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SUMMARY

This analytical report presents the results of an online survey conducted among 454
Ukrainian refugees residing in Bulgaria between 25 November and 03 December 2025.
The study examines patterns of vulnerability, labor exploitation, trafficking in human
beings (THB), gender-based violence (GBV), online risks, access to services, institutional
trust, and perceived risks linked to the planned end of the EU Temporary Protection
regime in March 2027.

The sample consists predominantly of women (92.3%), most of whom are of working age
and living with children or extended family members. Respondents are geographically
concentrated along the Black Sea coast - mainly in Varna, Burgas, and Nessebar,
although the survey also reached several groups in Plovdiv through peer-to-peer
sharing. Most participants have lived in Bulgaria for more than one year, providing
insights rooted in direct experience with the national labor market, social services, and
local institutions.

Across the dataset, economic pressure emerges as a central driver of vulnerability. More
than one in ten respondents (11.0%) report being offered unclear employment or
housing arrangements, including offers involving barter or implied services. Nearly one
quarter (24.0%) carry debts or financial obligations that heighten susceptibility to unsafe
work, while 29.5% report unmet medical needs - an indicator of intersecting financial
and systemic barriers.

More than 1/3 of respondents know someone who has experienced serious workplace
violations from employers in Bulgaria. These findings align with known patterns of
underreporting among migrant and refugee populations, particularly women working in
informal or seasonal sectors.

Digital environments represent a growing risk ecosystem. One in four respondents
(24.2%) has personally encountered or knows someone exposed to suspicious online
recruitment, sexualized messaging, coercive communication, or “easy money” job offers.
Telegram groups used by Ukrainian communities serve as both vital support spaces and
unmoderated environments where illicit recruitment, sexual exploitation attempts, and
criminal networks actively operate.
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SUMMARY

The data also reveal significant barriers to seeking help, including language obstacles,
bureaucratic procedures, doubts about institutional effectiveness, fear of sharing
personal information, and a lack of Ukrainian- or Russian-language information about
available services. Trust in Bulgarian institutions and NGOs remains low (59.3%
skepticism), while Ukrainian-led organizations are perceived as more accessible and
culturally aligned.

Looking ahead to 2027, respondents express profound uncertainty and fear. A combined
65.6% expect exploitation risks to rise after the end of Temporary Protection. Many
foresee losing legal status, housing, access to work, and social support, while others fear
being compelled to accept unsafe employment or falling into irregularity within the EU.
These perceptions underscore the urgent need for clear communication and
strengthened protection measures well before 2027.

The findings point to a complex risk landscape shaped by economic hardship,
administrative barriers, digital threats, institutional mistrust, and legal uncertainty. The
report concludes with targeted recommendations for Bulgarian authorities,
international organizations, and civil society actors, and highlights the critical bridging
role played by Ukrainian RLO initiatives such as R..LW.E. in mediating trust, providing
information, and supporting community-level resilience.
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OoGY

This report is based on data collected through an online survey conducted among
Ukrainian refugees and displaced persons currently residing in Bulgaria. The survey was
administered via anonymous Google Form and was open from 25 November to 03
December 2025. Participation was voluntary and anonymous. No personal identifiers
were required, and respondents could optionally leave contact details if they wished to
participate in follow-up focus groups or volunteer activities.

The questionnaire included both closed and open-ended questions and covered the
following thematic areas:
e socio-demographic characteristics (age, gender, household composition, residence);
e migration and integration trajectories;
e exposure to labor exploitation and unsafe work practices;
e experiences or perceptions related to trafficking in human beings (THB) and gender-
based violence (GBV);
e online risks and technology-facilitated exploitation;
e access to services and barriers to help-seeking;
e trustin institutions and NGOs;
e expectations and concerns related to the planned end of the EU Temporary
Protection regime in March 2027.

A total of 454 valid responses were collected. The survey was disseminated through
community-specific Telegram groups, Facebook groups, Viber channels, and networks
maintained by Ukrainian volunteers and partner organizations. Support with
dissemination was provided by the Foundation for Access to Rights (FAR), Dignita
Foundation, Animus Association, Fund Good in Bulgaria, and Open Heart Foundation.
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OoGY

Given the recruitment method and the concentration of respondents in coastal
municipalities, the sample is not statistically representative of all Ukrainians living in
Bulgaria. Individuals without access to the internet or those in situations of extreme
exploitation may be underrepresented. Nevertheless, the sample size is substantial, and
the consistency of patterns across responses provides strong, experience-based
insights into risks, needs, and perceived vulnerabilities within the Ukrainian refugee
population.

