migrants, women subjected to domestic vi-
olence) the online system operating for the state as-
sistance programs was not inclusive for all types of
documents (e.g. non-Armenian passports) and infor-
mation on vulnerability status (e.g. women subject-
ed to domestic violence who are getting a divorce).

‘ ‘ KEY FINDING 42.

Social assistance packages did not benefit all of
the unemployed.
|

Only half of those who lost their jobs since the
spread of the coronavirus received state support.

Since the spread of the coronavirus, the gov-
ernment has implemented various support pro-
grammes. Information on social assistance pack-
ages has been provided by the Ministry of Labour
and Social Affair (see Annex 13, Table A13.1). Experts
involved in the SEIA process also provided valuable
information on the processes related to social as-
sistance. Through discussions with the Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs and other relevant gov-
ernment stakeholders, a shortcoming with regard
to the accuracy and interconnectivity between
state-run databases have been highlighted, which
caused inefficiency in targeting and reach of the
programmes to people with the greatest needs, es-
pecially in rural areas and remote communities.

Figure 2.53. Receiving benefits and/or any financial
support from the Government, since the spread of
COVID—19
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Source: SEIA household survey
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do not know’
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All the support mechanisms for socially vulnerable
groups and those who suffered economically and
socially were organized through electronic means
of communication. As the survey shows only 30%
of the population use the Internet: 45.6% in urban
areas and 41.9% in rural areas. On the other hand,
the lack of Internet access or computer illiteracy
amongst socially vulnerable groups of the popula-
tion lead to difficulties in finding necessary informa-
tion and online sources as well as downloading and
filling in the proper forms, attaching files and other
necessary actions. These issues brought difficulties
in access to information, meaning that many benefi-
ciaries of social support packages were facing com-
plications in receiving and finding relevant and due
information, especially via the Internet. The distri-
bution of respondents who received social support
across marzes and community clusters is presented
in Annex 13, Figure A13.1. More than half of respon-
dents who lost their jobs due to the pandemic didn’t
receive any support from the government (see An-
nex 13, Figure A13.2).

Conclusion:

The SEIA Assessment identified a series of neg-
ative inter-connected impacts of the spread of
COVID-19 on the economy, social life and essen-
tial services in Armenian communities. The nature
and magnitude of the negative impact to a certain
extent was conditioned by the systemic deficien-
cies in the structures and functions in these areas,
which were present before the COVID-19 crisis. The
health crisis shocks and imposed restrictions result-
ed in disrupted businesses, loss of main sources of
income of households, deterioration of health and
social well-being of people and deepening vulnera-
bilities in communities.

In consultation with the UN-Armenia Experts’
Group, the SEIA Assessment Team suggests a col-
lection of recommendations for a potential recovery
strategy in the country. These suggestions and rec-
ommendations address the major systemic prob-
lems identified during the SEIA. The recommenda-
tions focus on key leverage points in the system,
which can generate a chain of positive changes in
Armenian communities.
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The Government of Armenia has presented a
range of different measures to limit the spread of
COVID-19 and to mitigate its social and economic
impact. The overarching goal of the response has
been to safeguard people’s lives and health as well
as to alleviate the negative impact on people and
companies and thereby the economy as a whole.
Rapid and unprecedented efforts to limit the spread
of the disease, ensure that health care and other
critical public services are available and extend so-
cio-economic assistance services to the large and
growing number of vulnerable people and business
were taken. However, the country faces great un-
certainty. This section provides key recommenda-
tions based on the findings of the Socio-Economic
Impact Assessment (SEIA) to ensure that proper
measures are taken at the right time.

Since a potential second wave of the spread of the
coronavirus is anticipated, and other pandemics or
natural or human-made disasters are likely to occur,
the country should focus on building resilience and
agility of its systems, particularly related health care
and social and economic dimensions of communi-
ty life. Accordingly, recommendations are provided
across the five pillars of the UN framework for the
immediate socio-economic response to COVID-19
to help the country better rebuild. However, mac-
roeconomic issues were not closely analysed when
preparing this assessment, and therefore this report
only touches upon general observations to be con-
sidered by relevant institutions and development
partners (IFls).

The five pillars of the UN framework are the fol-
lowing:

1. Health First: Ensuring that essential health ser-
vices are still available and health systems are
protected,;

2. Protecting People: Helping people cope with ad-
versity through social protection and basic ser-
vices;

3. Economic Response and Recovery: Protecting
jobs and supporting small and medium-sized
enterprises as well as informal sector workers
through economic response and recovery pro-
grammes;

4. Macroeconomic sustainability and cooperation:
Guiding the necessary surge in fiscal and finan-
cial stimulus to make macroeconomic policies

work for the most vulnerable and strengthening
multilateral and regional responses;

5. Social Cohesion and Community Resilience:
Promoting social cohesion and investing in
community-led resilience and response sys-
tems.

3.1. Health First: Protecting
Health Services and Systems
during the Crisis

Recommendation 1: Develop a national strategy
for crisis preparedness and management of the
health care system. The SEIA revealed that during
the COVID-19 crisis there were several critical mo-
ments when existing health institutions were not
able to admit and attend to all patients, particularly
in Yerevan. Additionally, regional and local health
centres were not equipped to tackle the situation.
Lack of health care infrastructure, staff and ambu-
lance services were highlighted during the region-
al assessments. These findings indicate a need
to have a comprehensive strategy and relevant
scenario-based contingency plan for prepared-
ness and response to pandemics and other crises.
The strategy should consider the diverse skills and
needs of women and men, including migrants. Due
to their criticality, some of the issues related to the
content of such a strategy are elaborated upon in
separate recommendations in this section and the
Community Resilience and Infrastructure section
below.

Recommendation 2: Develop a “health care sys-
tem human resource reserve” policy and/or plan.
This recommendation is one of the main elements
of the health care strategy for crisis preparedness
and targets the deficit of human resources in the
COVID-19 health care response, particularly in the
marzes and communities. During the SEIA process,
this issue was strongly highlighted during the re-
gional assessments by regional government repre-
sentatives, community leaders and service provid-
ers. Such a policy could lead to the creation and
management of a database of health reserve hu-
man resources, a system of training and capacity
development and mobilization plans. A health care
reserve can be important for strengthening overall

PART 31 65 | Page



TAZAGY N
(GYULN

AND ‘

KOTI, TA

o T - J
TAZAGYUL (GYULNARA) ANDREASYAN AYO I\JG 'ENTREPRENEUR FROM KOTI, TAVUSH
REGION, OPENED HER HAIRDRESSER’S SALON WITH ONLY A PAIR OF SCISSORS AND A
CHAIR SHE PURCHASED WITH HER SAVINGS. AS HER SALON GOT POPULAR, SHE OPENED
A BAKERY TO DIVERSIFY HER BUSINESS, EMPLOYING SEVEN LOCAL WOMEN AND
OFFERING FIVE DIFFERENT TYPES OF BREAD, LAVASH AND PASTRIES.

AS COVID-19 HIT KOTI, BOTH OF HER BUSINESSES SUFFERED A LOT. “MANY PEOPLE HAVE
STARTED BAKING BREAD AT HOME, SINCE THEY LIMIT THEIR MOVEMENTS IN THE
COMMUNITY. WE DECIDED TO CLOSE THE SALON AS WE DON'T WANT TO PUT ANYBODY
AT RISK DURING THESE TIMES”, SAYS TAZAGYUL. ALTHOUGH SHE FACES SERIOUS
PROBLEMS WITH HER BUSINESSES, BUT SHE IS POSITIVE THAT THE PANDEMIC WILL BE
OVER SOON, AND SHE WILL BE ABLE TO RESUME THE WORK SHE LOVED BEFORE
COVID-19.
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resilience at the national, regional and community
levels against potential health and other disasters.
Pilot projects and programmes can also be imple-
mented in the marzes with support from develop-
ment partners in the midterm.

Recommendation 3: Accelerate progress to-
wards universal health insurance. The findings
from the household assessment indicate that vul-
nerable groups will have to stop seeking health
care services should their income be compromised
during or in the aftermath of the pandemic. Policy
avenues and strategies for introducing universal
health insurance in Armenia could address income
inequalities as an impediment to access to health
services.

Recommendation 4: Strengthen the roles of and
build capacities for family doctors and local men-
tal health service providers and improve access
to information. The household assessment of the
SEIA revealed significant challenges among respon-
dents suffering from psychological stress due to the
COVID-19 pandemic. In that regard, a more system-
atic effort for service outreach and raising aware-
ness for mental health services is clearly needed.
Information materials and other assistance should
be offered to local service providers to help them
reach vulnerable groups and provide better com-
munity-based services to persons suffering from
mental health issues as well as their families, with
consideration for gender-specific needs. The im-
proved capacity should complement audience-spe-
cific public information campaigns that explain the
role of polyclinics and family doctors in COVID-19
prevention and response. Information on available
mental and psychosocial support services provided
by the government, civil society organizations and
private entities should be systemized and dissemi-
nated widely. The SEIA also revealed a serious lack
of social support service provision in all regions of
Armenia, particularly in rural communities. This is
further analysed in the Community Resilience and
Infrastructure section below.

Recommendation 5: Focus on the mental health
of younger generations. As mentioned above, ev-
idence from the SEIA suggests that the pandemic,
lockdown and associated socio-economic effects
could significantly impact the nation’s mental health
through increased exposure to stressors, includ-
ing poverty, low-quality work and unemployment.
The SEIA revealed that 30 percent of young re-
spondents reported a job loss, which is three times

higher than the recorded average of 10 percent. Ac-
cordingly, the Government of Armenia could con-
sider commissioning a countrywide study on the
mental health situation of Armenia’s youth and in-
corporate relevant findings and recommendations
into the Youth Policy Concept (2015-2025) and
the Youth Policy Strategy of Armenia (2021-2025),
which are currently under development. At the
same time, access to psychological services and
other programmes targeting mental and emotion-
al health of disadvantaged adolescents and young
people, particularly in the regions of Armenia,
should be extended through joint grant schemes
by the Ministry of Health and Ministry of Education,
Science, Culture and Sport.

Recommendation 6: Consider decentralization
in the health care system to ensure agility and
access to immediate medical assistance and con-
tinuous quality health care services, including
during periods of mobility/travel restrictions or in
communities with limited access. This recommen-
dation is aimed at the systemic challenges behind
the lack of efficiency and agility of the health care
system in response to a crisis. The SEIA respon-
dents were quite eager to see more localized ser-
vice delivery, including specific types of healthcare
such as reproductive health. Considering the spe-
cific impact of COVID-19 on mobility, connectivity
and physical interaction, digital service provision
should be considered as an important pillar. The
design of a more decentralized health care system
should incorporate capacity building of local health
care providers to ensure quality services at all lev-
els as well as provision of long-term care services
for vulnerable groups such as the elderly and the
long-term ill.

3.2. Protecting People: Help-
ing People Cope with Adver-
sity through Social Protection
and Basic Services

Recommendation 7: Consider social service
provision redesign to ensure accessible, safe and
high-quality social service delivery. To ensure
continued access to basic social services during
the COVID-19 pandemic or other crises, especial-
ly for the most vulnerable people, Armenia needs
to reimagine what social service delivery shall look
like. To this end, the Ministry of Labour and Social
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Affairs, Ministry of Territorial Administration and In-
frastructure, regional and local governments and
service providers could identify and introduce new
solutions for service delivery, including digital and
online service accessibility and mobile service de-
livery modalities. Relevant options could be based
or vulnerability assessments, keeping in mind the
unique needs of women, men, older persons, chil-
dren, persons with disabilities, refugees, migrants
and other social groups. Social partnership oppor-
tunities shall be explored between state institutions
and civil society to expand coverage and increase
efficiency of social work services in communities.

Recommendation 8: Establish effective commu-
nication and information sharing processes for
social protection in the country. The SEIA revealed
issues with efficiency in information sharing on state
support packages and overall social support ser-
vices. For example, the predominant use of digital
means for information sharing and application pro-
cesses impedes a significant part of the population,
such as older persons. Effective communication and
information sharing measures should be developed
to support access to information by creating audi-
ence-specific, user-friendly resources. Information
channels and content shall be diversified and sen-
sitized after considering audience specificities (e.g.
sign language translation, multilingual translation
of key messages for refugees and other non-Ar-
menian speakers, people subjected to domestic
violence, etc.) Furthermore, effective mechanisms
should be developed for social workers and other
social service providers to reach target beneficia-
ries. The Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs would
ideally lead this initiative with the participation of re-
gional stakeholders and private sector partners. An
effective Management Information System for so-
cial services will also be instrumental for good com-
munication and outreach and overall effectiveness
and efficiency of state-sponsored social programs.

Recommendation 9: Elevate the role of young
people in Armenia’s economic and social recov-
ery and development. As mentioned above, the
SEIA revealed that many more young people lost
jobs during the COVID-19 pandemic than the av-
erage population. At the same time, it revealed
that young people are more actively participating
in community support and self-help activities. This
shows the potential of youth to be more actively
and systematically involved in economic and social
recovery. As an immediate measure regional and
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local governments could consider engaging youth-
based organizations and volunteers in community
revitalization and recovery through grant schemes.
Youth could also play a larger role in the develop-
ment of Armenia’s system of social workers. To
avoid exacerbating intergenerational inequalities
and involve the youth in building societal resilience,
the Government of Armenia should consider devel-
oping supportive policies and legislation to engage
education institutions, youth organizations and oth-
er development partners in elevating the role of
young people in the economic and social develop-
ment of the country.

Recommendation 10: Ensure continued access
to quality learning for all children by bridging the
digital divide and exploring new learning tools and
models. The community service-provision part of
the SEIA revealed serious concerns about the drop
in quality of education communicated by teachers,
school administration, parents and regional author-
ities. People and communities must not be left be-
hind as services and support are increasingly based
on digital awareness, literacy and access. Providing
a range of learning tools and accelerating access
to the Internet for every school and every child is
critical. As the country reopens pre-school institu-
tions and education facilities in a safe and inclusive
manner, the Government and local authorities could
also explore models to ensure reliable, affordable
and accessible learning options for all by provid-
ing computer equipment and Internet access. This
initiative will build on rolled-out efforts to promote
remote learning, distance education and online
learning modalities.

Recommendation 11: Explore avenues toward
universal access to child-care facilities as part of
the COVID-19 recovery plan. The SEIA revealed
the importance of safe and reliable preschool and
child-care facilities in local communities. When con-
sidering the full-scale reopening of these facilities,
additional investments should be made to keep
workers safe and expand accessible child-care ser-
vices during extraordinary situations. Affordable
and high-quality child-care services should also be
ensured. Different models could also be explored
considering child benefits, the perspectives of
women and parents and differences in the routines
of white-collar and blue-collar workers.

Recommendation 12: Ensure support to par-
ents (and teachers) when organizing education at
home. While it is preferable to reopen pre-school
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institutions and education facilities, efforts should
be made to support parent engagement in future
distance learning processes. A set of recommen-
dations and tutorial courses can help parents and
teachers adapt to new roles and responsibilities
and learn how to effectively engage. Furthermore,
there is a need to provide targeted psychological
support to parents and to analyse how their poten-
tial mental health issues affect their productivity and
work-life balance so that it can be addressed. These
efforts can be initiated by the Ministry for Labour
and Social Affairs and be supported by NGOs and
development partners. It is strongly recommend-
ed that lessons learned from the previous school
year are systematically collected and analysed to
increase the level of preparedness for effective dis-
tance learning.

Recommendation 13: Employers in all sectors
shall adopt gender-responsive flexible work ar-
rangements and telecommuting practices to en-
sure a better work-life balance. This is equally im-
portant for both women and men to promote the
concept of shared responsibilities of domestic work
and care responsibilities in the post-COVID-19 period
as well. Gender-responsive policies and programs
should be undertaken to promote the concept of
shared household and care work between women
and men.

3.3. Economic Response and
Recovery: Protecting Jobs,
Small and Medium-Sized En-
terprises and Informal Sector
Workers

Recommendation 14: Revitalize economic life in
communities through public work schemes. The
SEIA confirmed that small and medium-sized en-
terprises (SMEs) suffered from COVID-19 through-
out all regions of Armenia. Jobs had to be cut and
the youth were the hardest hit. Labour migrants are
especially vulnerable since they were not able to
travel to other countries for seasonal work. When
developing national and regional recovery (revital-
ization) strategies, particularly by sector, decision
makers could look into designing comprehensive
public works schemes that could directly contrib-
ute to the recovery process, while creating tem-
porary jobs, particularly for those most affected.

Increased public expenditure, particularly in public
works, can compensate for the loss in private de-
mand and create new jobs in times of economic
downturn.

Recommendation 15: Promote Public-Private
Partnerships (PPP) and Co-investments. Beyond
the public work schemes, the private sector should
be considered for recovery and revitalization ef-
forts. Since private businesses are directly affect-
ed by the crisis, the expectation is that they will be
quite open to partnerships. An Investment Facility
could be created to co-finance catalytic PPP proj-
ects in regions largely focusing on secondary cities,
such as the reconstruction or construction of tour-
istic sites and reconstruction of abandoned or un-
derused industrial assets as well as touristic or pub-
lic-use facilities. These investments can create new
business opportunities and facilitate the creation of
new SMEs in the regions. The target should be the
implementation of at least five to seven projects in
each marz during the next three years. This scheme
aims to create unprecedented attractive conditions
for catalytic investments to happen. The invest-
ment incentive can be a combination of comple-
mentary infrastructure building and cash grants to a
private investor. The precondition should be a mini-
mum investment size (e.g. US$10 million), a number
of jobs to be created (e.g. over 150) and an opportu-
nity for the development of local supply chains. To
ensure the efficient use of public resources Public
Investment Management System reforms need ac-
celeration.

Recommendation 16: Green the economy as a
part of recovery packages.The SEIA assessment
identified a lack of energy efficiency and high utility
bills as main impediments to business continuity of
SMEs. One key opportunity for Armenia is to offer
stimulus packages to sectors and businesses to
become low carbon, resource efficient and aligned
with environmental and climate objectives. Besides
creating a more resilient business, a transition to
the low-carbon and resource efficient sustain-
able economy can create a large number of jobs
in key economic sectors, such as renewable ener-
gy, building and construction, transportation, agri-
culture and forestry. Although the transition should
be seen an engine for development, it could result
in jobs destruction and lay-off of workers. To avoid/
minimize the sentiment of “winners” and “losers” of
the transition, measures should be taken to prepare
men, women, boys and girls on equal footing for
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employment in the green economy. Forward-think-
ing government policies could include subsidies,
tax incentives, regulatory tools and targets, eco-la-
belling, STEM/tech education and international aid.
They could also be used to promote standards and
policies that tackle climate change, air and water
pollution and biodiversity loss.

Recommendation 17: Undertake gender impact
assessment of COVID-19 on the SME sector. This
recommendation calls for yet another deeper study
of the situation with gender issues in SMEs in the
context of the COVID-19 pandemic. It will appropri-
ately identify the existing gender gaps and vulnera-
bilities for specific target groups and suggest prop-
er measures to be planned and implemented.