The findings should be interpreted as indicative, highlighting emerging trends, barriers,
and risk factors. Rather than offering statistical generalization, the survey serves as an
early-warning tool and a foundation for more systematic, longitudinal and participatory
research, particularly in the period preceding and following the transition expected in
2027.
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RESPONDENTS

3.1. Location

Respondents are primarily concentrated along the Black Sea coast, particularly in
municipalities where large Ukrainian communities have formed since 2022. The
distribution is as follows:

e Varna + Golden Sands - 239 respondents (52.6%)

e Burgas - 65 respondents (14.3%)

e Nessebar — 57 respondents (12.6%)

e Other areas - 64 respondents (14.1%), including other cities in coastal region and

Plovdiv
e Sveti Vlas - 26 respondents (5.7%)
e Pomorie — 3 respondents (0.7%)

While the survey primarily reached coastal regions - characterized by seasonal labor,
hospitality-sector employment and high mobility of refugee households - it was
subsequently shared in several Plovdiv-based Telegram groups, expanding the
geographic diversity of the sample. The concentration along the coast is consistent with
national data showing that Bulgarian seaside municipalities host a significant share of
Temporary Protection holders and most of them are women with children.

3.2. Age and Gender

The sample is predominantly female, with 419 women (92.3%) and 33 men (7.3%). A very
small number preferred not to disclose their gender.

Age distribution:

e 26-40 years — 222 respondents (48.9%)
41-60 years — 178 respondents (39.2%)
60+ years — 35 respondents (7.7%)
18-25 years — 19 respondents (4.2%)
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RESPONDENTS

This demographic structure reflects broader trends among Ukrainian refugees in the EU,
where women of working and caregiving age constitute the majority of displaced adults.
This has implications for vulnerability profiles, labor market participation, access to
services, and help-seeking behavior.

3.3. Household Composition and Length of Stay

Most respondents live with children and other family members, demonstrating the
family-based nature of displacement and the prevalence of single-parent or female-
headed households. Several respondents noted that living arrangements are shaped by
economic constraints, childcare responsibilities, and a need for mutual support within
Ukrainian networks.

A substantial proportion have lived in Bulgaria for more than one year, indicating
accumulated experience with local labor markets, employers, service providers, and
administrative systems. This makes their assessments of risks and institutional
interactions more grounded and reliable.

It is also notable that coastal regions - especially Varna and Burgas - have slightly higher
rates of women living with partners, could be linked to the presence of maritime - sector
workers and long-term binational families.

Detailed distributions can be found in the annex, including tables for time in Bulgaria,
number of household members, and additional comments provided in the open-ended
responses.
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The survey reveals a complex and evolving risk environment for Ukrainian refugees in
Bulgaria, shaped by economic precarity, administrative barriers, digital vulnerabilities,
limited institutional trust and heightened uncertainty related to the anticipated end of
the EU Temporary Protection regime in 2027. Although based on a non-representative
sample, the consistency of quantitative patterns and the depth of qualitative comments
indicate systemic issues that merit urgent attention.

4.1. Economic Pressure and Exposure to Risky Offers

Economic insecurity is a central driver of vulnerability.

e 11 % of respondents report receiving unclear job or housing offers, including
arrangements involving barter or expectations of “services.”
e 24.0% carry debts or financial obligations, increasing the likelihood of accepting
unsafe or unregulated work.
e 29.5% needed medical assistance but did not receive it, reflecting barriers in access
to health care and the compounding effect of financial strain.
These factors create conditions in which individuals: particularly single mothers, women
with unstable housing, and newcomers with limited Bulgarian language skills may feel
pressured to enter informal labor arrangements that increase exposure to exploitation.
Even when such offers do not directly result in abuse, their prevalence signals a
saturated environment of opportunistic recruitment practices targeting refugees.
Policy implication: Strengthening labor protection measures and early identification
mechanisms in high-risk sectors (hospitality, cleaning, construction, care, etc.) is
essential to prevent exploitation linked to economic coercion.
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4.2. Labor Exploitation and Unsafe Work Environments

While direct victimization rates are moderate, visibility of exploitation within Ukrainian
networks is high:

e 36.3% know someone who experienced unsafe work, non-payment of wages,

excessive pressure or violence from an employer in Bulgaria.

e 16.7% report excessive working hours.

e 15.2% report working without a contract.

e 10.1% experienced discrimination.

e 6.6% faced unsafe working conditions.