Recommendation 18: Provide vocational train-
ing and job placement support to labour migrants.
The COVID-19 pandemic and associated cross-bor-
der travel restrictions have created an increased la-
bour supply in Armenia, which is explained by the
rapid return of labour migrants and their inability to
travel abroad to seek employment. The IOM rapid
assessment in Tavush shows that the overwhelm-
ing majority of returned labour migrants prefer to be
engaged in agriculture and related sectors, mainly
in running micro-businesses. For this purpose, men-
torship and short-term vocational training are es-
sential for obtaining sustainable, long-term results.
This support should take into account the diverse
skills and needs of women and men.

Recommendation 19: Activating platforms for
Public-Private Policy Dialogue (SME Support
Council, Industrial Board, etc.). The SEIA revealed
a lack of compatibility between the support pack-
ages and the needs of businesses. Public-private
policy dialogue platforms are essential to commu-
nicate the needs and expectations of businesses in
the government’s response efforts. A variety of con-
sultation platforms, with a balanced engagement of
women and men, will establish alternative commu-
nication channels between the state and business-
es and allow for more voices to be heard, including
SMEs and farmers who tend to be less engaged in
policy and strategy development.

Recommendation 20: Promote the production
and consumption of local products and services.
The SEIA revealed a serious drop in demand for ser-
vices and products offered by local SMEs. In simple
words, the supply crisis turned into a demand crisis.
The Government of Armenia, in collaboration with
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NGOs and the private sector, should consider de-
veloping a Buy Armenia PR Campaign to increase
awareness of local brands, touristic destinations
and other Armenian products or services that can
be purchased. Local media and individuals as well
as special interest groups from the Armenian dias-
pora can support the campaign.

Recommendation 21: Help SMEs to confront li-
quidity risks through softened tax and solvency
regulations. Around 33 percent of the SEIA SME re-
spondents encountered problems with short-term
liquidity. For businesses this is a major side effect of
declining demand. Smaller businesses are at higher
risk. Besides measures to encourage consumption,
targeted assistance is needed to ensure proper li-
quidity levels in all sectors. Tax deferrals and re-
structuring of debt are needed in the most affect-
ed sectors (i.e. tourism, hospitality, food services). A
year-long deferral of tax obligations can be consid-
ered for the hotel industry taking into account the
expected recovery period. A review of the Arme-
nian tax and solvency legislation is needed, es-
pecially in terms of softening regulations related to
penalties imposed on struggling businesses.

Recommendation 22: Develop a tax compli-
ance strategy and design appropriate tools for
implementing it. Most of the SEIA business respon-
dents clearly rely on the government as the main
source of support for recovery and are hoping for
softer tax policies. Softening tax regulations to sup-
port SMEs and other businesses is important but
should be done properly with caution. The govern-
ment should consider preparing and implementing
a strategy to cover (1) expanding assistance to tax-
payers, (2) refocusing enforcement on the highest
revenue risks, (3) introducing legislative changes
that facilitate administration and (4) improving
communication and outreach programs. Some
measures—such as tax amnesties and moratoria on
audits—can be counterproductive and are not rec-
ommended.

Recommendation 23: Support distressed com-
panies and encourage a “second chance” model.
Public policy should be designed to ensure a “sec-
ond chance” model for entrepreneurs that closed
their businesses due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
Thus, changes in the solvency legislation are im-
portant for facilitating the set-up of new business-
es for bankrupted entrepreneurs. Any legislative
barriers to the “second chance” model should be
removed and promotional strategies should be de-



RANUSH
SARYAN

HEN SleleAK
4

.li

1
% .--*-—.._ l'-

» <l

COVID-19 HAS SIGNIF ANTLY AFFECTED HRANUSH MARGARYA
PREVENT THE SPI%EAD OF THE CORONAVIR-US RANUSH A
NOT TO INVOLVE THEIR FAMILY MEMBERS AN TERNAL WORKE
AGRICULTURAL WORKS. IN THE SAME PERIOD OF LAST YEAR THExyL\‘
STABLE DELIVERY OF THEIR PRODUCE TO OTHER COMMUNITIES I
HAS DECREASED SIGNIFICANTLY. _
IN SPRING, HRANUSH OBTAINED SEEDS AND SEEDLINGS TO GROW NEW TYPES OF
VEGETABLES WHICH ARE NOT COMMON FOR HER AREA. SHE INTRODUCED DIRECT AND
SOCIAL MEDIA MARKETING SCHEMES AND OFFERS HER PRODUCTS TO PERSONNEL OF
MEDICAL FACILITIES, MEETING ONLINE MARKET DEMAND AND ENS_URINGE'I%ELY
COLLECTION OF ORDERS PRIOR TO HARVESTING. ¥



2020 SEIA REPORT

signed and implemented.

Recommendation 24: Provide support to busi-
ness adaptation to the “new normal”. The Gov-
ernment of Armenia should consider developing
incentive packages that help entrepreneurs adopt
“no/low touch” business models that are safe and
efficient to operate during and after the COVID-19
pandemic. Such support could be financial, techni-
cal or digital or a combination of the three and set
out to help entrepreneurs and large businesses ad-
just or rethink their current models.

Recommendation 25: Design gender-responsive
support schemes for SMEs and entrepreneurs,
especially in sectors harder hit by the COVID-19
crisis, with specific considerations for the unique
needs and opportunities of women and men.
These sectors include but are not limited to tourism,
beauty industry, hospitality and manufacturing. Sup-
port should include technical assistance, support
in addressing market complexities and financial
challenges. Supportive measures may also include
agile business management practices, promoting
partnerships and networking between businesses
for collaboration and peer-support, reprofiling busi-
nesses to operate in areas less risky in emergen-
cy situations, and capacitating micro-business and
SME e-business operations, including online sales
and e-marketing, as well as in risk management,
green and resource-efficient technologies.

Recommendation 26: Invest in digital supply
chains. The SEIA confirmed a clear decline in sup-
ply chains, and digital technology is the clear re-
sponse to that. Digital technology will be important
for the agility of supply chains during and after the
COVID-19 pandemic. To strengthen digital supply
chains, the Government of Armenia could consider
digital integration in five dimensions: (1) reducing
regulatory or other digital trade barriers, (2) facili-
tating digital trade through assistance packages
that help businesses transition to online business
modalities, (3) streamline the implementation of Ar-
menia’s digital reform agenda through initiatives al-
ready developed by the private sector and (4) invest
in institutional coordination across countries in the
value chains.

Recommendation 27: Revisit the industrial strat-
egy towards building resilient local clusters. The
SEIA revealed a lack of cooperation and coordina-
tion between SMEs when developing their recovery
strategies. This undermines potential cost rational-
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ization in order to increase operational efficiency,
supply chains and so forth. Technical and financial
support are needed for the creation of cluster or-
ganizations and to build common infrastructures
and finance joint activities. Regional and local
authorities as well as business support structures
need to be capacitated to initiate, guide and sup-
port cluster building activities. The core goal should
be increasing the productivity and competitiveness
of SMEs.

3.4. Macroeconomic sustain-
ability and cooperation

As mentioned above, macroeconomic issues
were not subject to systematic and deep analysis
in this assessment. In fact, the purpose of the as-
sessment was to compile additional information to
complement the macroeconomic analysis and con-
clusions for effective recovery measures.

In that regard, this document recognizes that the
prudent policy response to the crises demands
that policymakers keep macro policies prudent and
counter-cyclical in order to effectively cope with
shocks to the economy and retain macro stability.
Moreover, failures in macro policies can endanger
future growth potential and undermine the govern-
ment’s efforts to effectively deal with sector issues
in the short and midterm perspective. Thus, ensur-
ing macro stability in Armenia is essential, and any
sector-specific policy response should be in line
with the macroeconomic policies undertaken by the
respective bodies.

All the economic and social policy measures
are associated with increased public expenditure,
whereas the uncontrolled deterioration of econom-
ic activity translates into an undesirable decline in
budget revenues. A holistic approach should be ad-
opted in designing the set of policy interventions
with a focus on the interplay between the macro
level and microlevel policies. Otherwise, the ap-
plied policies may not serve their objectives and
risks for the overall economy during the crisis can
increase. The brief overview of macroeconomic pol-
icies for recent years (from the perspective of the
subjects of interests in this assessment) and their
possible stances during a pandemic are presented
in Annex 14.
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3.5. Community Resilience
and Infrastructure

Recommendation 28. Develop and implement
a crisis communication strategy for the govern-
ment, with the participation of all stakeholders,
that should support the implementation of crisis
management policies carried out by the govern-
ment and local administrative bodies.

The SEIA revealed deficiencies in both content
and delivery of crisis-related communication. The cri-
sis communication strategy should be inclusive and
comprehensive and include detailed actions before,
during and after the crisis. This continuously updat-
ed strategy should become an integral part of the
general policy of national and community resilience
enhancement. Integration of tailored formats of com-
munication, pre-developed messages and special
coordination mechanisms will significantly improve
the effectiveness of crisis management policies and
reduce the time necessary for recovery.

Recommendation 29: Ensure agile participatory
and inclusive mechanisms for multi-stakeholder
policy dialogue at all phases of crisis response.
The established civil society advisory committees
and councils under the Prime Minister’s office and
several ministries can be engaged for this purpose.
Gender-balanced mechanisms should be estab-
lished at all phases of the crisis response, both at
national and local decision-making levels. Women
working in frontline health and social services, who
are most affected, should be equitably represented
at all levels of planning and decision making.

Recommendation 30: Ensure reliable, safe, ac-
cessible and affordable transportation in and be-
tween communities. Lack of transportation impacts
the health and well-being of people in all communi-
ties, especially in small rural ones. Access to health
services and jobs is limited for residents in rural
communities as a result of poor transportation. The
SEIA revealed that transportation is a high priority in
all regions of Armenia. During the lockdown people
were cut off and the situation has not yet normal-
ized. Transportation companies rely on demand,
and COVID-19 safety measures are problematic.
Creating a transparent competitive environment
and local tax incentives for service providers, cou-
pled with the introduction of important measures
for the health safety of drivers and passengers,

can bring quick results and increase the liveability
and resilience of rural settlements. Communities
can consider various solutions (including collabo-
ration between municipalities) to provide quality
transportation to all, especially those living in far ru-
ral settlements.

Recommendation 31: Support the transitions
towards resource efficiency and green energy
sources for households and communities. The
household assessment findings of the SEIA sug-
gest that many families are considering moving to
alternative sources of energy since they cannot pay
for electricity and gas utilities, a problem amplified
with the income cuts during the COVID-19 pandem-
ic. Energy efficiency in public buildings and hous-
ing stock needs to be increased. Energy efficiency
improvements in housing (especially in apartment
buildings) can greatly cut energy consumption for
dwellers. Furthermore, decreased usage of natu-
ral gas, which is the main source of heating in the
country, will in turn lower CO2 emissions and thus
address global warming. Investments in improving
energy efficiency in buildings will bring new jobs.
The economy will benefit further from the develop-
ment of construction-related industries, including
local production of equipment and building materi-
als. Creative models for the participation of grass-
roots organizations, such as housing associa-
tions, can be further explored. These initiatives can
become the cornerstone for future “green recovery
strategies” at local and regional levels.

Recommendation 32: Ensure a reliable water
supply, especially during crisis situations. SEIA
respondents mentioned the lack of a reliable sup-
ply of quality potable water as pressing issue. A
number of regional hospitals and community health
facilities have had a lack of reliable water supply
during the COVID-19 response. This problem seri-
ously hampers following proper health and sanitary
measures to combat COVID-19 (or any other similar
health crisis). The provision of quality potable water
for households and health facilities should be pri-
oritized in state-sponsored investment projects and
local community initiatives. Modernization of the
deteriorated water supply network can significantly
cut loses in the system, save water resources in the
country and support efficient management of water
resources in general. Water system rehabilitation
projects can also be implemented as public in-
vestment programs with the use of PPP methods.
Additionally, innovative and alternative methods
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should be explored for securing water reserves for
medical facilities in crisis preparedness and re-
sponse. This should be part of the national Strategy
for Crisis Preparedness of the Health Care System.

Recommendation 33: Invest in the moderniza-
tion of sewerage systems and efficient solid waste
management. The SEIA revealed amplified sewer-
age and waste management issues, predominantly
in cities. All regional interlocutors expressed strong
concerns during the regional meetings around these
issues as additional stressors for authorities as they
battle the COVID-19 pandemic. Unless addressed,
this situation may become a trigger for potential
epidemics in the future. Modernization and further
development of sewerage and waste management
systems in the country shall be considered as a pri-
ority topic for “green recovery strategies”, as these
issues also greatly impact the environment. Large-
scale projects can be supported by the government
and institutional investors (IFls), while small-scale im-
provements can be implemented by regional and
community development projects, including labour
intensive programs and PPPs.

Recommendation 34: Ensure reliable and effi-
cient community ambulance services. The lack of
proper ambulance services in communities through-
out the country was amplified during the COVID-19
pandemic when the need for emergency services
skyrocketed. A number of people shared their trau-
matic experiences and fears in this regard while
research for the SEIA was being conducted. The
lack of ambulance services in Yerevan and regional
communities can be addressed by 1) decentralizing
the provision of ambulance services at the region-
al and community levels, allowing local authorities
to flexibly address changing needs, including add-
ed staff and vehicles, and 2) implementing local
capacity building initiatives to create health and
ambulance reserve potential at regional and lo-
cal levels. While the first approach requires further
analysis and regulation as well as the development
of criteria and a monitoring system by the Minis-
try of Health, the second approach can be imple-
mented using mainly local capacities. The creation
of medical and ambulance reserves, which can be
mobilized during emergencies, could be an imme-
diate strategy for building resilience in Armenian
communities. Existing capacities in the marzes and
communities of Armenia should be engaged.

Recommendation 35: Rethinking the role and
functions of the police during the crisis. The SEIA

revealed an interesting development in expecta-
tions about the role of police during times of crisis.
Beyond their key role in enforcing the COVID-19
special measures, the police were increasingly ex-
pected to provide support in social issues such as
domestic violence and monitoring the movement of
self-isolated people. There is a lack of specific ca-
pacities and skills on socially sensitive issues with-
in the police service to provide quality assistance
and support to citizens. As such, special trainings
and retreats for the police could be organized in
line with new functions, and the education pro-
grammes for the new police recruits can be revised.
Further discussions and consultations with experts
and the Police of the Republic of Armenia can help
determine the most efficient solutions. The ongoing
police reform measures in the country should take
this into account.

Recommendation 36: Expand information chan-
nels on the prevention of domestic violence an-
davailable mechanisms to apply for help. Exist-
ing infrastructure in communities (e.g. pharmacies,
post offices, etc.) should be used to disseminate
information about hotlines, procedures and sup-
port provided by organizations and institutions for
victims of domestic violence, or women facing the
risk of it, especially in an emergency. It is import-
ant to consider the strengthening and expansion of
state and CSO-run support services and response
mechanism at regional and local levels, such as cri-
sis centres and shelters for victims of gender-based
violence, hotlines and consultative support with the
aim of strengthened protection, including during
emergency/ lock down settings.

Recommendation 37: Strengthening emergen-
cy social services. The SEIA confirmed that mental
health issues registered during the COVID-19 pan-
demic were due to the lack of responsive social ser-
vices during emergency situations. The pandemic
showed an urgent need for establishing and man-
aging inclusive and accessible Hotline Services in
all communities to support people in difficult social
circumstances. While there is a hotline number at
the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, there is a
need for establishing a more efficient and visible
social communication service (“SOCIAL 911”). The
experience of a successfully functioning emergen-
cy services and call centre at the Ministry of Emer-
gency Situations can be utilized to create such ser-
vices in all regions and communities.
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ANNEX 1. DETAILS ON SEIA METHODOLOGY

1.1. General methodology
framework

The SEIA was designed as a rapid assessment ex-
ercise to reflect the changes happening in Armenian
communities during the spread of COVID-19 in the
country. Given the unusual circumstances, the SEIA
team adapted traditional research methods and tools
to enable remote data gathering and engagement of
stakeholders. It utilized information from a variety of
ongoing studies and contributed to the knowledge
of the situation in the country as a whole and in com-
munities. In particular, as a result of the SEIA effective
and efficient response measures can be developed
in order to address the continued crisis.

The SEIA applied a qualitative and quantitative
research methodology, based on primary and sec-
ondary data analysis. For primary data collection
at the household level, the Rapid Gender Analysis
(RGA)', an assessment tool developed by the UN
Women/Women Count Global Programme (UNW/
WCGP) was used to assess the impact of the coro-
navirus pandemic on challenges faced by women
and men. This included their economic empower-
ment and vulnerability and how the changing situ-
ation affected the livelihoods of men and women.

For business data collection, a specific assessment
tool was developed by EV Consulting. It aimed to re-
veal aspects of the current crisis in the Armenian SME
sector, building on insights from other countries about
the COVID-19 outbreak and other pandemics or di-
sasters. The first version of the assessment tool was
formulated based on predefined research questions.
It was later modified based on new insights and feed-
back received from various experts and institutions.

The overall objective of the modifications was to
develop a questionnaire that would:

a. be relevant to the Armenian context, in terms of
both the pandemic situation and previous so-
cio-economic conditions in Armenian communi-
ties; and

b. capture possible aspects of COVID-19’s impact
on business activities, both from economic and
social perspectives.

The participatory assessment of 20 essential
services employed two instruments. First, online
meetings were conducted with regional and local
representatives in all 10 regional governments of
the country as well as Yerevan. Next, participants
in these meetings engaged essential service pro-
viders in discussions using an online questionnaire
developed by the SEIA team in consultation with re-
gional stakeholders.

The assessment looked at the following essential
services provided at the community level:

a. Polyclinics/community health points, hospitals,
sanitary services and social support services;

b. Kindergartens, schools, colleges and higher ed-
ucation institutions (HEI);

c. Gas supply, electricity, water and sewerage and
waste removal,

d. Cell phone/Internet, television, intra-community
transport and inter-community transport;

5. Rescue service, police, ambulance and commu-
nity hotline services.

1.2.Data sources

Primary data was collected through four different
surveys focused on the COVID-19 crisis impact and
imposed measures on households, SMEs, farmers
and essential service providers. The household
survey assessment was conducted using phone in-
terviews and online surveys. The SME and farmer
surveys were conducted only via individual phone
calls. For essential service provision, information
was collected through regional meetings and online
survey tools developed for each respective region.
All questionnaires were prepared using the online

1 UNW/WCGP, “The Impact of COVID-19 on Women'’s and Men'’s Lives and Livelihoods in Europe and Central Asia. Preliminary Results of

Rapid Gender Assessment”, 2020.
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KoBo Toolbox? with interviewers or respondents in-
putting responses directly into the application.

In addition to the primary data sources, a com-
prehensive review of secondary sources was con-
ducted. Priority was given to publications, COVID-19
impact assessments (micro, meso and macro) and
data provided by the Armenian Ministries, the Sta-
tistical Committee (SC), the State Revenue Com-
mittee (SRC), Local Administrations (LA), Regional
Governments (RG), UN Agencies (UNA) and Interna-
tional Finance Institutions (IFl).

1.3. Sample target and size

Geographical focus

The SEIA focused on five clusters of communities
across all 10 marzes (regions) of Armenia, identified
based on the current administrative division of the
country. These were:

a. rural communities (non-consolidated);
b. urban communities (non-consolidated);

c. consolidated communities within the rural cen-
tre;

d. consolidated communities within the urban cen-
tre; and

e. Yerevan.

These clusters are used both in designing eco-
nomic and household surveys.