Smaller but significant proportions report clear THB-aligned indicators:

Around 6.6% indicated potential coercive control (e.g., control over finances,
movements, or communication)- one of key THB indicators. Some of this may reflect
domestic or intimate-partner control, but it nonetheless signals elevated vulnerability.
Qualitative responses reflect broader structural problems: informal employment,
seasonal labor dependency, lack of contracts, and a belief that reporting abuses “will

not change anything,” discouraging help-seeking.

Policy implication: Enforcement of labor law, multilingual complaint mechanisms and
community-based monitoring are essential to address systemic underreporting.

4.3. Trust, Information Gaps and Barriers to Seeking Help

Barriers to seeking support are widespread and multi-layered:

53.7% - language barrier

51.3% - doubts about the effectiveness of institutions
26.9% - bureaucratic obstacles

25.3% — mistrust toward institutions
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Only:

e 3.5% would contact a Bulgarian NGO or hotline

e 14.3% would contact a Ukrainian NGO or hotline
Respondents consistently note a lack of clear information in Ukrainian or Russian,
confusion about institutional responsibilities, and fear of sharing personal data. Many
rely on informal networks rather than formal services, even when facing exploitation or
violence.
The extremely low intention to contact Bulgarian service providers highlights a critical
trust and accessibility deficit, rather than lack of need. Ukrainian-led organizations
remain the most trusted intermediaries.
Policy implication: Bulgarian institutions must expand multilingual outreach, adopt
simplified referral pathways and integrate Ukrainian mediators to rebuild trust and
increase service accessibility.

4.4. Online Risks and Technology-Facilitated Exploitation

Digital spaces, particularly Telegram, play a central role in communication within
Ukrainian communities.

However, they also function as high-risk environments with minimal oversight.
Respondents report exposure to anonymous job offers, sexual recruitment, “quick
money” schemes, and illegal proposals (transporting migrants, drug handling, escort
services).

Such environments disproportionately may affect:
e women,
e single mothers,
e unemployed individuals,
e adolescents and youth,
e persons under financial pressure.
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These trends mirror GRETA (2024) and NCCTHB findings showing the digital sphere as a
major entry point for THB involving Ukrainian nationals.

Policy implication: Digital safety campaigns, monitoring support for TG/FB/Viber
admins, and partnerships with cyber police are critical components of THB prevention.
As well as this issue needs more deep monitoring and evaluation approach.

4.5. Gender, Vulnerability and the Role of Men

Respondents recognize that vulnerability extends beyond women:

e 35.7% believe Ukrainian men are vulnerable to violence and exploitation.

o 476% believe men are “partly / possibly” vulnerable.

[
While refugee women, especially single mothers, face heightened risks linked to
economic dependence, unpaid care work and isolation, men encounter:

e unsafe work environments,

e employer violence,

e pressure in the construction and transport sectors,
e digital recruitment into illegal activities

¢ illegal migration routes

Gendered risk patterns therefore require nuanced, not one-dimensional, programming.
Policy implication: THB/GBV interventions should address both women’s and men’s
vulnerabilities, adapting to sector-specific risks.

Gendered risk patterns therefore require nuanced, not one-dimensional, programming.

Policy implication: THB/GBV interventions should address both women’s and men’s
vulnerabilities, adapting to sector-specific risks.
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4.6. Anticipated Risks After the End of Temporary Protection
(2027)

Concerns related to the end of Temporary Protection in 2027 are profound:

o 275% expect a significant increase in exploitation
e 38.1% expect a partial increase

Open-ended responses express:

fear of losing legal status,

fear of losing housing and medical access,

anxiety about returning to Ukraine under unsafe conditions,

e concerns about falling into irregular status,

expectations of being forced into any available work, including unsafe jobs.

Respondents draw clear links between legal insecurity and vulnerability to exploitation,
highlighting 2027 as a potential systemic shock to the protection landscape.

Policy implication: Bulgarian authorities, EU actors and NGOs must provide clear, timely
communication and develop transition plans that prevent increased exploitation risks as
early as possible.
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DATIONS

The findings of the survey point to structural challenges that require coordinated, multi-
actor interventions. The recommendations below are tailored to Bulgarian authorities,
international organizations and civil society actors, with specific attention to the role of
Ukrainian-led organizations such as R.I.LW.E. Foundation.

5.1. Recommendations for Bulgarian Authorities and
Institutions

Strengthen access to information and rights awareness

e Provide clear, accessible, multilingual information (especially Ukrainian and Russian),
on labor rights, GBV/THB risks, social services and complaint mechanisms.

e Disseminate information through channels actively used by refugees, focusing on
Telegram and Facebook groups.

e Create and disseminate an official “service map” for Ukrainian refugees, outlining
roles of institutions and NGOS in understandable and easy language.