Sample size

In total, over 7,200 individuals provided responses
to the SEIA. Respondents represented 3,000 house-
holds (600 households per community cluster), 1,537
SMEs, 515 farmers (from 58 communities across all 10
regional governments and Yerevan), 2,150 represen-
tatives from local authorities and service providers,
150 people through focused group discussions and
over 2,000 people through the online survey on es-
sential services throughout the 10 marzes of Armenia.

2  https://www.kobotoolbox.org/

1.4.Sample design

A multistage stratified sampling design was imple-
mented using the five clusters of communities as
strata. In each of the 10 marzes, communities were
grouped into four regional clusters. Yerevan is con-
sidered as a separate cluster. AlImost all standalone
cities were included in the urban community cluster.

Stage 1: Almost all regional urban communities
and the urban centres of consolidated communities
were grouped into the respective clusters, namely,
“urban communities” and “consolidated communi-
ties with an urban centre.” In marzes with one or
two consolidated communities of the same type, all
were included in the sample. Where the number of
consolidated communities was large, two or three
of them were randomly chosen.

Stage 2: One or two rural settlements were ran-
domly sampled from each consolidated mixed/rural
community and added to corresponding clusters.

Stage 3: In standalone rural communities different
numbers of rural settlements (3-10) were selected
for the survey. It should be noted that in some marz-
es all former rural settlements were consolidated
completely, thus no other rural communities were
chosen. However, in Armavir the consolidation pro-
cess has not yet started. In Ararat there is only one
consolidated community with a rural centre.

The detailed breakdown of the sample size across
regions and community types for both household
and business surveys are presented below.
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Table A1.1. Planned and actual sample size of household survey by region and community cluster

Consolidated. Consolidated. Sample Sapmle

mixed rural Rural Urban  planned actual Percentage
Aragatsotn 0 40 52 63 26 181 179 99
Ararat 0 0 40 240 67 347 367 106
Armavir 0 0 0 109 86 195 203 104
Gegharkunik 0 Y 64 55 56 215 280 130
Kotayk 0 82 51 107 96 336 371 10
Lori 0 98 71 0 97 266 284 107
Shirak 0 0 15 26 149 290 309 107
Syunik 0 186 50 0 0 236 246 104
Tavush 0 122 53 0 15 190 200 105
Vayots Dzor 0 31 105 0 8 144 144 100
Yerevan 600 0 0 0 600 608 101

Table A1.2: Sample structure of household survey by community

Community

Community

Community

Community

Name Type Sample Size Name Type Sample Size
Yerevan Yerevan City 600 Gegharkunik Sevan Urban 21
Aragatsotn Aparan Consolidated 35 Gegharkunik Gavar Urban 24
mixed
Aragatsotn Kuchak Consolidated 5 Gegharkunik Vardenis Consolidated 17
mixed mixed
Aragatsotn Ashtarak Urban 17 Gegharkunik Ayrk Consolidated 5
mixed
Aragatsotn Alagyaz Consolidated 37 Gegharkunik Chambarak Consolidated 14
rural mixed
Aragatsotn Rya Taza Consolidated 10 Gegharkunik Vahan Consolidated 5
rural mixed
Aragatsotn Avshen Consolidated 5 Gegharkunik Martuni Urban 1
rural
Aragatsotn Talin Urban 9 Gegharkunik Geghamasar  Consolidated 39
rural
Aragatsotn Byurakan Rural 26 Gegharkunik Sotk Consolidated 5
rural
Aragatsotn Nor Edesia Rural 8 Gegharkunik Shoghakat Consolidated 15
rural
Aragatsotn Zovasar Rural 5 Gegharkunik Artanish Consolidated 5
rural
Aragatsotn Sasunik Rural 18 Gegharkunik Tsovagyugh Rural 15
Aragatsotn Bazmaghbyur Rural 6 Gegharkunik Ddmashen Rural 9
Ararat Masis Urban 19 Gegharkunik Lanjaghbyur Rural 9
Ararat Ararat Urban 16 Gegharkunik Tsakkar Rural 1
Ararat Artashat Urban 20 Gegharkunik Mets Masrik Rural 10
Ararat Vedi Urban 12 Kotayk Abovyan Urban 40
Ararat Urtsadzor Consolidated 40 Kotayk Hrazdan Urban 40
rural
Ararat Aralez Rural 20 Kotayk Charentsavan Consolidated 38
mixed
Ararat Lusarat Rural 21 Kotayk Bjni Consolidated 10
mixed
Ararat Dashtavan Rural 16 Kotayk Karenis Consolidated 5
mixed
Ararat Arevshat Rural 18 Kotayk Alapars Consolidated 10
mixed
Ararat Darakert Rural 17 Kotayk Byureghavan Consolidated 14
mixed
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Community
Name

Community
Type

Sample Size

Community
Name

Community
Type

Sample Size

Ararat Burastan Rural 17 Kotayk Nurnus Consolidated 5
mixed
Ararat Verin Artashat Rural 35 Kotayk Meghradzor Consolidated 36
rural
Ararat Mkhchyan Rural 33 Kotayk Aghavnadzor  Consolidated 10
rural
Ararat Kharbert Rural 62 Kotayk Artavaz Consolidated 5
rural
Armavir Vagharsha-pat Urban 40 Kotayk Tsaghkadzor  Urban 15
Armavir Armavir Urban 30 Kotayk Aramus Rural 18
Armavir Metsamor Urban 16 Kotayk Solak Rural 12
Armavir Karakert Rural 15 Kotayk Kasakh Rural 24
Armavir Aknalich Rural 1" Kotayk Lernanist Rural 17
Armavir Arevik Rural 9 Kotayk Garni Rural 37
Armavir Janfida Rural 12 Lori Vanadzor Urban 85
Armavir Gay Rural 12 Lori Alaverdi Consolidated 35
mixed
Armavir Geghakert Rural 9 Lori Haghpat Consolidated 5
rural
Armavir Dalarik Rural 13 Lori Stepanavan Consolidated 28
mixed
Armavir Sardarapat Rural 17 Lori Katnaghbyur  Consolidated 5
(Hoktember) mixed
Armavir Tsaghkungq Rural 5 Lori Spitak Urban 12
Armavir Baghramyan  Rural 5 Lori Tashir Consolidated 20
mixed
Syunik Kapan Consolidated 62 Lori Lernahovit Consolidated 5
mixed mixed
Syunik David Bek Consolidated 10 Lori Odzun Consolidated 51
mixed rural
Syunik Sisian Consolidated 39 Lori Mghart Consolidated 5
mixed rural
Syunik Shaki Consolidated 10 Lori Hagvi Consolidated 5
mixed rural
Syunik Goris Consolidated 37 Lori Arevatsag Consolidated 10
mixed rural
Syunik Khndzoresk Consolidated 10 Shirak Gyumri Urban 18
mixed
Syunik Meghri Consolidated 14 Shirak Artik Urban 16
mixed
Syunik Agarak Consolidated 5 Shirak Ashotsk Consolidated 58
mixed rural
Syunik Tegh Consolidated 25 Shirak Mets Sepasar Consolidated 10
rural rural
Syunik Karashen Consolidated 10 Shirak Amasia Consolidated 37
rural rural
Syunik Khoznavar Consolidated 5 Shirak Voghiji Consolidated 10
rural rural
Syunik Kornidzor Consolidated 10 Shirak Maralik Urban 15
rural
Tavush Berd Consolidated 36 Shirak Arapi Rural 7
mixed
Tavush Mosesgegh Consolidated 15 Shirak Pemzashen Rural 12
mixed
Tavush Dilijan Consolidated 34 Shirak Harich Rural 8
mixed
Tavush Haghartsin Consolidated 10 Vayots Dzor Rind Consolidated 15

mixed

rural
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Community Community Community Community
Name Type Sample Size Name Type Sample Size
Tavush ljevan Urban 15 Vayots Dzor Agarakadzor  Consolidated 10
rural
Tavush Noyemberyan Consolidated 22 Vayots Dzor Aghavnadzor  Consolidated 20
mixed rural
Tavush Dovegh Consolidated 5 Vayots Dzor Jermuk Consolidated 13
mixed mixed
Tavush Koghb Consolidated 43 Vayots Dzor Gndevaz Consolidated 5
rural mixed
Tavush Zorakan Consolidated 10 Vayots Dzor Vayq Consolidated 8
rural mixed
Vayots Dzor Areni Consolidated 50 Vayots Dzor Azatek Consolidated 5
rural mixed
Vayots Dzor Khachik Consolidated 10 Vayots Dzor Yeghegnadzor Urban 8
rural
Table A1.3. Sample structure of business survey by re- Table A1.4. Sample structure of business survey by
gion community cluster type
. SME d lj“armer d Community SME Farmer
Region EgpEiiars PO cluster type respondents respondents
Aragatsotn 83 29 Consolidated mixed 401 237
Ararat 102 77
Consolidated rural 82 143
Armavir 105 30
Rural 36 18
Gegharkunik 130 54
Urban 667 17
Yerevan 351 0
Lori 175 59
on Total 1,537 515
Shirak 125 45
Syunik 15 75 ' For the household survey, overall, 126 communi-
o - ties (about 15 percent of all communities of Arme-
Tavush nia) participated in the survey (Table A1.2) from all
Vayots Dzor 76 30 five clusters. The business survey was conducted in
Yerevan 351 0 58 communities where both the SMEs and farmers
were surveyed. Geographical coverage of the 88
Total 1537 515

communities is illustrated below.?

3 The map depicts Yerevan, all standalone rural and urban communities, and centres of consolidated commu-
nities.
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After all the communities were selected for the
study, a meeting was organized by the UNDP team
to discuss the rationale of the selection according
to the effects of COVID-19 and regional characteris-
tics. Several communities were replaced as a result.

Sample size for the household survey

Taking into consideration the goals of the study,
the sample size was calculated to ensure represen-
tative results at each community cluster level. The
sample size was calculated using the following for-

mula: 2 .2
Zg/ 2P
= 2 - 600
e
where
1. a=0.05 level of significance (or 95% confi-

dence level)

Sisian s Goris , Tegh

Dastakert

Kapan
Kadjaran

Meg.hri

2. p=0.5 hypothetical proportion of people who
are affected by COVID-19
3. e=0.04 margin of error

The total sample size of the household survey
was 3,000 country wide.

Within each of the four regional community types
the same size was allocated proportionally ac-
cording to the population of selected communities
across the marzes.

For very small rural settlements the sample size
was fixed at 5, 10 and 15 households for different
marzes.

Sample unit

The final sampling unit included individuals aged
18 years old and above. Respondents from selected
communities were chosen through simple random
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sampling (SRS) from a list of phone numbers pro-
vided by a local data vendor company and local au-
thorities. According to the actual survey the average
response rate was about 40 percent. Approximately
8,000 calls were conducted during the survey.

It was important to ensure inclusion of individuals
from vulnerable groups in the survey. To achieve
this goal regional partners were asked to provide
contact information of individuals from the following
groups:

« households with many children;
. people with disabilities;

. people who permanently get social benefits
from government;

« single pensioners.

According to Armstat these vulnerable groups rep-
resent 10-15 percent of the population of Armenia.
Therefore, it was decided to target 10 percent and
include them equally from all marzes. This allowed
the team to include in the sample approximately 300
respondents from these vulnerable groups and then
analyse the effects of COVID-19 on these vulnerable
individuals. In addition to these four groups, UNHCR
suggested including refugees as a specific category
and provided a list of phone numbers, from which ap-
proximately 30 respondents were randomly chosen.

Care must be taken while interpreting the results
of the survey for vulnerable groups due to sam-
ple size limitations which did not provide results
with a high confidence level.

Sample size for the business survey

Between five and seven communities were selected
from each region. The selection was based on eco-
nomic concentration level, economic importance, pop-
ulation size, vulnerability and geographical location.
The target number of selected respondents from each
community includes the following:

« " 350 entities/individual entrepreneurs (IEs) in Ye-
revan;
« V70 entities/IEs in Gyumri and Vanadzor;

« "~ 50 entities/lEs in other
Vagharshapat, Abovyan);

large cities (i.e.
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« ™ 30 entities/IEs and ™ 15 farmers in other urban
areas and consolidated mixed communities with a
higher economic concentration;

. ™15 entities/IEs and ™ 15 farmers in other urban
areas, consolidated mixed and rural communities
with a lower economic concentration;

. Upto 5 entities/IEs and ™ 15 farmers in rural areas.

|

The SME and farmer respondents were identified
in collaboration with regional governments, local au-
thorities and other institutional partners, including
the Investment Support Centre and industry associa-
tions. Contact information was extracted from online
business registries such as Spyur, Armenia Export
Catalogue and the Producer and Exporter database
on the Ministry of Economy’s official website.

The methodological design of the study was
based on an inclusive approach. The selection of
respondents included vulnerable industries, com-
munities, and individuals.

Specifically, in addition to various types of com-
munities (i.e. urban, rural, consolidated), the sam-
pling methodology aimed at including:

- communities that are the most affected by the
COVID-19, such as Vagharshapat, Sevan, Var-
denis, and Maralik;

« communities inhabited with national minorities;

- respondents from various sectors, particularly
from the most affected sectors (i.e. tourism,

hospitality, manufacturing).

|

As in the case of the household survey, the re-
spondents of the SME/farmers survey were selected
through a stratified random sampling from a list of
community business representatives. The respon-
dents were randomly selected by keeping the sec-
toral structure of the given community. This ensured
its full representation with the real economic structure.
The average response rate for the business report
was 52 percent.

Overall, 1,537 business entities and individual en-
trepreneurs and 515 farmers were surveyed from all
10 marzes including Yerevan. The actual sample for
the SMEs and farmers is presented in Table A1.5.



Table A1.5. Sample structure of business survey by communities

Number of SME

Number of Farmer
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Community name Community type respondents respondents
Aragatsotn 83 29
Alagyaz Consolidated rural 5 14
Aparan Consolidated mixed 28 15
Ashtarak Urban 30 0
Byurakan Rural 5 0
Talin Urban 15 0
Ararat 102 77
Ararat Urban 30 0
Artashat Urban 27 0
Lusarat Rural 0 15
Nor Kharberd Rural 5 16
Masis Urban 15 0
Urtsadzor Consolidated rural 5 15
Vedi Urban 15 15
Verin Artashat Rural 5 16
Armavir 105 30
Armavir Urban 30 30
Metsamor Urban 15 0
Myasnikyan Rural 5 15
Sardarapat Rural 5 1
Vagharshapat Urban 50 0
Gegharkunik 130 54
Chambarak Consolidated mixed 15 15
Gavar Urban 30 2
Martuni Urban 15 0
Sevan Urban 30 0
Shoghakat Consolidated rural 4 12
Tsovagyugh Rural 5 10
Vardenis Consolidated mixed 31 15
Kotayk 171 49
Abovyan Urban 50 0
Byureghavan Consolidated mixed 22 3
Charentsavan Consolidated mixed 31 16
Garni Rural 6 16
Hrazdan Urban 30 0
Meghradzor Consolidated rural 8 14
Tsaghkadzor Urban 24 0
Lori 175 59
Alaverdi Consolidated mixed 30 15
Odzun Consolidated rural 15 13
Spitak Urban 15 0
Stepanavan Consolidated mixed 30 16
Tashir Consolidated mixed 15 15
Vanadzor Urban 70 0
Shirak 125 45
Amasia Consolidated rural 5 15
Artik Urban 30 0
Ashotsk Consolidated rural 5 15
Gyumri Urban 70 0
Maralik Urban 15 0
Syunik 15 75
Goris Consolidated mixed 30 15
Kapan Consolidated mixed 30 15
Meghri Consolidated mixed 15 15
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Number of SME Number of Farmer
Community name Community type respondents respondents
Sisian Consolidated mixed 30 15
Tegh Consolidated rural 10 15
Tavush 104 67
Berd Consolidated mixed 19 22
Dilijan Consolidated mixed 30 15
ljevan Urban 30 0
Koghb Consolidated rural 10 15
Noyemberyan Consolidated mixed 15 15
Vayots Dzor 76 30
Areni Consolidated rural 15 15
Jermuk Consolidated mixed 15 15
Vayk Consolidated mixed 15 0
Yeghegnadzor Urban 31 0
Yerevan Yerevan 351 0
Grand Total 1537 515

Below are presented the distribution of respondents of business respondents by sectors, years of activity
and revenue level.

Table A1.6. Sample structure of business survey by sectors

Sector Frequency Percentage
Agriculture 533 25.97
Beauty and well-being 91 4.43
Construction 28 1.36
Food groceries 242 11.79
Food services 165 8.04
Tourism 218 10.62
Information technologies 54 2.63
Medical services 81 3.95
Non-food commerce and trade 214 10.43
Non-food industry 97 473
Transport & taxi services 26 127
Other services 137 6.68
Food production 166 8.09
Total 2,052 100

Figure A1.1. Sample distribution of business survey per Figure A1.2. Sample distribution of business survey per
years of activity of businesses the revenue level of businesses

B Up to 24 million AMD

M 10 and more years W Prefer not to say

B 510 years B 24 -100 million AMD
W 1-5years 100 million AMD and more
Up to 1year

6%
26%
29%
39%

Note: Agricultural sector is excluded.
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analysis of the main questions of interest disaggre-
15 Questionnaires gated by gender. However, in this version of the re-
port it was not possible to discuss all results disag-
gregated by gender due to the limited space of the
report. Detailed results on gender differences will be

utilizing RGA. This assessment tool was developed and UN Women.

by the UNW/WCGP to assess the impact of the coro-
navirus pandemic on men and women, given their
economic empowerment and vulnerability, and how
the changing situation affects their livelihood.

Household survey questionnaire

The questionnaire contained approximately 35 so-
cio-economic questions and, according to the pilot
survey, took 15-20 minutes to complete. The struc-

ture of the survey questionnaire is presented in the
The questionnaire was structured for an in-depth following table:

Table A1.7. Household survey questionnaire structure

Number of ques-

Questionnaire block tions Purpose
Demographic 9 Used to obtain the respondent’s demographic data, family data and
characteristics geographic location.
Main source of information 2 Used to obtain data on the respondent’s source of information about

COVID-19 and the quality of the received information.

Employment and livelihood 12 Used to obtain information about employment status, changes in em-
resources ployment status and workload due to COVID-19, financial and other
support received from the government and/or other organizations.

Distribution of household 3 Used to obtain information on changes in the roles and times for
roles specific activities in a respondent’s family.

Access to basic services 5 women Used to obtain and assess information on difficulties in access to
and safety 3 men basic services, as well as possible difficulties in case the spread of

COVID-19 continues.

Two questions are solely meant for female respondents to assess
difficulties in access to gynaecological and obstetric care as well as
contraceptives.

Discrimination 3 Used to obtain information on increase of domestic violence, dis-
crimination after spread of COVID19 and knowledge about where to
seek support in cases of discrimination.

Education and youth 2 Used to obtain information about education and civil activity of youth.

Community service 2 Used to obtain information about changes in quality of community
services during the last two months.

all, it was composed of five different sections, each
covering a separate aspect of business activities in-
cluding the following:

Business survey questionnaire

The economic assessment was conducted through
a quantitative survey among various types of busi-
nesses, including companies, family businesses and ~ * Pasic information about the business;
individual entrepreneurs. When taking into account « assessment of COVID-19’s impact on business
the large share of agriculture in the economic struc- operations;
ture of Armenia, individual farmers were also includ- . assessment of risk management capacities;

ed in the assessment as a separate subgroup. « awareness, accessibility and relevance of gov-

ernment initiatives;

The data collection was implemented through two ~ * assessment of the risks and opportunities for
separate questionnaire forms. The first one targeted the post-COVID-19 period.
business entities and individual entrepreneurs. Over-
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Desk research was implemented as a starting point
for development of the questionnaire. Based on the
findings and the pre-defined research questions,
the first draft was expanded and shared with the
UN agencies (UNA) for review. It was later modified
based on new information and feedback received
from various institutions, including regional munici-
palities and local municipalities.

A second questionnaire was developed for farmers
which was expanded based on the SME question-
naire with necessary adjustments to capture the spe-
cifics of the agricultural sector and business model.

Furthermore, in the questionnaire design, the per-
spective of vulnerable social groups was also con-
sidered. It included questions on the type and size
of COVID-19’s impact on female employees. It also
aimed at revealing the gender aspect of the current
crisis in the private sector in Armenia. Consequently,
it also took into account the impact of return migra-
tion on the local economies, which might be signif-
icant given the large volume of mobility before the
enforcement of global travel restrictions.

1.6.Data Collection

Data collection of household survey

Considering logistic and health constraints, it is im-
possible to organize the data collection process via
face to face interviews. Therefore, it was decided
to implement dual modality data collection: a phone
survey and an online survey.

|

For the data collection process, three different
questionnaires were developed in Kobo Toolbox
based on target respondents and the data collection
modality. The following questionnaires were devel-
oped:

- a questionnaire to conduct via telephone calls;
« aquestionnaire to conduct survey via SMS;

« a questionnaire to conduct survey for vulnera-
ble groups in Yerevan+

|
Contact details of respondents have been collect-

ed in two ways. The specialized company used the

existing database of mobile phone users to conduct
random calls according to the sample structure. For
sampled communities, community authorities col-
lected contact details of respondents for both vulner-
able groups and the general population. The contact
details received from the communities were random-
ly sorted and anonymous contacts were saved as a
secured, shared file. The contact details were ran-
domly distributed among the volunteer interviewers
to evenly disperse existing contact details between
interviewers.

To test the online survey tool, 5,000 text messag-
es were sent to residents of Yerevan inviting them to
fill out online questionnaires. The response rate was
very low at approximately 1 percent. There were gen-
eral inefficiencies to online surveys related to Inter-
net penetration and the availability of smartphones
in various marzes and the assumption that poten-
tial respondents may be biased toward the income
groups.® For this reason, it was decided to stop the
online survey and continue the data collection pro-
cess through a phone survey.

Data collection of business survey

The interviewing teams implemented the data col-
lection through KoBo Toolbox. The first team was
composed of UNDP volunteers. They joined the
study team from the very beginning of the surveying
process. Later, another group of interviewers com-
posed of students enrolled in Bachelor's and Mas-
ter’s economic studies programs was engaged.

Training of interviewers and qual-
ity control

Household survey

The SEIA team worked with a specialized company
as well as volunteers to conduct interviews.

Online trainings on how to use Kobo Toolbox were
conducted for both groups. Tips on interviewing and
conducting questionnaires were presented to all
interviewers. Additionally, test questionnaires were
developed and used by the interviewers to conduct
test interviews. The results were then analysed and
communicated to all involved participants.

4 By request of the Yerevan municipality, a slightly different structure of vulnerable groups was investigated. More than 380 surveys were
conducted, but more than 300 of them were not included in the analysis. The purpose of these additional surveys was the collection of
data, which were provided to the stakeholder (Yerevan municipality) for a more detailed investigation of the needs of vulnerable people.

5 Ahigher percentage in upper income group may have smartphones.
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During the testing stage, the interviewers provided
recordings of surveys that were conducted. These
recordings were analysed, based on whether or not
the questionnaire had been modified and updated
and whether tips and suggestions were developed
for some questions shared with the interviewers.

To ensure quality control interviewers were asked
to record all interviews. On a weekly basis, a random
sample of recordings was compared with complet-
ed questionnaires. Any inconsistencies or required
changes to better reflect the essence of the questions
were communicated to the team of interviewers.

To ensure high quality of gathered survey data an
automated algorithm was developed to detect prob-
lematic questionnaires. Incomplete questionnaires
or those with short completion time (for instance sur-
veys completed in five to six minutes) were identified
as problematic and excluded from the database. This
algorithm was implemented on a daily basis and addi-
tional surveys were conducted in corresponding com-
munities to replace problematic questionnaires. Over-
all, more than 300 such cases were excluded from
the database. The advantage of using this algorithm
allowed the team to have a final database (ready to
be used for data analysis) on the last day of fieldwork.
This saved time for data filtering and preparation.

Business survey

One of the goals of the SEIA project was to build
capacity at different levels of government for replica-
tion of rapid impact assessment during future emer-
gencies. For this purpose, the EV Consulting team
conducted training courses for the representatives
of five local authorities who expressed willingness to
engage in the survey process in their communities
(Charentsavan, Tashir, Vayk, Yeghegnadzor, Sevan).

Training courses were organized by the study
team for the interviewers in charge of data collection
through phone interviews. Overall, three online ses-
sions were held for each interviewing team. During
the training courses, details of the questionnaires
were explained and discussed and use of the KoBo
Toolbox online form was presented, followed by a
Q&A session. The study team also prepared a visual
guideline for the interviewers which explained every
step of the data collection process of KoBo Toolbox.
The guideline also included specific instructions for
efficient survey implementation.

To ensure the high quality of data gathered, the
interviewing process and collected data were mon-
itored daily to identify problems and errors.

Post-stratification weighting

Statistical hypothesis testing techniques were
used as the main tool for data analysis. They aided
assessment of the demographic effects and other
socio-economic factors on the impact of COVID-19.
To eliminate possible biases due to differences be-
tween the structures of the sample and the general
population, a post-stratification weighting approach
was implemented. The weights were constructed
using the official information on age groups, gender,
and marzes in Armenia.

Household survey

Usually, various groups respond to survey ques-
tions differently according to factors such as gender,
age and other demographic characteristics. In order
to generalize findings obtained from samples, gen-
eral population representative samples were need-
ed. If sample distributions did not perfectly resemble
population distributions, other methods for minimiz-
ing response bias were used to ensure that specific
groups of respondents were not underrepresented
and/or overrepresented based on demographic sub-
groups. This can introduce bias which distorts both
the accuracy and the inferences made about the re-
sults. To correct for sampling bias in the current study
a population-based adjustment algorithm (post-strat-
ification weighting) was applied to reweight the data.

The purpose of post-stratification weighting was to
ensure that the sample structure matched the struc-
ture of the population. The weights were construct-
ed using the information on age group, gender and
marz. The post-stratification weights were obtained
by adjusting the design weights in such a way that
they replicated the distribution of the cross-classifica-
tion of age group, gender and the marginal distribu-
tion for the region in the population. The population
distributions for the adjusting variables were derived
based on population censuses obtained from the
Demographic Handbook of Armenia (2019).6

6 Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia, “The Demographic Handbook of Armenia, part 2—Population”, 2019. Accessed at:

https://www.armstat.am/file/article/demog_2019_2.pdf
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Data analysis methodology

Statistical methods

Descriptive statistical analysis tools such as fre-
quency distributions and contingency tables were
applied in the data analysis stage. The data was vi-
sualized with different chart types (bar/column/pie/
linear charts) and regional maps. The relationships
investigated in the data analysis were tested statis-
tically using the Chi-square hypothesis testing tool.
The results of the Chi-square tests were printed in
the report to highlight the significance or non-signif-
icance of the particular relationships.

Secondary data

Household survey

To enrich the analysis several secondary data
sources were explored by collecting official and sta-
tistical information from the various ministries, the
Statistical Committee of the Republic of Armenia
and other sources. The information collected for the
last several years is listed in the following table:

Table A1.8. Data sources

Information collected

1. Working age population by gender

2. Monthly average nominal wages by region,
including Yerevan

3. Unemployment rate by gender and region,
including Yerevan

4. Marriage and divorce rate by region, including
Yerevan

5. Poverty rate by region, including Yerevan

Information Link

Statistical Committee
of the Republic of
Armenia

Business survey

The survey data analysis for the SMEs and farm-
ers were complemented by the analysis of official
statistics and the secondary data received from the
SRC, the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs and
the Ministry of Economy.

The secondary data was analysed disaggregat-
ed by marzes and sectors of the economy and in-
cluded the dynamics of key economic indicators
such as turnover, employment and unemployment,
payroll payments, exports and imports. The num-
ber of businesses that applied for state emergency
support for each program, number of businesses
included in the state emergency support for each
program, number of businesses that received state
emergency support for each program and the mon-
etary value of support provided for each program
were also analysed.

Publication
https://www.armstat.am
https://www.armstat.am/file/
article/f_sec_1_2020_1.pdf

https://www.armstat.am/file/  March 31, 2020

article/sv_03_20a_142.pdf

https://www.armstat.am/file/ 2019
article/demog_2019_6.pdf

https://www.armstat.am/file/ 2019
article/poverty_2019_a_2.
pdf

Information on actual amounts paid to beneficiaries as  Social Support Agen-
part of governmental COVID-19 support programs (4", cy (SSA)

6th’ 7th’ 8th 9th)

The Ministry of Labour and June 2020

Social Affairs

The collected information will be used to compare
the results of the survey with the official information
provided by the government and to analyse correla-
tions and deviations.

Page | 90 | ANNEXES



2020 SEIA REPORT

1.7. Methodology gaps and
limitations

The main limitation of the survey processes was
the availability of inclusive and updated lists with
phone numbers to SMEs, farmers and households
without discrimination. This resulted in a sampling
bias where some members of the intended popula-
tion or businesses had a lower or higher sampling
probability than others. This issue was addressed
through data bosting and weighting approaches.
However, it should be noted that this combination
of approaches has limitations on its own and it can-
not be ruled out that some of the boosted popula-
tions are slightly overrepresented in the sample.

This study and its adopted methodology have
several other limitations, some of which resulted
from the countrywide lockdown during the time
when the study was commissioned. One such lim-
itation was the inability to conduct face-to-face
interviews with respondents. To avoid any public
health-related issues, interviews were conducted
via phone or online tools, which resulted in a high
refusal rate.

The methodology design employed a multistage
sampling approach. The first stage utilized cluster
sampling to select 58 communities for the SME/
Farmers survey, and the second stage selected re-
spondents from each of those communities. How-
ever, the lack of demographic data on business en-
tities, such as sector structure, age and size of the
businesses at the community level limited the ability
to obtain a highly representative sample. To offset
this limitation, the research team asked regional ad-
ministrations and local authorities, which provided
contact data for the SMEs and farmers, to ensure
the sector distribution for each community following
their real economic structure. Furthermore, the use
of secondary aggregated data received from the
SRC allowed the team to obtain the overall picture
of COVID-19’s impact for regional governments and
to adjust for possible survey bias.

Questionnaires

Household Survey

®UN 3z | WOMEN. L,
WOMENED | COUNT“Ijil

Survey: Consequences of COVID-19 on wom-
en’s and men’s economic empowerment

“Dear Participant, we are conducting a survey to
assess the economic and social impact of COVID19
on both men and women living in Armenia. The sur-
vey was initiated by the United Nations Population
Fund and the United Nations Women.

It will take you maximum 15 minutes to answer
this questionnaire. The data collected will be anon-
ymous (participants will not be identified) and will
only be used in this study.

Thank you for your time.”

Demographic characteristics
Q1. Where are you living/residence area?

[Roll down menu] NEXT

Yerevan
Aragatsotn
Ararat
Armavir
Gegharkuniq
Lori
Kotayq
Shirak
Syunik

. Vayots Dzor
Tavush

230N RwWN S

Q1.1 In which community of your marz do you live
THE QUESTION IS OMITTED IF Q6 IS AN-
SWERED YEREVAN

Q2. Sex

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Male
2. Female
3. Other -

Q3. How old are you?
[Please inset your age in years]
[YEARS]

Q4. What is your marital status?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

Single

Married

Living with partner/Cohabiting
Married but separated

NN
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5. Widowed
6. Divorced

Q5. What is the highest level of education that
you have completed?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. No education

2. Primary

3. Secondary

4. University or equivalent

Q6. Current nationality or ethnic group
[Roll down menu] NEXT

1. Armenian
2. Yezidi

3. Russian
4. Assyrian
5. Other

Q7. How many people live with you?
[Please select one, then NEXT]

Q74. Number of people living with you by age
groups:
1. Number of children 0-17

2. Number of adults 18-64
3. Number of elderly 65+

Main source of information

Q8. What is your main source of information re-
garding COVID19 (risks, recommended pre-
ventive action, coping strategies)?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Internet & social media (facebook, Insta-
gram, etc.)

Official Government websites
Radio/Television/Newspaper

Public service announcement/speaker
Phone (telegram, viber, whatsapp, or call)
Community, including family and friends
Health center/Family doctor

NGO/Civil Society organization

. Other

10. Do not know about COVID19 GO TOQ 9

©ONOUIAWN

Q8.1 How would you rate the information you re-
ceived?
[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. 1 did not receive any information
2. Clear and helped me prepare
3. Clear, but it came too late for me to pre-
pare
4. Confusing/contradictory
Employment and livelihood resources

Q9. How would you best describe your employ-
ment status during a typical week prior to the
spread of Covid-19?

[Please select one]
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1. I worked for a person/company/institu-
tions GO TO Q 91

2. | had my own business/Freelancer and |
employed other people GO TO Q 91

3. I had my own business/Freelancer, but |
did not employ other people GO TO Q 91

4. | helped (without pay) in a family business
GO TO Q10

5. |did not work and | was not looking for a
job and | was not available to work GO TO
Q10

6. |did not work, but I am looking for a job
and | am available to start working GO TO
Q10

7. | am retired, pensioner GO TO Q10

8. Idid not work because | am studying full
time GO TO Q10

9. I have along-term health condition, injury,
disability GO TO Q10

10. Other, specify GO TO Q10

Q91 Since the spread of COVID19, has the
number of hours devoted to paid work
changed?

[Please select one]

1. Increased
2. No change/lt is the same
3. Decreased, but I didn’t lose my job
4. |lost my job GO TO Q10
999. | do not know
[NEXT QUESTIONS 9.2-9.4 ONLY ASKED FOR Q9

Q9.2. Since the spread of COVID19, have you
been imposed to take a leave?
[Please select one]

1. Yes, full paid leave

2. Yes, partially paid leave

3. Yes, un-paid leave

4. No, | did not take a leave

5. Not entitled for a leave/not applicable
999. | do not know

Q9.3. Does your employer pay contributions to-
ward pension on your behalf?
[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Yes
2. No
999. | do not know

Q9.4. Since the spread of Covid-19, are there
any changes in your typical place of work?
[Please select one]

1. Yes, | used to work outside and now | am
working at my own home

2. No, | used to work outside and now | am
still going out for work

3. No, I still work from my own home as
previously

Q9.5. If you could not work for at least two



weeks because of the coronavirus what
would most likely happen to your earn-
ings?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. lwould likely continue to get paid full
salary

2. l'would likely continue to get paid partially
salary

3. lwould likely expect not to get paid

999. | do not know

[NEXT QUESTION ONLY ASKED FOR Q9 ==2 OR 3]

Q9.6 Is your business formally registered?
[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Yes
2. No
999. | do not know

Q9.7 How is your business affected after the
spread of COVID-19?
[Please select one]

1. No change

2. Increased/oversized
3. Decreased/downsized
4. Stopped totally

[INEXT QUESTIONS ASKED FOR ALL RESPON-
DENTS]

Q10. Are you currently covered by any form of
health insurance or health plan?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Covered by health insurance
2. Not covered by health insurance
999. | do not know

QM11. Do you receive any unemployment bene-
fits and/or any financial support from the
Government, local municipalities since
the spread of COVID19?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Yes
2. No
999. | do not know

Q12. Do you receive any in-kind support from
the Government and /or local municipalities
since the spread of COVID19? (multiple re-

sponse)

1. Yes, food

2. Yes, supplies for prevention (gloves,
masks, sanitizer, etc.)

3. Yes, personal hygiene supplies (menstrual
supplies, baby diapers, etc.)

4. No

999. | do not know

Q121 Do you receive any in-kind support from
Non-Governmental/civil society organi-

Q13.

zation or other non-profit organizations?

(multiple response)

1. Yes, food
2. Yes, supplies for prevention (gloves,
masks, sanitizer, etc.)

3. Yes, personal hygiene supplies (menstrual

supplies, baby diapers, etc.)
4. No
999. | do not know

Please mark V appropriate box

In- No De-
creased  change

Income/earnings
from farming

. Income/earnings

from own business/
family business,
freelancer activity

. Income/earnings

from a paid job

. Income from prop-

erties, investments
or savings -

. Pensions, other

social payments

. Food from farming,

raising animals or
fishing

Money or goods re-
ceived from people
living abroad

. Support from family/

friends in the coun-
try (money, food,
etc)

. Government sup-

port

10.

Support/Charity
from NGOs or other
organizations

1.

Income from work-
ing abroad

ANNEXES

2020 SEIA REPORT

As a result of COVID19, how have the fol-
lowing personal resources been affected?

Not an
creased income
source
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Distribution of Household Chores

Q14. As a result of COVID19, has the number of

hours devoted to the following activities
changed?

Please mark V appropriate box

I do not In- Un- Decreased
usually creased changed

do it

Cooking and
serving meals

. Cleaning and

maintaining
own dwelling
and surround-
ings (e.g.
clothes, house-
hold)

Household
management
(e.g. paying
bills)

Shopping for
my family/
household
member

. Collecting

water/firewood/
fuel

. Playing with,

talking to and
reading to
children

Instructing,
teaching, train-

ing children

. Caring for chil-

dren, including
feeding, clean-
ing, physical
care

Assisting older/
sick/disabled
adults with
medical care,
feeding, clean-
ing, physical
care

10. Affective/emo-

tional support
for adult family
members

1.

Pet care

Q15. Since the spread of COVID19, in which activ-

ity do you spend the most time?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Cooking and serving meals

2. Cleaning and maintaining own dwelling
and surroundings (e.g. clothes, household)

3. Household management (e.g. paying bills)

4. Shopping for my family/household mem-
ber
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5. Collecting water/firewood/fuel

6. Playing with, talking to and reading to
children

7. Instructing, teaching, training children

8. Caring for children, including feeding,
cleaning, physical care

9. Assisting older/sick/disabled adults with med-
ical care, feeding, cleaning, physical care

10. Affective/emotional support for adult fami-
ly members

11. Pet care

Q16. Since the spread of COVID19 have roles and

responsibilities within the household been
affected?

Please mark V appropri-
ate box

Yes No Not

appli-
cable

My partner helps me more with
household chores and/or caring
for family

. My daughter(s) helps me more with

household chores and/or caring
for family

. My son(s) helps me more with

household chores and/or caring
for family

. Other family/household members

help me more with household
chores and/or caring for family

. Hired a domestic worker/babysitter

/ nurse

. Domestic worker/babysitter/nurse

works longer hours with us

. Domestic worker/babysitter/nurse

no longer works with us

. I'am on my own, no one can longer

help me with household chores
and caring for family

Access to basic services and safety
Q17. As a result of COVID19, did you (personally)

experience any of the following:

Please mark V appropriate box

Yes No Not
applica-
ble

Physical illness

. lliness of a family/household

member

. Death of a family/household

member

. Psychological/Mental/Emo-

tional health was affected (e.g.
stress, anxiety, etc.)
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5. Migrated/moved to different
geographical area within the
same country

6. Recently returned from abroad

7. Children’s school was can-
celled or reduced

Q18 As a result of COVID19, did you (personally)
experience difficulties in accessing basic
services:

Please mark V appropriate box

Major Some No No
diffi- diffi- diffi- need
culties culties cul-

ties

1. Food products/supply X

2. Medical supplies for personal X
protection (masks, gloves, etc.)

3. Health services/assistance
for myself and/or my family
member

4. Hygiene and sanitary products X
(soap, water treatment tabs,
menstrual products)

5. Public transport

6. Water supply X

7. Social services/assistance for
myself and/or family member

8. Electricity supply

9. Gas supply

D19. If restrictive measures related to spread of
COVID-19 continue, what would most likely
to happen to your financial situation?

Please mark V appropriate
box

Yes No

Not appli-
cable

1. Would be difficult to keep up
with basic expenses (food,
hygiene products, etc.)

2. Would be difficult to pay for
renting

3. Would be difficult to pay for
utilities

4. Will have to stop seeking
health services/assistance

5. Will have to ask help from
relatives and friends

6. Will have to ask help from the
local authorities

7. Will have to take a loan

8. Will have to transform to alter-
native heating means

Q20. Have you felt increase of any form of dis-
crimination, prejudice in the country/area

you live after the spread of COVID-19?

1. Yes

2. No

999. | do not know
998. Refuse to answer

Q21. Have you felt/heard about increase of domes-
tic violence since the spread of COVID-19?

1. Yes

2. No

999. | do not know
998. Refuse to answer

Q211 Do you know where to seek help and sup-
port in case of someone experiencing do-
mestic violence such as hotlines, psycho-

logical and police support?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. Yes

2. No

999. | do not know
998. Refuse to answer

[NEXT QUESTIONS ASKED ONLY FOR WOMEN]

Q22. Since the spread of COVID19, did you per-
sonally experience difficulties in access-
ing the gynecological and obstetric care
services:

[Please select one, then NEXT]

a) Gynecological and obstetric care services for
myself
1. No need for these services
2. Did not face any difficulties
3. |faced some difficulties
4. |faced major difficulties
998. Refuse to answer

Q221 Since the spread of COVID19, did you per-
sonally experience difficulties in access-
ing contraceptives:

Please select one, then NEXT]

1. No need for these services
2. Did not face any difficulties
3. | faced some difficulties

4. | faced major difficulties
998. Refuse to answer

Q23. How the spread of COVID19 has influenced
on your education?

[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. My education is continuing

2. My education has been postponed
3. My education has been stopped
4. Not applibale

Q24. How is your civil activity is in terms of
COVID19 spread?
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[Please select one, then NEXT]

1. lactively help my community, by sewing
and distributing masks, collecting money
for helping medical workers and hospitals

2. lam helping elderly people in my commu-
nity

3. lam an active member of civil organiza-
tion, which helps people in need due to
COVID19

4. | actively discuss and disseminate news
about COVID19 on social media and other

websites
5. None of the above

Q25 Would you like to answer to a few questions
about community services?

1. Yes
2. No

QUESTION IS VALID ONLY IF THE ANSWER
FOR Q25 IS YES

Q26. Your question about community services for these months?

Community services

Improved

Preschool education

No changes

How the quality has change during the last 2 months

Worsen I do not use I am not aware

Schools / professional, art, general educa-
tion, music, etc

Waste collection

Street care and lighting

Public transport

Maintenance of residential buildings

Landscaping:

Sanitary services

Community Medical Service

Local tax administration

Providing information

Administrative decision making

Community market

Services provided in communities

11 Emergency services - MES

Law enforcement services

Gas supply

Power supply

Water and wastewater

Communication and television broad-
casting

Q23. Are you..- ONLY FOR ON-LINE MOBILE
PHONE - SURVEY

[Please select one, then END]

1. The registered owner of this mobile
phone END

2. One of the users of the phone which is
registered in someone else’s name END

END: THANK YOU! If you would like to know the
results of the survey in a few weeks, please check:

https://www.un.am/

SME questionnaire for business survey

—_

Please specify the name of your company.
2. What is the type of your business?

« Company
« Individual entrepreneurship
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« Cooperative

Background information on business activity
Q1. Please specify the region, in which your
business carry out its activity:

« Aragatsotn

. Armavir

. Ararat

+  Gegharkunik
«  Kotayk

o Lori

- Shirak

«  Syunik

. Tavush

« Vayots Dzor
+ Yerevan

Q2. Please specify the region, in which your
business carry out its activity:
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Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

Community: fill in the text here

What is the main sector of activity of your
business?

Please select one of the following options.

Agriculture

Agri-food processing and production
Non-food manufacturing

Food groceries

Non-food commerce and trade
Wholesale and distribution

Beauty and well-being

Handcraft

Tourism and travel services

Public transport & taxi services
Construction

Hotels & accommodation

Food services (restaurants/cafes/bars)
Medical services

Pharmacies

Information technology

Mining and natural resources
Financial services and insurance
Real Estate

Other services, please specify:

Do you have any auxiliary business activi-
ty? If yes, in which sectors?

Please select all relevant options

No

Agriculture

Agri-food processing and production
Non-food manufacturing

Food groceries

Non-food commerce and trade
Wholesale and distribution

Beauty and well-being

Handcraft

Tourism and travel services

Public transport & taxi services
Construction

Hotels & accommodation

Food services (restaurants/cafes/bars)
Medical services

Pharmacies

Information technology

Mining and natural resources
Financial services and insurance
Real Estate

Other services, please specify:

What is the age of your business?

Please select one of the following options.

Less than 1year

Q6.

Q7.

Qs.

Q9.

Q10.

1-2 year

3-4 year

5-10 year

More than 10 years
Prefer not to answer

How many employees did your company
have before the coronavirus outbreak?

Please select one of the following options.

1

Uptob

6-10

11-20

21-30

31-40

41-50

51-100
101-250

More than 251

Prefer not to answer

What has been the percentage of female
employees in your business before the
coronavirus outbreak?

Please specify the percentage.

Up to 10%

Up to 25%

Up to 50%

Up to 75%

75% or more

Prefer not to answer

Which are the main markets of your busi-
ness?

Please select one of the following options.

Mostly community,
ments and regions
Throughout Armenia
Mostly Yerevan
Mostly export markets

Both local and exports markets

Which tax regime is applied to your busi-
ness activity?

surrounding settle-

Please select one of the following options.

VAT

Turnover tax

Family business/Microbusiness

Prefer not to answer

Don’t know
What has been the dynamics of your busi-
ness development before the COVID-19
outbreak?

Please select one of the following options.
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« Increasing
« Decreasing
. Steady over time

« Prefer not to answer

Assessing COVID-19 impact on business opera-
tions
Q1. How have your business operations been
affected by the COVID-19 pandemic?

Please select one of the following options.

- Not affected

- Slight negative effect

« Moderate negative effect
« Strong negative effect

- Slight positive effect

« Moderate positive effect
« Strong positive effect

« Prefer not to answer

(Next question appears if the answer to Question
10 is “Slight negative effect”; “Moderate negative
effect”; “Strong negative effect”)

Q12. In which of the following ways does the
pandemic negatively affect your business

operations?

Please select all the relevant options.

«  Temporary forced shutdown/ban of opera-
tions

« Decreased demand for our products/ser-
vices

«  Employee absences due to sickness

«  Employee absences due to childcare

- Clients not paying their bills

« Disruptions in supply chain

« Reduced logistics services

« New problems with infrastructure, e.g. in-

Has not been
changed

Has been

improved

ternet or roads
« None of the above
« Other, please specify:
« Don’t know

Q13. What challenges have the abovemen-
tioned bottlenecks created for your busi-

ness operations?

- Difficulties in paying taxes

- Difficulties in paying salaries

- Difficulties and paying rent payment

- Difficulties in paying utility payments

- Difficulties in repaying loans

- Difficulties in repaying suppliers

« Cancellation or deferral of investment proj-
ects

« None of the above

« Other, please specify:

« Don’t know

(Next question appears if the answer to Question
10 is “Slight positive effect”; “Moderate positive ef-
fect”; “Strong positive effect”)

Q14. In which of the following ways does the
pandemic positively affect your business

operations?

« Increased demand for current products/
services

« Emerged demand for new products and/or
services

+ New sales channels

«  New investment projects

« Other, please specify:

« Don’t know

Q15. How have the following public and util-
ity services and/or services provided by
the municipality been affected by the

COVID-19?

Has worsened Do not use Do not know

Provision of electricity

Provision of natural gas

Provision of drinking water

Communication networks

Waste management

Sanitation services

Provision of permits

Provision of information and
references

Tax services

Custom services

Law enforcement services

Cadastral services
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Q15.

Q1é.

10%
70%

Q17.

10%
70%

Q18.

Q19.

In what way has the company turnover
changed after the coronavirus outbreak?

Please select one of the following options.

Turnover was substantially higher than nor-
mal

Turnover was a little higher than normal
Turnover remained steady

Turnover was a little lower than normal
Turnover was substantially lower than nor-
mal

Don’t know

(Next question depends on the answer to
the above question)

How much has the turnover decreased?
Select a number within the specified

range.

20% 50%

80%

30%
90%

40%
100%

60%

How much has the turnover increased?

Select a number within the specified
range.

20% 50%

80%

30%
90%

40%
100%

60%

Has your company taken any of the fol-
lowing measures as a response to the
COVID-19 crisis and emergency situation
to minimize the risks?

Please select all the relevant options.

Reduced production of goods and services
Rescheduled bank loans

Applied for new loans

Increased marketing efforts

Introduced online sales/services
Diversified payment methods, e.g. intro-
duction of online payment options
Customized / new products/services as a
response to new demands

Entrance to new markets

Started sourcing from local suppliers

Filed for bankruptcy

Other, please specify:

Don’t know

Have you taken any specific actions relat-
ed to your staff in the context of COVID
situation?

Please select all the relevant options.

No change in staffing and remuneration
Reduced number of temporary workers

Laid off permanent workers

Reduced working hours

Asked workers to take paid leave

Asked workers to take unpaid leave
Asked workers to work for reduced pay
Shifted to distance working and have not
laid off employees

Hired new employees

Other, please specify:

Don’t know

(Next question appears if the answer to Question
18 is “Reduced number of temporary workers”;
“Laid off permanent workers”)

Q20.

Q21.

As a result of the above-mentioned mea-
sures, roughly what percentage of your
employees lost their jobs?

Please specify the percentage.

Up to 10%

Up to 25%

Up to 50%

Up to 75%

More than 75%
Don’t know

Out of which women

Up to 10%
Up to 25%
Up to 50%
Up to 75%
More than 75%

Don’t know

(Next question appears if the answer to Question
18 is “Reduced working hours”; “Asked workers to
work for reduced pay”)

Q22.

Q23.

As a result of the above-mentioned mea-
sures, roughly what percentage of your
employees got reduced income?

Please specify the percentage.

Up to 10%

Up to 25%

Up to 50%

Up to 75%
More than 75%
Don’t know

Out of which women

Up to 10%
Up to 25%
Up to 50%
Up to 75%
More than 75%
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- Don’t know
Can the absence of work migration or the
return of migrant workers have any effect
on the labour market?

Q24.

« Yes, there is an increase in labour supply

« Yes, there is a noticeable effect that results
or will result in reduced labour cost

« There is no return of migrant workers

+ No, there is no effect

« Don’t know

(Next question appears, if the answer to the above
question is other than “There is no return of mi-
grant workers”)

Q25. Can reduced remittances due to the re-
turn of migrant workers have any impact
on your business in terms of declining de-

mand?

« Yes, it has or will have a substantial effect

« Yes, but the effect is or will be limited

- No

. Don’t know
In your opinion, how long can your com-
pany survive if the current restrictions are
maintained?

Q26.

Please select one of the following options.

« 1month or less

« 1-3 months

« 3-6 months

« From 6 months to 1year
« Tyear or more

- Don’t know

Assessing the risk resilience and management of
businesses

Q27. Which of the following disaster risks have
you considered in your business opera-
tions?

- Natural disasters (earthquakes, landslides)

. Climate change exposed weather ex-
tremes (strong winds, hail-storms, drought,
frostbite, downpour, early spring floods,
forest wildfires)

« Human-induced risks (technogenic risks -
Environmental pollution, emissions, burn-
ing of grassy areas)

« Pandemic risks

« Conflict escalation

« Crops and livestock diseases (asked only
to farmers)

« Landmine areas (asked only to farmers)

+ No risk management plans considered
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. Don’t know

Q28. Do you use any practical measures and
plans to mitigate the above-mentioned
risks?

+ Yes
« No

« Don’t know
How would you rate the awareness and
preparedness of your business to operate
after the lockdown removal by maintain-
ing the social distancing and other pre-
cautionary rules?

Q29.

- | am not aware of what actions should be
taken

- | am aware of the required actions, but do
not have relevant resources

- | am aware of the required actions and
have relevant resources

« Don’t know

Assessing the awareness, accessibility and rele-
vance of government initiatives

Q30. Areyou aware of the government support

programmes?
« Yes
« No

(Skip Questions 28-32 in case of a negative an-
swer in Question 27)

Q31. Has your business applied to any of the
supporting programmes initiated by the
government?

Please select all the relevant options.

« No, we have not applied

« Action 1 (co-financing, refinancing and sub-
sidies for businesses)

« Action 2 (interest rate subsidies to entities
or individuals in agriculture)

« Action 3 (low interest rate loans to SMEs)

« Action 5 (one-time grant in the amount of
the salary of every 5th employee)

« Action 8 (assistance provided to individual
entrepreneurs and employees in several
sectors)

« Action 10 (one-time assistance to micro-en-
terprises in the amount of 10% of the turn-
over of goods, services provided in the first
quarter of 2020, but not more than twice
the minimum wage)

« Action 18 (grants from the Tax Revenue
Committee)

« Applied, but do not know to which one
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(Next question appears if as an answer to Ques-
tion 28 any of support programs is selected, in
case of negative answer go to Question 31)

Q32. Has your business received the support
scheme for which it applied?

Please select one of the following options.

+ Yes

« No, I was not eligible

« No, the conditions and requirements of the
support were not acceptable for me

« | have not received the decision yet

« Prefer not to answer

Q33. To what extent the state supporting pro-
gramme(s) contributed to the survival of
your business?

1 - did not contribute at all; 5 - contributed a
lot

/scale question/

Q34. Is your business planning to apply to any
of the supporting programmes initiated by
the government?

Please select all the relevant options.

« No, we are not planning to apply

« Action 1(co-financing, refinancing and sub-
sidies for businesses)

« Action 2 (interest rate subsidies to entities
or individuals in agriculture)

« Action 3 (low interest rate loans to SMEs)

« Action 5 (one-time grant in the amount of
the salary of every 5th employee)

« Action 8 (assistance provided to individual
entrepreneurs and employees in several
sectors)

« Action 10 (one-time assistance to micro-en-
terprises in the amount of 10% of the turn-
over of goods, services provided in the first
quarter of 2020, but not more than twice
the minimum wage

« Action 18 (grants from the Tax Revenue
Committee)

+ Yes, we have planned, but have not decid-

ed to which one

(Next question appears if the answer to Questions
28 and 31 are “No, we have not applied” and “No,
we are not planning to apply”, respectively)

Q35.

Q36.

What is the reason(s) of not applying to the

government support programmes?

Please select all relevant options

No need for support

My company does not meet the require-
ments

The offered support programs are not ad-
dressing the main issues

My business is over-indebted, so | can not
take additional loans

Availability of other means of support
Distrust in Government support
Heavily-loaded application systems

Lack of transparency

Other, please specify

Don’t know

What are the main issues in the applica-
tion procedure of the government support
programmes?

Long procedure

Bureaucracy

Incomprehensible requirements
Complicated procedure
Heavily-loaded application systems
Lack of transparency

Other, please specify

There are no issues

Assessing the risks and opportunities of
the post-COVID-19 period

Q37.

In your opinion, how will the economy of
Armenia develop within the upcoming 1-2
years?

Please select one of the following options.

There will be a substantial decline
There will be a limited decline

It will neither decline, nor increase
There will be a moderate increase
There will be a substantial increase

Don’t know

(Next question appears if the answer to question
11 is “Slight negative impact”, “Moderate negative
impact”, “Strong negative impact”)

Q38.

Assuming that the pandemic and emer-
gency situation end next week, in your
opinion how long it might take for your
business to recover and reach the pre-cri-
sis turnover level?

Please select one of the following options.
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Q39.

Q40.

From 1to 3 months
From 3 to 6 months
From 6 months to 1year
From 1year to 2 years
More than 2 year

Don’t know

What will be the major challenges for your
business in its recovering process?

Please select all the relevant options.

Loss of customers/markets

Nature of product or service become
less-demanded

Lack of relevant knowledge and skills for
digital technologies

Liquidity problems

Disruptions in supply chains

Disruptions in sales and distribution chains
Price fluctuations for supplies and other re-
sources

Low level of energy efficiency

Automation of business processes and
productivity growth

Lack of financial management skills
Exchange rate fluctuations of AMD
Exchange rate fluctuations in export mar-
kets (i.e. Russia, Iran)

Other, please specify

None

Don’t know

What kind of support does your business
need to operate effectively after the cri-
sis?

Please select all the relevant options.

Support in the development of new busi-
ness strategy

Support in reskilling of personnel
Psychological support to personnel for
working in new conditions

Support in finding new markets

Support in applying new technologies
Support in logistic services

Support in exporting

Improved access to financing

Legal consultancy

Knowledge and expertise in disaster risk
management

State support through tax deductions/hol-
idays

There will be no support need

Other, please specify:

(The options for farmer respondents differ)

Support in secured realization channels of

Page | 102 | ANNEXES

Q4a1.

Q42.

Q43.

my produce

Support in logistic services

Support in accessing inputs (e.g. seeds,
fertilizers, etc.)

Support in trade and deliveries of fodder
Improved access to financing

Support in improving the productivity (pro-
duction of high value products, increasing
the yield)

Enhancement of irrigation system
Supporting and capacitating of agricultural
cooperatives

Knowledge and expertise in climate
change exposed weather extremes risks
mitigation

State support through subsidies

Support for on-farm pest management
and/or animal welfare

Other, please specify:

What are the most reliable sources and in-
stitutions to support your business recov-
ery process?

Please select all the relevant options.

Government

Marzpetaran

Municipality

National business support centers
Local business support organizations
NGOs and business associations/Chamber
of Commerces

Business consulting companies
Local financial organizations
International donor organizations
International financial organizations
Other

None of the above

In your opinion, will proactive government
interventions be effective in helping the
business sector?

Yes, definitely

No, it may have adverse effects on compe-
tition in the market

No, it may result in an increased level of
control

Don’t know

Other, please specify
What has been the annual turnover of
your business in 2019?

Please select one of the following options.
Up to AMD 24,000,000

AMD 24,000,000 - AMD 50,000,000
AMD 50,000,001 - AMD 115,000,000
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AMD 115,000,001 - AMD 300,000,000
AMD 300,000,001 - AMD 500,000,000
More than AMD 500,000,000

Prefer not to say

Thank you for your time and interest to partici-
pate in this survey.

Q44.

Q45.

For obtaining additional information or
making clarification, we might need to
contact you again. Hereby we would like
to ask if you agree to leave your contacts
in our database.

Yes, | agree
No, | do not agree

Do you have any suggestions or remarks
that you think we have missed and would
like to add?

Please specify how the questionnaire was
filled in.

| filled in myself (Please provide the name
of your company or your name and sur-
name if you are individual entrepreneur)

| filled in with the help of an interviewer
(Please specify the name and surname of

the interviewer)

Business survey questionnaire for farmers

Q1.

Q2.

Please specify the region and community,
where you live:

Marz
Community: fill in the text here

Residence:

Can you name the sectors of agricultural
activity that are your main income sourc-
es?

Please select all the relevant options.

Cereals and legumes

Potato cultivation

Vegetables

Fruits (trees)

Berries

Animal husbandry

Poultry

Fish

Beekeeping

Non-food products (fibers, flowers)
Greenhouse products (food products)

Other: please specify

Q3.

How many of your family members are in-
volved in your agricultural activity?

Please specify the number
X

3.1 Do you engage permanent or tem-
porary hired labour in your agricultural
activity?

Yes

No

Prefer not to answer

(Next two questions appear if the answer to 3.11s

yes)

Q4.

Q5.

3.2 How many temporary hired labour do
you engage during high season?

1-5

6-10

11-20

More than 20

Prefer not to answer

3.3 How many permanent hired labour do
you engage during the year?

1-5

6-10

11-20

More than 20

Prefer not to answer

Your income from the agricultural activi-
ties generally is:

Please select all the relevant options.

Not enough for satisfaction of basic needs
Sufficient for satisfaction of basic needs
such as food, clothing and health
Sufficient for purchase of durable goods
such as home electronics (phone, home
appliances)

Sufficient for leisure activities and pur-
chase of car

Prefer not to say

What percentage of your family income is
dgenerated through income sources other
than agricultural activity?

Please specify the percentage.

None

Up to 10%
Up to 25%
Up to 50%
Up to 75%
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« 75% or more
« Prefer not to say

(Next question appears if the answer to question
5 is other than “None”)

Q6. What are the main sources of your family
income other than agricultural activity?

e Work abroad

- Money transfers of relatives living abroad

«  Employment in private sector

« Employment in public sector (including
school, healthcare institutions etc.)

« Other

« Refuse to answer

(Next question appears if the answer to question
6 is “Work abroad”)

Q7. Has the pandemic prevented you (your
family member) from working abroad this
year?

Yes
« No

« Prefer not to say

Q8. Which are the main markets for selling
your agricultural produce?

Please select all the relevant options.

«  Mostly community and surrounding settle-
ments

- Food processing companies

« Mostly Yerevan

. Sales to exporters

. Sales to resellers/wholesalers/restaurants,
hotels

« Prefer not to say

Q9. What were your plans and expectations
for 2020 before the outbreak of pandem-
ic?

- | was planning to expand my agricultural
operations (land plot under cultivation or
livestock)

- No change

- | was planning to decrease agricultural op-

erations

Assessing COVID-19 impact on agricultural activ-
ity

Q10. How has your agricultural activity been af-
fected by the COVID-19 pandemic?
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Please select one of the following options.

« Not affected

« Slight negative effect

« Moderate negative effect
« Strong negative effect

« Slight positive effect

« Moderate positive effect
« Strong positive effect

. Don’t know

(Questions 11 and 12 appear if the answer to Ques-
tion 10 is “Slight negative effect”; “Moderate neg-
ative effect”; “Strong negative effect”, Question
14 appears if the answer to Question 10 is “Slight
positive effect”; “Moderate positive effect”; “Strong
positive effect”)

QM. In which of the following ways does the
pandemic negatively affect your agricul-
tural activities?

Please select all the relevant options.

- Difficulties with preparatory activities (e.g.
land tilling, pruning, pest treatment, vacci-
nations, sowing, etc.)

- Difficulty accessing inputs (seeds, seed-
lings, chemicals, fertilisers, veterinary prod-
ucts) domestically

- Difficulty importing inputs from abroad

« Couldn’t sell the products due to move-
ment restrictions

« Lower domestic sales to consumers

« Lower domestic sales to processing com-
panies

« Termination of or lower domestic sales to
restaurants and hotels

« Delays in payments by processors/re-
sellers/wholesalers

- Interruptions in the supply of utility services
(energy, water, gas)

« None of the above

« Other, please specify:

« Don’t know

(the next question appears if the answer to the
guestion 11 is “Difficulty accessing inputs”)

Q12. Which of the following inputs became dif-
ficult to access?

- Labour
- Seeds
« Seedlings

« Chemicals/Pesticides
. Fertilizers
 Feed
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Q13.

Fuel
Tools and materials
Other: please specify

What challenges have the above-men-
tioned bottlenecks created for you?

Difficulties in paying rent

Difficulties in paying utilities

Difficulties in repaying loans

Difficulties in repaying suppliers
Difficulties benefitting from state support
packages (e.g. subsidies)

Postponement / putting on hold/cancel-
ation of planned investment

Harvest loss due to gas or electricity out-
ages

Forced to use wood as a source of energy
None of the above

Other, please specify:

Don’t know

(Next question appears if the answer to question
11 was “Difficulties with preparatory activities”)

Q14. How do you think the disruptions of planned

Q15.

preparational activities will affect your fu-
ture revenues from agricultural activities?

Will be substantially lower than normal
Will be slightly lower than normal

Will remain the same

Don’t know

In which of the following ways does the
pandemic positively affect your agricultur-
al activity?

Increased production level
Increased sales level

New sales channels

None of the above

Other, please specify:

Don’t know

(Next question depends on the answer to the
question 10, in case of a positive effect appears
the option of “increased”, otherwise - “de-
creased”)

Q16. How much have your sales: ?

Select a number within the specified range.

Decreased: 10% 20% 30% 4 0 %
50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Increased: 10% 20% 30% 4 0 %
50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Q17. How have your farm gate prices of agricul-
tural produce changed?

Q18.

Q19.

Q20.

Q21.

Increased substantially
Increased slightly

Did not change
Decreased slightly
Decreased substantially

Don’t know

How do you think will change the demand
for your produce?

Will increase slightly

Will increase substantially
Will not change

Will decrease slightly

Will decrease substantially

Don’t know

Do you plan to change the scale of your
current production and/or adopt new seg-
ments of agricultural activity?

Decrease the current scale

Decrease the current scale and adopt new
segment

No change

Increase the current size

Increase the current size and adopt new
segment

Don’t know

Are you planning to adopt new the direc-
tion of your agricultural activities in any
one of the following sectors?

No, | don’t plan to

Cereals and pulses

Potato cultivation
Vegetables

Fruits (trees)

Berries

Animal husbandry

Poultry

Fish

Beekeeping

Non-food products (fibers, flowers)
Greenhouse (food products)
Other: please specify

Don’t know

How has the quality of services changed
as a result of pandemic?
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Im- No Wors- Idon't
proved change ened use

Don’t know

Provision of
electricity

Provision of
natural gas

Water and sani-
tation

Irrigation

Transport

Technical ser-
vices (veterinary,
agronomist, etc.)

Other

Assessing the risk resilience and manage-
ment of businesses

Q22. Which of the following risks have you con-
sidered in your agricultural activity?

Natural disaster (earthquakes, landslides)

. Climate change exposed weather ex-
tremes (strong winds, hail-storms, drought,
frostbite, downpour, early spring floods,
forest wildfires)

« Human-induced risks (technogenic risks -
Environmental pollution, emissions, burn-
ing of grassy areas)

- Pandemic risks

. Crops and livestock diseases

« Conflict escalation

« Landmine areas

- No risk management plans considered

- Don’'t know

Q23. Do you use any practical measures and
plans to mitigate any of these risks?

« Yes
- No

Assessing the awareness, accessibility and
relevance of government initiatives

Q24. Are you aware that the Government is-
sued social support programmes related
to COVID-19?:

« Yes
No
Don’t know

(Skip Questions 25-30 in case of a negative an-
swer in Question 24)

Q25. Have you applied to one of the supporting

programmes initiated by the government?

Please select one of the following options.
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« No, | have not applied

. COVID-19 - Action 2 (interest rate subsidies
to entities or individuals in agriculture)?

- Subsidizing interest rates on loans to the
agricultural sector

- State Support Program for Financial Leas-
ing of Agricultural Equipment

- State Support Program for Financial Leas-
ing of Agro-food Equipment

. State support program for the construc-
tion or reconstruction of small and medi-
um-sized smart buildings and their techno-
logical support

- Interest rate subsidies for cattle supply

. State support program for the establish-
ment of vineyards, intensive orchards and
berry orchards developed with modern
technologies

- State program for subsidizing interest rates
on loans for the introduction of hail protec-
tion networks in agriculture

- Co-financing program for the introduction

of modern irrigation systems

(Next question appears if the answer to Question
25 if any of support programs is selected, in case
of negative answer go to Question 28)

Q26. Have you received the support scheme for
which you applied?

Please select one of the following options.

Yes
« Don’t know, waiting for an answer
« No, | couldn’t meet some of the require-
ments
« No, the conditions and requirements of the

support were not acceptable for me

Q27. To what extent the state programme(s)
supported your agricultural activities?

1 - did not contribute at all; 5 - contributed a lot
/scale question/

Q28. Are you planning to apply to the support-
ing programmes initiated by the govern-
ment?

Please select one of the following options.

« No, | am not planning to apply

« COVID-19 - Action 2 (interest rate subsidies
to entities or individuals in agriculture)?

« Subsidizing interest rates on loans to the
agricultural sector
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State Support Program for Financial Leas-
ing of Agricultural Equipment

State Support Program for Financial Leas-
ing of Agro-food Equipment

State support program for the construc-
tion or reconstruction of small and medi-
um-sized smart buildings and their techno-
logical support

Interest rate subsidies for cattle supply
State support program for the establish-
ment of vineyards, intensive orchards and
berry orchards developed with modern
technologies

State program for subsidizing interest rates
on loans for the introduction of hail protec-
tion networks in agriculture

Co-financing program for the introduction

of modern irrigation systems

(Next question appears if the answer to Questions
25 and 28 are “No, we have not applied” and “No,
we are not planning to apply”, respectively)

Q29.

Q30.

What is the reason(s) of not applying to
the government support programmes?

Please select all relevant options

No need for support

| don’t meet the requirements

The offered support programs are not ad-
dressing the main issues

| am over indebted, so | cannot take addi-
tional loans

Availability of other means of support
Distrust in Government support

Other

What are the main issues in the applica-
tion procedure of the government support
programmes?

Long procedure

Bureaucracy

Incomprehensible requirements
Complicated procedure
Heavily-loaded application systems
Lack of transparency

Other

There are no issues

Assessing the risks and opportunities of
the post-COVID-19 period

Q31.

In your opinion, how will change the eco-

nomic situation in Armenia within the upcoming
1-2 years?

Please select one of the following options.

Q32.

Q33.

Q34.

There will be a substantial decline
There will be a limited decline

It will neither decline, nor increase
There will be a moderate increase
There will be a substantial increase

Don’t know

What kind of support do you need to over-
come the economic difficulties after the
crisis?

Please select all the relevant options.

Support in secured realization channels of
my produce

Support in logistic services

Support in accessing inputs (e.g. seeds,
fertilizers, etc.)

Support in trade and deliveries of fodder
Improved access to financing

Support in improving the productivity (pro-
duction of high value products, increasing
the yield)

Enhancement of irrigation system
Supporting and capacitating of agricultural
cooperatives

Knowledge and expertise in climate
change exposed weather extremes risks
mitigation

State support through subsidies

Support for on-farm pest management
and/or animal welfare

Other, please specify:

What are the most reliable sources and in-
stitutions to support your agricultural ac-
tivities?

Please select all the relevant options.

Government

Marzpetaran

Municipality

National business support centres
Agricultural cooperatives

Local agricultural support organizations
NGOs

Local financial organizations
International donor organizations
International financial organizations
Partners from abroad, including Diaspora
Other

None of the above

Are you a member of an agricultural coop-
erative?
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Q35.

Q36.

Yes
No

In your opinion can agricultural coopera-
tives contribute to the development of ag-
ricultural sector in Armenia?

Yes
No

Don’t know

To what extent are you ready to collab-
orate with other farmers from your com-
munity or surrounding communities in the
following aspects?

(scale question 1 - not ready at all, 5 —
very ready

Joint purchase of inputs (seeds,
fertilizers, chemicals, etc.)

Joint purchase and operation of
agricultural machinery

Sales of agricultural produce

Usage of technical services
(veterinary, agronomy, etc.)
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Q37.

Would you like to add any other consid-
erations or suggestions that we missed
during the interview?

Q38. Sex of the interviewee

Male
Female

Q39. Name of the interviewer

Thank you for your time and interest

to participate in this survey.
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Global Situation

The overall growth rate of the tourism industry
during the last seven years accounts for more than
53 percent, with an annual average growth of about
7 percent. The tourism sector accounts for 7 per-
cent of global exports and 10.3 percent of global
GDP, with 330 million jobs worldwide, accounting
for 1in 10 jobs.

Due to the rapid spread of coronavirus and gov-
ernment restrictions on travel around the world, the
tourism industry is at the very centre of one of the
most challenging periods to date. UN WTO fore-
casts a 20-30 percent decline in the number of ar-
rivals in 2020, 5-7 times worse than in 2009. The
WTTC has projected job losses of 31 percent, there-
by increasing unemployment by 2.9 percentage
points and a 30 percent loss in the share of GDP.

The COVID-19 pandemic also affected interna-
tional trade due to new procedures and restrictions
for cross-border trade. According to the WTO inter-
national trade costs may increase by up to 25 per-
cent, which will damage foreign competitiveness
of products. There was a 3 percent drop in global
trade values in the first quarter of 2020. The down-
turn is expected to vary from 9.5 percent (OECD) to
31.9 percent (WTO).

The contribution of the manufacturing sector to
the global GDP is more than 15 percent (UNIDO).
The impact of the current pandemic on the manu-
facturing industry is happening through the lock-
down of major manufacturing plants, supply chain
disruption and declining demand. Industries such
as precision instruments, machinery, automotive,
and communication equipment (UNCTAD) whose
operations are more globalized were most exposed
to initial supply chain disruption.

The mining industry is being profoundly affected
by the pandemic, too. The viability of this sector is
strongly dependent on stable and predictable mar-
ket conditions and functioning supply chains. Ac-
cording to lISD, many investment projects are now
delayed and put on hold.

However, agriculture, construction and IT sectors
show stronger resilience to the crisis. The sector
of engineering and construction has been among
the industries which faced the minimum limitations

7  Global Construction Outlook to 2024 (COVID-19 Impact), 3 April 2020.

of business operations all over the world. The esti-
mations for construction vary between 0.5” and 0.9
percent® growth with a loss of US$138 billion com-
pared with pre-crisis projections.

The impact of the pandemic on the agricultural
sector may come through a decrease in income
combined with uncertainty leading to a reduction in
demand. The lower-middle and low-income coun-
tries will be most affected as agriculture highly con-
tributes to their economies: 15-26 percent of GDP
and 38-60 percent of employment, respectively.

Situation in Armenia

Figure A2.1. Real GDP growth, %, 2019 and projec-
tions for 2020-2021
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All in all, the coronavirus crisis and the global
economic situation have disrupted Armenia’s eco-
nomic growth. Given that the pandemic reached
Armenia in March, economic growth of 3.8 percent
was recorded during first quarter. The household
consumption explains 87.4 percent of GDP growth
with an increase of 2.7 percent while investment
declined by 21.5 percent due to changes in inven-
tories.

According to IMF projections, there will be a 1.5
percent decrease in real GDP against the previous
forecast of 5.9 percent growth. This decrease will
come mostly from negative changes in inventory
and a lower increase in final consumption expen-
diture.

The output dropped in all sectors except
mining

8  Covid-19: Assessing The Impact On Construction & Infrastructure. Fitch Solutions, Global / 09 Apr, 2020.
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Figure A2.2. Change in output, % compared with
the respective months of 2019
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The largest drop was recorded in the construction
sector where the output halved in April compared
to the same period in 2019. As a result, it ended with
a 23.4 percent decline during January-May.

Favourable prices for gold and copper on interna-
tional markets as well as the revitalization of Teghut
mining project boosted sector performance. Mining
was also in the exemption list of business activities
forced to seize or limit operations.

Although the decrease in manufacturing was only
1.7 percent, some subsectors such as pharmaceuti-
cals, furniture production and food production re-
corded notable increases in output.

Armenia may lose more than a billion dol-
lars in exports of goods and services

The exports of goods and services in Armenia
are highly sensitive to external shocks. There was
a sharp decline in 2009 (-23%), as well as in 2015
(-5%) during the global and regional crises. How-
ever, the recovery of exports was quick and lasted
around a year in both cases, by reaching a level
higher than in 2008 and 2014, respectively. IMF
forecasts a 22.4 percent decrease (over $1 billion)
in the export of goods and services, with a quick
recovery in 2021.
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Figure A2.3. Change in exports in January-April,
2020, % compared with the same period of 2019
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Merchandise exports from Armenia showed a
high potential for significant growth at the beginning
of 2020, as the levels were higher than in January
2019 by more than 22 percent. However, as the first
wave of the coronavirus outbreak reached Armenia
growth began to retract. Armenia lost about $120
million in exports during the period between March
and May.

The largest drops in exports were recorded
during the period of January to April for machines
and equipment, leather products, precious and
semi-precious stones, precious metals, textiles and
industrial products. The main reason for the decline
was the forced temporary closure of some non-food
manufacturing factories. However, a significant in-
crease was recorded in the export of mineral prod-
ucts and devices.

Tourism and travel will experience the
worst falls since independence

The travel and tourism industry is one of the pri-
ority sectors in Armenia. It had been dynamically

growing since the beginning of the 2000s. This
sector also demonstrated resilience during the past
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crises as it mostly relies on Armenian tourists from
the Diaspora who comprise the largest segment
of international visitors. However, the current pan-
demic will affect the tourism sector significantly as
Armenia, like most countries, has closed its borders
to non-citizens.

Figure A2.4. International tourism, number of arriv-
als, thousands
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The overall growth rate of arrivals of tourists during
the last 10 years is more than 170 percent with an
annual average growth rate of about 17 percent. Ac-
cording to the WTTC estimates, the indirect contri-
bution of the tourism sector to Armenia’s GDP is 14.1
percent ($1.8 billion). In 2019 the tourism sector pro-
vided 36,900 direct jobs and contributed to 137,000
jobs in Armenia, accounting for 12.9 percent of total
employment. That accounts for more than 17 billion
AMD (about $35 million) in total monthly incomes
for people working in the sector (with monthly av-
erage wages of about 99,000° AMD). Loss of this
much income will significantly decrease demand in
Armenia, despite the financial assistance provided
by the government to people who lost their jobs.

Duringthefirstquarter of 2020, the number of arriv-
als was 311,000 (-14.6%). The Armenian government
closed its borders to non-citizens in mid-March, and
the closure could yet be prolonged. Thus during the
second and third quarters no international tourism
is expected. Moreover, even after the borders open
it may take some time until arrivals resume. Assum-
ing that Armenia will open its borders in September
or October, we have built two scenarios: optimistic
(-75%) and pessimistic (-83%). According to the first
scenario, the number of arrivals will reach 473,000,

9  Statistical Committee of Armenia

and in the second scenario there will be no interna-
tional tourists until the end of 2020 and the number
of arrivals will remain at 311,000 for the year. Given
the current situation worldwide, the pessimistic sce-
nario is more probable.

Armenia may lose about $1 billion in GDP from
the tourism and travel sector. As a result, unemploy-
ment in Armenia will likely increase which will lead
to even more dramatic consequences.

However, since the Armenian borders are closed
outbound tourism will stop as well. A considerable
share of money may be spent on internal tourism,
the net flow of which might even be positive.

The COVID-19 pandemic is strongly af-
fecting manufacturing and construction

The manufacturing sector of the Armenian econ-
omy is highly sensitive to economic conditions as
well as pandemics. During the global financial cri-
sis and the regional crisis manufacturing fell by 27
percent and 13 percent, respectively. However, the
recovery period for this sector is only one year, after
which steady rates of growth are seen again. The
GDP contribution of the manufacturing industry has
increased slightly during the last five years reach-
ing 10 percent, while the share in employment has
been rising steadily since 2015 reaching 9.3 per-
cent. Moreover, according to ILO projections, it may
reach 11 percent by 2024.

Despite the increase at the beginning of 2020,
the manufacturing sector in Armenia experienced
a decline of 5.2 percent in March, with a further
drop by 16.2 percent in April. However, we should
highlight that during March and April food manu-
facturing increased by 5.5 percent and 0.1 percent,
respectively, while clothing manufacturing declined
by 11.5 percent and 80 percent, respectively.

Armenia’s construction sector was expanding un-
til the global financial crisis. This sector has yet to
recover from the sharp fall in 2009. Its contribution
to the country’s GDP, which reached nearly 25 per-
cent in 2008, is now 6.5 percent. Employment in
this sector has also been falling for the last 11 years
and is now about 3.4 percent.

The COVID-19 pandemic has hard hit Armenia’s
construction sector. During the first weeks of the
lockdown beginning in March most construction
work was restricted. So, despite a slight increase
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during January and February, this sector experi-
enced a decline of 9.4 percent during the first quar-
ter of 2020, while the drop of output during March
accounted for 26.2 percent, with a further reduction
of 51 percent during April.

The agricultural sector is resilient to this
crisis

The study of statistical data shows that econom-
ic factors profoundly influence Armenia’s agricul-
tural sector. During the global financial crisis, it
decreased by more than 23 percent, followed by

a recovery period of two years. However, after the
regional crisis of 2014-2015, it fell by 13 percent
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during the first year and has been in stagnation ever
since. The agricultural sector’s contribution to GDP
has been declining for the last six to seven years
but remains significant, accounting for about 14 per-
cent. Moreover, as of 2019, more than 29 percent
of the labour force is employed in this sector, which
shows its vital importance for the Armenian econo-
my, especially in rural areas. More than 32 percent
of women are employed in this sector.

The agricultural sector is more resilient to the
pandemic. Like many other countries, Armenia saw
an increase of 4.5 percent in agricultural production
during the first quarter of 2020 compared with the
same period in 2019.
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ANNEX 3. COVID-19 IMPACT ON ARMENIAN SMES
BY THEIR CHARACTERISTICS AND BUSINESS

AREAS

Overall impact

Figure A3.1. The magnitude of impact of COVID-19
on SMEs by size, %

5;%”&;93; 267 | 44
1-50 employees 1.4 MEXS 63.1
2-10 employees 8.0
1Temployee 4{8 PZAC] 61.5
02 04 06 08 01 00

Slightly negative

Note: Agricultural sector is not included B Moderately negative

Pearson chi2(21) = 61.5 Pr=0.000 B Strongly negative

Figure A3.2. The magnitude of impact of COVID-19
on SMEs by age, %

10and more |7 JEEy 60.5
years
510 years |91 [RER 64.6
1-5years (6.988wiKe) 64.9
Up tolyear &.GREX:] 73.7
0 20 40 60 80 100

Slightly negative

Note: Agricultural sector is not included ~ ® Moderately negative

Pearson chi2(21)= 247 Pr=0.261 B Strongly negative

Figure A3.3. Impact of COVID-19 on farmers by
gender, %

Women

farmers 59%

9
Men 61%

farmers

0% 50%] 00%

Positive impact
B Not affected
B Negative impact

Note: Agricultural sector is not included
Pearson chi2(6) = 9.52 Pr=0.146

Figure A3.4. Negative impact of COVID-19 by sec-
tor and gender, %

Food production

Other services

Non-food industry
Non-food commerce and
Medical services
Information technolog
Tourism

Food services (restau
Food groceries

Beauty and well-bein

Agriculture

Note: Agricultural sector is not included
Pearson chi2(12) = 283.33 Pr=0.000

B Male-owned
B Female-owned

Impact on employment

Figure A3.5. Staff changes in surveyed companies
by share of female employees, %

More
than 75%

Up to 75%
Up to 50%
Up to 25%
Up to 10%

0%

0.0 50 10.0 150 20.0 250

B Remuneration reduction

Pearson chi2(6) = 51.45 Pr=0.000 :
B Staff reduction

Pearson chi2(6) = 37.23 Pr=0.000
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Figure A3.6. Impact of return migration on labour
market according to respondents by community
type, %

Changein
labor cost
Increase in
labor supply

0% 20% 40% 60%8 0% 100%

M Yes

M No

Source: Survey data
Pearson chi2(4) = 401 Pr=0.000

Figure A3.7. Impact of return migration on labour
market according to respondents, %

Yerevan

Urban

Rural
Consolidated rural

Consolidated mixed

0% 10%4 20% 30% 0%

Source: Survey data
Pearson chi2(4) = 401 Pr=0.000
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Impact on business continuity

Figure A3.8. Public transport problems according
to respondents by community type, %

Yerevan
Urban

Rural

Consolidated
rural

Consolidated
mixed

6] 5 10 15
Source: Survey data

Figure A3.9. Impact on respondents by type, %

Both supply- and
demand-side impact

Demand-side impact
Supply-side impact

Other

0.0 50 10.0 15.0 20.0

Source: Survey data
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ANNEX 4: IMPACT ON HEALTH

Figure A4.. Health issues as a result of COVID-19
across community clusters

40%

30%
20%
10%

0%

44.5% (271)

Psychological/Mental/Emo
tional health was affected
(e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)

Physical illness and/or
iliness of a family/household
member

B City
B Consolidated mixed
Source: Survey data B Consolidated rural

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.4106, O Rural

** Only showing ‘yes’ category. Urban

** Note: N = 3182, 3150

*** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

Figure A4.2. Health issues as a result of COVID-19
across vulnerable groups

60%
oy
40% S 9 %
£ 823 _
w O g F 2
20% 2
5
0%

Psychological/Mental/Emo
tional health was affected
(e.g. stress, anxiety, etc.)

Physical illness and/or
illness of a family/household
member

B Beneficiaries

B Large families

B People with disabilities
Refugee

B Single retirees

Source: Survey data

* Chi-Squared P-value 0O, 0.115
**Only showing ‘yes’ category.
** Note: N = 406, 393

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I
do not know’

Figure A4.3. Satisfaction with medical services by gender, region and community cluster

Total (N) Improved (%) No Changes (%) Worsen (%)
Gender (P-value = 0.622)
Man 445 317 62.3 6.0
Woman 465 343 60.6 51
Marz (P-value = 0)
Yerevan 104 17.0 75.0 8.0
Aragatsotn 57 38.0 570 4.0
Ararat 100 30.0 62.0 8.0
Armavir 72 43.0 57.0 0.0
Gegharkunik 100 46.0 50.0 4.0
Lori 69 440 54.0 1.0
Kotayk 101 39.0 57.0 4.0
Shirak 13 28.0 61.0 1.0
Syunik 69 35.0 63.0 20
Vayots Dzor 65 21.0 73.0 6.0
Tavush 61 240 68.0 7.0
Community Cluster (P-value = 0.006)
City 104 17.0 75.0 8.0
Consolidated mixed 181 36.0 60.0 4.0
Consolidated rural 229 34.0 62.0 4.0
Rural 219 370 59.0 4.0
Urban 178 33.0 58.0 9.0
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Figure A4.4. Experienced difficulties in accessing gynaecological and contraceptive services across regions

Difficulties in accessing the gynecological and obstetric care services

100%
0 0
75% 8% 5.6% v 4.3%
3.9%
50%
72.1%
73.4% 68.1% 72.4%
56.6%
25%
0% e
YerevanA  ragatsotn Ararat  ArmavirG egharkunikL oriK otayk ShirakS yunikV ayots DzorT avush
Difficulties in accessing contraceptives
100%
75%
50%
25%
0%

YerevanA  ragatsotn Ararat  ArmavirG egharkunikL oriK otayk ShirakS yunikV ayots DzorT avush

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0019, 2e-04 B Did not face any difficulties
***Note: N =1732, 1732 B | faced some or major difficulties
|
| |

**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’ No need for these services
Refuse to answer
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ANNEX 5: IMPACT ON ACCESS TO PUBLIC GOODS

Figure A5.1. Children’s schooling cancelled or cut back

100 Gender Marz Community Cluster
80
60
40
20
© C C C C = = X = X X X = < > © T O © © j
S ¢ 8 5§ 3 £ S ® £ T R %8 5 g2 &5 5 8
> e ) Ru] © £ S o c > [a) S © = © = 154 =
S s ® < E <= 8 & & o @& SE = 5
= - < g S 2 38
3 (o) @ C c
[0} > (@] (e}
o O o

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.1819, 0.0006, O

**Only showing ‘yes’ category.

** Note: N = 1488, 1489, 1490

*** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

Figure A5.2. Frequency of Internet usage by age and community cluster

How often do you use the Internet?
At least At least
Don’t Every once a once a Less Do not know what
know day week month often Never the internet is Total
18/35 0.0% 88.4% 31% 1.6% 0.8% 6.2% 0.0% 129
Qrgoeups 36/55 0.0% 84.7% 6.6% 0.7% 1.5% 5.8% 0.7% 137
Capital
56+ 0.0% 46.4% 9.7% 11% 1.5% 40.1% 11% 267
Total 0.0% 66.4% 7.3% 11% 1.3% 231% 0.8% 533
18/35 0.0% 85.8% 5.8% 1.7% 2.5% 4.2% 0.0% 120
Qf’oips 36/55 | 0.0% 708% | 81% 0.6% 7.5% 124% | 06% 161
Urban
56+ 11% 30.5% 7.9% 1.7% 7.3% 48.0% 3.4% 177
Total 0.4% 59.2% 7.4% 1.3% 6.1% 24.0% 1.5% 458
18/35 0.0% 75.8% 9.2% 0.8% 6.7% 7.5% 0.0% 120
;\?oeups 36/55 0.6% 47.2% 16.1% 2.2% 1.7% 217% 0.6% 180
Rural
56+ 1.0% 23.0% 3.0% 1.5% 5.0% 62.0% 4.5% 200
Total 0.6% 44.4% 9.2% 1.6% 7.8% 34.4% 2.0% 500
18/35 0.0% 83.5% 6.0% 1.4% 3.3% 6.0% 0.0% 369
Q?oips 36/55 0.2% 65.9% 10.7% 1.3% 7.3% 14.0% 0.6% 478
Total
56+ 0.6% 34.8% 71% 1.4% 4.2% 491% 2.8% 644
Total 0.3% 56.8% 8.0% 1.3% 5.0% 27.2% 1.4% 1491
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ANNEX 6: IMPACT ON INCOME OF HOUSEHOLDS

Figure A6.1. Registered and unregistered businesses, by gender

Woman 20.5% (14) 79.5% (53)

Man 36.3% (48) 63.7% (84)

0% 25% 50%

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0352
**Note: N =197
**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

Figure A6.2. Access to governmental aid for businesses

Do you receive any unemployment benefits and /or any fi-

nancial support the Government?

Size Yes No
Yes 134 52.3 477
No 61 274 726
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ANNEX 7: IMPACT ON SOCIAL ROLES IN
HOUSEHOLDS AND COMMUNITIES

Figure A71. Time spend on household tasks, by gender

Pet care 1.2% (21)

6.9% (100)

Affective/emotional support for 0.6% (10)
adult family members

1.5% (22)
Assisting older/sick/disabled

disabledadults with medical care,
feeding,cleaning, physical care

2% (35)
2.6% (37)

Caring for children, including
feeding, cleaning, physical care

10.5% (182)
42% (61)

Instructing, teaching,
training children

9.1% (157)
2.7% (39)

Playing with, talking to and 5.2% (90)

reading to children 13.5% (195)

0.7% (13)
1.2% (17)

Collecting water/firewood/fuel

Shopping for my family/
household member

3.8% (66)
14.5% (209)

Household management
(e.g. paying bills)

5.2% (90)
16.7% (242)
Cleaning and maintaining own

dwelling and surroundings
(e.g. clothes, household)

43.9% (757)
34.7% (501)

Cooking and serving meals 17.5% (302)

1.6% (23)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

B Man
B Woman

* Chi-Squared P-value O
**Note: N=3167
“** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’
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Figure A7.2. Time spent on household tasks, by region

Aragat- Arma- Ge- Vayots
Yerevan sotn Ararat vir  gharkunik Lori Kotayk  Shirak  Syunik Dzor Tavush
Size 607 172 867 197 274 288 871 809 246 144 198
P-value 0
Cooking and serving meals 12.8 58 4.8 9.8 10.2 89 135 1.9 6.9 n1 14.6

Cleaning and maintaining own
dwelling and surroundings (e.g.

clothes, household) 39.2 407 43.8 411 31.8 39.6 411 336 46.4 49.4 34.4
Household management (e.g.

paying bills) 6.6 1.3 141 8.9 12.6 12.2 9.9 12 6.6 141 12.2
Shopping for my family/house-

hold member 1.5 97 74 6.7 141 91 6.4 9 61 46 5.4
Collecting water/firewood/fuel 0.8 11 0] 0.6 27 28 0.7 0.5 17 0.4 0.9
Playing with, talking to and

reading to children 13.2 9.4 10.2 5.9 5.9 7.8 9 76 81 8.8 9.2
Instructing, teaching, training

children 6.2 5.9 5 74 8.9 5.4 47 7 7.9 3.8 57
Caring for children, including

feeding, cleaning, phisical care 7 6.3 87 9.3 72 76 75 9.2 8.2 5.2 7

Assisting older/sick/disabled
disabled adults with medical
care, feeding, cleaning, physical

care 14 46 1.9 4.9 24 13 22 238 0.2 0.6 53
Affective/emotional support for

adult family members 0.8 1.9 12 1.3 0.6 0.4 15 0.8 1 17 0.6
Pet care 1 9.4 2.9 4.4 9.6 5.5 37 56 6.9 5.2 46

Figure A7.3. Civic activities performed, by community cluster
5%
4%
3%
2%

1%

0%
| actively help my community, by | am helping elderly | am an member of civil | actively discuss and
sewing and distributing masks, people in my organization, which helps disseminate news about
collecting money for helping community people in need due to COVID-19 on social media and
medical workers and hospitals COVID-19 other websites
B City

B Consolidated mixed
B Consolidated rural
* Chi-Squared P-value 0.2652, 0.3243, 0.0027, 0.1428 Rural
** Only showing ‘yes’ category B Urban
***Note: N =3191, 3191, 3191, 3191
**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’
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Figure A7.4. Domestic violence and discrimination awareness, by gender

Woman  Man Woman  Man Woman  Man
100%
75%
B VYes
H No
B | do not know
50% M Refuse to answer
25%
0%
Have you felt increase of any Have you felt/heard about Do you know where to seek help
form of discrimination, prejudice increase of domestic and support in case of someone
in the country/area you live after violence since the spread experiencing domestic violence
the spread of COVID-19 of COVID-19 such as hotlines, psychological

and police support

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0326, 0.0016, 0.0012
***Note: N = 3191, 3191, 3191
**** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’
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ANNEX 8: VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT OF

ECONOMIC SECTORS

The overall scale and scope of the economic
impact due to the COVID-19 pandemic will be as-
sessed after countries combat the health crisis
and all containment measures are eliminated. The
situation in the world economy is changing very
fast which makes it challenging to estimate the
long-lasting effects of the crisis.

Economic sector

Tourism and hospitality

Textile and apparel

At this stage, the most vulnerable sectors ex-
posed to the risks caused by the COVID-19 crisis
are tourism and hospitality, textile and apparel, food
services, and domestic trade.

Vulnerability assessment of economic sectors

Food services Domestic trade

Magnitude of impact High Medium Medium Medium
Geographic concentration Yerevan and those in regions Yerevan, Vanadzor Ygrevan anf:i thosg n )
. . R . . regions focusing on inter- All regions
focusing on international tourists and Gyumri . )
national tourists

Impact on women Medium High Medium High
Type of affected business All Large SME SME
Economic impact High Low Medium Medium
Number of JOBs at risk High Medium Medium Low
Number of employees,

March 2020 9,688 12,293 28,821 12,427

Source: SEIA Assessment

The tourism and hospitality sector suffered the
most because of the closure of Armenia’s borders to
foreign nationals. However, the regions still benefit
from domestic tourism, while the hotel and accom-
modation sector in Yerevan is on the verge of bank-
ruptcy as they catered to international tourism. For
large hotels located in Yerevan highly qualified jobs
are at risk, which may lead to the labour migration
of highly skilled people resulting in a “brain drain.”
During March-April, the job layoff rate in this sector
accounted for 18 percent (1,762 jobs) of total employ-
ment in the industry, with more than 67 percent of
cuts in companies with up to 50 workers.

In addition to the temporary closure and fearamong
locals, the fall in international tourism also affected
the food services sector in the regions focusing on
international tourists. During March-April, there was
a 20 percent job layoff rate (5,708 jobs), with 78 per-
cent in companies with up to 50 employees.

The domestic trade sector suffered during March-
April, with non-food retail stores being temporarily
closed. However, the crisis didn’t significantly harm
the food retail sector. Overall there was a 9 percent
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job layoff rate in the sector (9,558 jobs), with more
than 67 percent of cuts in companies with up to 50
workers.

In the textile and apparel sector, the job layoff rate
was the highest during March-April at 29 percent
(896 jobs), with approximately 64 percent of cuts
in companies with more than 50 employees. At the
same time export volumes in this sector fell signifi-
cantly. This sector is conditioned by global circum-
stances, as there is a high share of Armenian textile
and apparel companies working for foreign brands
which have closed their stores worldwide due to re-
strictions in most countries.
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ANNEX 9: RECOVERY PERSPECTIVES AMONG THE
BUSINESSES

Figure A9.1. Most trusted institutions for support, %

Government 67%

International financial and
donor organizations

Local financial organizations
Municipality

Business support organizations
Regional administration
Partners from abroad & Diaspora
Other

None of above 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Figure A9.2. Respondents that applied to govern- Figure A9.3. Provision of state assistance by magni-
ment support programmes, by community type, % tude of negative impact, %

Yerevan 70%
78%
Strongly negative
Urban 71%
Moderately
Rural negative

Consolidated
rural

76%
Slightly negative

Consolidated
68%

mixed Not affected
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Yes
M No
M Have not received

the decision yet
Pearson Chi-squared (8) =228.9203 Pr=0.000 Pearson Chi-squared (28) = 30.81 Pr=0.006

Figure A9.4. Evaluation of the effectiveness of support programmes by estimated survival period

1year or more
6 months -1year
3-6 months

1-3 months

1 month or less

0.0 05 1.0 1.5 2.0 25 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 50

1- did not help at all; 5 — was a great help
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ANNEX 10: GOVERNMENT COVID-19 ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Perception of respondents on sup-
Number of applica- Proportion of port effectiveness*

Brief description tions as of June 15,  approved applica-
2020 tions 1 - did not help; 5 - helped a lot
(Mean value)

1 Co-financing, refinancing and subsi- 1,331 62% 3.35
dies for businesses

2 Interest rate subsidies to entities or 24191 52% 3.25
individuals in agriculture

3 Low interest rate loans to SMEs 1,646 50% 31

5 One-time grant in the amount of the 24753 60% 2.84
salary of every 5th employee

8 Assistance provided to individual en- 294,045 48% 2.65
trepreneurs and employees in several
sectors

10 One-time assistance to micro-enter- 5,388 100% 2.86
prises in the amount of 10% of the
turnover

18 Labour subsidies to business with 25,031 49% 371
2-100 employees that preserved jobs

Other 2.68

Source: Government of Armenia (2020)
* Based on the evaluation of survey respondents
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ANNEX 11: SOCIAL VULNERABILITIES OF
HOUSEHOLDS

Figure A11.1. Difficulty with maintaining household expenses, by gender

100%

Woman

Man
Woman
Man

75%

50%

25%

0%
Would be Would be Will have to
difficult to keep  difficult to pay transform to
up with basic for utilities alternative
expenses heating means

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0264, 0.0013, 1
** Only showing ‘yes’ category
*** Note: N =3054, 3039, 2220

*** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

Figure A11.2. Difficulty with maintaining household expenses, by vulnerable group

100%
75%
50%
25%
0%
Would be difficult to keep Would be difficult to pay Will have to transform to
up with basic expenses for utilities alternative heating means

B Beneficiaries
B |arge families

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0507, 0.0165, 0.0464 W People with disabilities

** Only showing ‘yes’ category
“*Note: N =390, 388, 325

“** Note: Plots do not include categories ‘Not applicable’ and/or ‘I do not know’

W Refugee
B Single retirees
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Figure A11.3. Difficulty with maintaining household expenses, by community clusters

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%
Would be difficult to keep Would be difficult to pay Will have to transform to
up with basic expenses for utilities alternative heating means
W City

*Chi-Squared P-value 0, 0.0004, O B Consolidated mixed
**Only showing 'yes' category B Consolidated rural
*** Note: N = 3054, 3039, 2220 M Rural
= Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know' B Urban

Figure A11.4. Impact of health insurance on health related behaviour

Will have to stop
seeking health
services/assistance

Size Yes No
Yes 616 249 754
No 2171 373 62.7

Figure A11.5. Possible sources of financial support, by age group

60%
40%
20%
0%
Will have to ask help from Will have to ask help from Will have to take a
relatives and friends the local authorities loan
W 18-24
W )5
*Chi-Squared P-value 0, 0.0002, 0 = ié f::
**Only showing 'yes' categor i
" 9 9o W 4554
** Note: N =2926, 2895, 2801 B 564
**** Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know! m 65+
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Figure A11.6. Possible sources of financial support, by community cluster

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Will have to ask help from Will have to ask help from Will have to take a
relatives and friends the local authorities loan
. B City
* Chi-Squared P-value 0.2368, 0.0001, O . .
** Only showing 'yes' categon B Conselidated mixed
Yy 9 Y gory B Consolidated rural

*** Note: N =2926, 2895, 2801 B Rural
*** Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know' B Urban
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ANNEX 12: GOVERNMENT SOCIAL ASSISTANCE
SUPPORT PACKAGES: COVERAGE, RELEVANCE
AND IMPACT

Figure A12.1. Distribution of main source of information regarding COVID-19, by gender

Woman 48.3% (836) 39.4% (683)

Man 50.9% (742) 37.4% (545)
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
*Chi-Squared P-value 0.3418 W Other
*** Note: N = 23191 W Radio/Television/Newspaper
*** Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know' B |nternet & social media (facebook, Instagram, etc.)

Figure A12.2. Distribution of information evaluation, by gender
Woman 5.4% (93) 68.4% (1172)

Man 7.8% (112) 65.3% (935)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

B Confusing/contradictory

B Clear, but it came too late for me to prepare
B Clear and helped me prepare

M | did not receive any information

*Chi-Squared P-value 0.001
*** Note: N = 3145
= Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know!

Figure A12.3. Distribution of information evaluation, by community cluster

Urban 5% (35) 65.1% (461)

Rural 5% (30) 731% (447) )

Consolidated

6.3% (38) 66.8% (402)
rural
Consolidated
1@ 17.4% (46) 71.4% (444)
mixed
City 9.1% (55) 58.8% (353)
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
B Confusing/contradictory
*Chi-Squared P-value O B Clear, but it came too late for me to prepare
***Note: N = 3145 B Clear and helped me prepare
=+ Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know' B | did not receive any information
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ANNEX 13: SOCIAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
IMPLEMENTED BY THE ARMENIAN GOVERNMENT
(AS OF JULY 15, 2020)

Table A131

Number of bene-
ficiaries

Activity
number

Description of target group

Total amount pro-
vided by the Govern-

Amount per
beneficiary in

4th

Beneficiary

A family with a child under the age of 14, where both par-
ents or one parent lost their registered job between March
13 and 25 and as of March 25, neither parent has a job.
Limitations

-During the last 2 months salary has not exceeded monthly
500,000 AMD

2,093

ment in AMD

209,300,000

AMD

100,000

6th

Beneficiary

A person who lost their job between March 13 and 25.
Limitations

-During the last 2 months the monthly salary did not exceed
500,000 AMD

-Has not worked in financial organizations or for betting
companies

8,091

550,188,000

68,000

7th

Beneficiary

Pregnant woman who as of March does not have a job and
her husband also does not have a job or a pregnant woman
who does not have a husband as of March 30

9,719

971,900,000

100,000

8th

Beneficiary

Individuals who worked from March 13 to 30 in an affected
industry:

- Hotel and hotel services,

- Public catering services,

- Tourism,

- Hairdressing and beauty salon services,

- Retail services (except for food shops and pharmacies)
- Land transport activities (route transport);

- Preschool education (private kindergartens).

- Sport activities (sport clubs, swimming pools)

- Entertainment and other leisure activities

133,003

8,973,341,631

67,467.21

Sth

Beneficiary

A family with a child aged 0-18, where both parents do not
have a registered job.

Limitations

Children and at least one of the parents live in Armenia,
do not receive a family allowance, if they had a job before
March 1, the salary did not exceed 500,000 AMD.

190,770

5,055,458,000

26,500.28

13th

Beneficiary
Socially vulnerable families

86,718

1,221,308,000

14,083.67
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Figure A13.1. Received benefits and/or financial Figure A13.2. Relationship between government
support from the government since the spread of support and changed status of employment
COVID-19, by region and community cluster

Community Cluster Marz
Yerevan 30.2% (177)
) Aragatsotn 42.4% (75)
City 30.2% (177)
Ararat 43.1% (158)
Armavir 33.4% (68)

Consolidated mixed 36.3% (228)

Gegharguniq
35.1% (212) Lori

Kotayq
46% (282) Shirak

37.7% (105)
34.3% (97)
39.8% (147)
39.2% (120)
39.4% (95)
311% (45)

37.6% (75)

Consolidated rural

Rural

Syuniq

Urban 36.4% (263)

Vayots Dzor

Tavush

0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40 50

* Chi-Squared P-value 0.0034, 0
*** Note: N = 3155, 3155
1 Note: Plots do not include categories 'Not applicable' and/or 'l do not know'
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ANNEX 14: MACROECONOMIC POLICY:
REFLECTIONS ON THE CONTEXT AND THE

CURRENT SITUATION

Historically, Armenia’s macro policies have been
prudent: Fiscal and monetary policy responses to
external shocks used to be effective to ensure mac-
ro stability.

The last shock to the Armenian economy before
COVID-19 was back in 2014 due the spillover effect
from Russian economic sanctions. The effects of
the slowdown in the Russian economy transmitted
to the Armenian economy through various channels
including remittances, trade and FDI. The reaction
of the macroeconomic policy to the crisis was pru-
dent and well-coordinated, aimed at maintaining
the macro-financial stability while containing the se-
vere drop of aggregate demand.

The monetary policy reacted by dramatically in-
creasing the policy rate and a significant adjustment
of the reserve requirement ratio for dollar deposits
in order to cease speculative expectations of the
dram’s depreciation. It was obvious that in case of
materialization of the mentioned risk, an overshoot
in the speculative expectation-based exchange
rate could cause FX market distortions, with a pass-
through effect that would drive up inflation and fur-
ther fuel inflation expectations.

When the speculative expectations were well an-
chored, staring from November 2015 the monetary
policy gradually lowered the policy rate as the econ-
omy entered the stubbornly low inflation phase.
However, despite the low inflationary environment
until the end of 2019, the reserve requirement ra-
tio after some downward adjustment (regarding the
currency structure of the reserves) still remained
high compared to the pre-crisis level of 2014, which
allowed the Central Bank of Armenia (CBA) to ease
this rate to reduce costs if necessary.

Figure A14.1. Monetary Policy Rate and 12-month
CPI
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Figure A14.2. Monetary Policy Rate and 12-month
CPI
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Since 2014, Armenia’s fiscal policy was eased dra-
matically to cope with falling demand, compensate
the contractionary effect of monetary policy and
keep the momentum of economic growth potential.
Because of the significant fiscal stimulus, the bud-
get deficit grew during 2014 and the following two
years, resulting in an increase of government debt/
GDP ratio of up to 53.7% in 2017.
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Since 2017 the government took bold actions for
fiscal consolidation to bring back the debt/GDP ra-
tio and free up additional fiscal space to react timely
in case of a new shock. In 2018 and 2019 the bud-
get deficit decreased significantly, which helped
bring government debt level below 50% of GDP in
2019. The effective consolidation was also driven
by new fiscal rules that were introduced in 2017 to
strengthen the counter cyclical component of the
fiscal policy to act effectively as a shock absorber
during the crisis (see Box 1 below).

Figure A14.3. Government Debt Level and Ratio to
GDP
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Source: Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Armenia, Statistical
Committee of the Republic of Armenia

Figure A14.4. Real GDP Growth and Budget Deficit
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Reaction of Macroeconomic Policies to
COVID-19 in Armenia

Starting March 2020, the coronavirus reached Ar-
menia forcing the government to swiftly prepare a
crisis response package to mitigate the negative ef-
fects. The fiscal and monetary bodies declared their
intention to support economic activity and inject the
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needed liquidity into the economy. The fiscal policy
reacted to the shock by declaring a fiscal loosening
and tolerating deficit to reach up to 7.5% of GDP.
The government introduced an anti-crisis measure-
ment package with 150 billion AMD (about 2.3% of
GDP). The monetary policy reacted very cautious-
ly by twice adjusting the policy rate downwards by
0.25 p.p. and once more, comparatively stronger,
by 0.5 p.p. No movement to the reserve require-
ment ration has been taken yet.

As a result, despite the loosening of fiscal and
monetary policies, economic agents are signalling
about bolder actions from policy makers for liquidity
injection and support in coping with deteriorating
corporate sector’s balance sheets. It is anticipated
that the fiscal policy shall accelerate the speed of
capital spending and other type of competitive pro-
curements of goods and services. For the monetary
policy, additional measures needs to be implement-
ed for diminishing the cost of capital in the banking
system by further adjusting the policy rate and (or)
utilizing other instruments, including diminishing
the rate of reserve requirement.

KEY MACROECONOMIC POLICY CONSIDER-
ATIONS

Below are a few thoughts on potential fiscal and
monetary policy considerations that can be useful
for the Government of Armenia during the policy
deliberation within the cabinet and a dialogue with
IFls.

Fiscal Policy

1. To meet the new economic reality, there might
be a need to redesign the current fiscal policy
and revisit budget expenditures urgently. In
April 2020, the Armenian National Assembly
adopted changes in the 2020 budget; however,
only the size of the deficit was changed, but the
anticipated changes in revenues and expendi-
tures was not disclosed. The current expendi-
ture plan for 2020 state budget is out of date
and the government might want to consider re-
visiting the budget urgently and thoroughly. It
needs to be done following the agreed criteria
and principles. Criteria and principles could be
developed with the support and close coopera-
tion of IFls, including the International Monetary
Fund and the World Bank. An expenditure re-
view exercise must be done with an emphasis
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on reallocating resources to address effectively
and timely issues in health care, social and eco-
nomic support measures.

To avoid negative surprises and react timely
to new risks, developing different economic
scenarios with an appropriate fiscal response
should be considered. The pandemic increases
the level of uncertainty in all fields of the econ-
omy and these uncertainties create major bud-
getrisks. This highlights the urgent need for the
government to develop different scenarios of
economic developments with the proper fiscal
responses on each scenario. The government
would benefit from different scenarios of eco-
nomic growth, budget revenues, expenditures,
deficit and sources of financing the deficit.
Furthermore, all those scenarios would ideally
be disclosed and clearly communicated to the
public. This would positively contribute to the
credibility of the government, increase the con-
fidence of economic agents in the economic
policy and signal that the government is ready
to handle any potential development.

Swiftly levelling up the monetary and fiscal
coordination would enable the utilization of
internal savings at an affordable price for defi-
cit financing. The economic slowdown and fis-
cal policy reaction will inevitably lead to a high-
er budget deficit and challenge the government
to find an affordable resource to finance the
deficit. In the situation of declining tax revenue,
the first option can be to utilize local resources.
Fiscal bodies with support of the CBA can effec-
tively attract local savings to finance the budget
deficit. To mitigate the crowding-out effects, the
CBA can purchase government securities to
directly inject liquidity into the market. Further
on, government spending efficiency that can di-
rectly affect economic activity can mitigate the
risk of inflation. Local debt financing can also
support the government debt profile by lower-
ing the negative effect of exchange rate depre-
ciation threats.

Monetary Policy

1.

Develop scenarios for financial market dis-
tress with appropriate actions from mone-
tary bodies. During the crisis it is expected
that non-performing loans are inevitably going

to increase, resulting in compulsory provision-
ing and driving up the costs of the banks and
credit organizations. The scale of such adjust-
ment along with other factors will depend on
the structure of portfolio of the banks and cred-
it organizations. Recent three-year increase in
banks’ and credit organization’s loan portfolio
was driven mostly by the mortgage and con-
sumer credit growth while the household in-
come recorded very modest growth. Significant
cuts in household incomes and job losses are
very likely to continue during the course of this
year. This would elevate the risk of increasing
non-performing loans (NPL) dramatically. This
urges the Central Bank of Armenia, preferably
in cooperation with IMF, to develop scenarios
that include an appropriate intervention plan
and tools to mitigate the risks endangering fi-
nancial stability.

To support the economy to cope with liquid-
ity drain up, the CBA can consider ways for
further easing monetary conditions, including
a decrease in the reserve requirement. An-
other possible direction for the CBA to react to
the negative shock and liquidity drain up is the
revision of the reserve rate requirement. It re-
mained very high since December 2014 without
major changes. By decreasing the reserve rate
requirement for US dollar deposits, the CBA
can decrease the cost of capital for the banks to
allocate resources in the economy in line with
diminishing profitability margins of economic
agents with more affordable prices for busi-
nesses. Furthermore, in light of lower imports
with weak pressure on the dollar exchange rate
and sufficient coverage of the CBA's reserve,
speculative behaviour in the foreign exchange
markets will not prevail.
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ANNEX 15. SEIA PROCESS. LESSONS LEARNED

The socio-economic impact assessment of
COVID-19 on Armenian communities was initiated
by the UN Country Team upon the request of the
Government of Armenia. The SEIA process was led
by UNDP in collaboration with UNFPA, UN Women
and UNAIDS and supported by UN Agencies work-
ing in Armenia. Asian Development Bank and IFls
provided important input to the SEIA.

The SEIA implementation included several key
interconnected milestones and outputs. It was exe-
cuted in a highly participatory manner. All key stake-
holders, including UN Agencies, the Government of
Armenia and regional and community stakehold-
ers provided invaluable support to the SEIA Expert
Team in conducting a nationwide assessment in a
relatively short period during the country’s declared
state of emergency, including a lockdown and other
restrictions.

Figure A15.1 below presents the SEIA process, key
steps, outputs and engagement of key stakehold-
ers in each important step of the process.

Figure A15.. Structure of the Overall SEIA Pro-
cess

SEIA Lessons

The SEIA was an interesting learning process, full
of unexpected challenges and important lessons
learned. Those lessons are discussed below.

The online survey required intensive prepa-
ration and proper allocation of time.

The SEIA was conducted online and via phone
conversations, without physical interaction between
stakeholders. These virtual interactions included
stakeholder meetings, discussions and surveys. Use
of virtual modes of communication imposed several
challenges, including both psychological and tech-
nical difficulties. It complicated the process and sub-
stantial time was required to organize online meetings
or gather necessary information. The critical issue was
developing a database of contact information of sur-
vey respondents. The details of the SEIA methodol-
ogy are presented in the Introduction section of this
report.

Participation of stakeholders is important;

Page | 134 | ANNEXES

however, it has associated ‘costs’ such as ad-
ditional inertia in the process and delays.

The SEIA was implemented with the participation of
many stakeholders. This significantly enhanced the
results of the study and strengthened the ownership
of outcomes for local stakeholders. It also creates pos-
sibilities for the implementation of recommendations
and suggestions of the SEIA, thus increasing the po-
tential impact of the process. At the same time, the
participation of stakeholders, and iterative process
connected with it, requires time and efforts to solicit
the input from parties and engage key stakeholders in
decision-making processes. The goal is to find a rea-
sonable balance between participation and its “costs”.

Online assessment and analysis tools in-
crease the efficiency of the process and
expand the participation of key stakeholders.

During the SEIA several online tools were applied
and tested. The main tool of data collection was KoBo
Toolbox. It proved to be a very useful instrument for
data collection and creating databases of provided
responses. However, it does not provide effective
options for online analysis and producing analytical
charts and reports. Community stakeholders took
strong interest in implementing these online analytical
tools, and they engaged additional community stake-
holders in the data collection and analysis.

The SEIA process initiated a momentum for
improving governance and engaging citizens
in decision-making processes at national
and local levels.

Regional and community stakeholders in the SEIA
process showed genuine interest in adopting the ap-
proach and participating in local decision-making pro-
cesses. The main challenge is to have ready-made on-
line tools for data collection and analysis. This task can
be implemented by modifying the SEIA methodology,
further improving KoBo Toolbox to be able to provide
online analysis and training relevant personnel in na-
tional, regional and community governments to apply
the online tools. These efforts can help strengthen the
e-governance in the country and increase participa-
tion in decision-making at all levels.
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