Enhance labor market protections

e Expand proactive labor inspections in sectors with high concentrations of Ukrainian
workers (hospitality, construction, cleaning, agriculture, caregiving, etc.).

e Ensure inspectors have access to Ukrainian/Russian-speaking mediators during field
visits.

e Promote standardized employment contracts and monitor compliance with
minimum wage, working hours and occupational safety requirements.

e Create and disseminate an official “service map”, Q. and A. document outlining roles
of institutions and NGOS in understandable and easy language where Ukrainian
refugees may get support in violation cases.

Improve reporting mechanisms and legal protection

e Simplify procedures for reporting exploitation, abuse or discrimination.
e Guarantee that victims can safely report violations without risk to their legal status

or accommodation and that their reports will be accepted.
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DATIONS

e Establish monitoring and evaluation system.
e Strengthen coordination between labor inspectorates, police, social services and
NGOs to ensure survivor-centered responses.

Invest in capacity-building for frontline professionals

e Provide mandatory training for police officers, labor inspectors, social workers and
municipal staff on trauma-informed, gender-sensitive and refugee-sensitive
approaches, THB/GBV prevention and response.

e Develop/update/adapt and include modules on online exploitation, technology-
facilitated trafficking and coercive control.

Prepare for the 2027 transition

e Ensure early, transparent and multilingual communication to prevent panic,
misinformation, secondary displacement and elevated exposure to exploitation,
survival strategies, and trafficking risks.

e Develop and publicly communicate clear scenarios for post -Temporary Protection
legal pathways, including residence, employment, education, documentation and
access to essential services.

e Establish an inter-institutional monitoring mechanism (government, NCCTHB,
international partners, Bulgarian and Ukrainian NGOs) to track changes in
homelessness, irregular work, GBV/THB vulnerability, school dropouts and family
separation as 2027 approaches.

e Introduce preventive safeguards for high-risk groups (single mothers, elderly
refugees, people in debt, persons with chronic illness or unstable housing) to reduce
pressure to accept unsafe work or further migration under unsafe conditions.

e Maintain and legally safeguard minimal social guarantees for those who remain in
Bulgaria after 2027, including access to:

- medical insurance and healthcare,

- legal employment,

- education for children,

- essential social assistance,

- protection services (GBV/THB support).
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DATIONS

e These guarantees are critical to preventing irregularity, homelessness and increased
exploitation.
e Implement systematic, continuous monitoring of the Ukrainian population in
Bulgaria, including:
- regular collection of demographic data (given the lack of reliable national
statistics),
- periodic surveys and rapid assessments to capture emerging risks,
- community-based reporting mechanisms for early detection of vulnerabilities.
e Ensure structured consultations with Ukrainian-led organizations, to integrate
community perspectives into transition planning and to use trusted refugee
intermediaries for communication, outreach, and risk identification.
e Develop rapid-response plans in municipalities with high refugee concentrations
(Varna, Burgas, Nessebar, Sveti Vlas, Plovdiv, Sofia) to sustain service provision and
prevent sudden gaps in protection during the transition period.

Include Ukrainian-led organizations in national coordination

e Integrate specific Ukrainian initiatives on THB, GBV and refugee integration into
municipal and national coordination bodies.

e Recognize community-led structures as trusted outreach actors capable of bridging
information and trust gaps.

5.2. Recommendations for International Organizations and
Donors

Support Ukrainian-led community organizations

e Provide multi-year, flexible funding for initiatives that are trusted within refugee
communities and address gaps in state services.

e Strengthen peer-to-peer outreach, community-based research, safe spaces and
psychosocial support.
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DATIONS

Expand protection and legal aid services

Increase the presence of international training programs and best-practice exchange
initiatives, ensuring capacity-building on GBV, THB and refugee protection for
Bulgarian authorities, NGOs and frontline workers.

Increase international attention to the situation of THB and GBV affecting Ukrainian
refugees in Bulgaria, including monitoring, advocacy and targeted programming in
high-risk regions.

Fund legal counselling and case management for documentation, work permits,
residence issues and family reunification — especially ahead of 2027.

Ensure that survivors of GBV/THB have access to shelters, medical care,
psychosocial support and safe referral pathways.

Develop and support long-term integration pathways, including access to
employment, education and stable residence options.

Invest in digital safety and online risk prevention

e Develop and wide spread sustainable awareness campaigns for refugees on online
recruitment, coercion, grooming and illegal job offers.

e Collaborate with cyber police and tech platforms to reduce trafficking-related

content targeting Ukrainian refugees.
e Support training for Telegram/Facebook group administrators on digital threat
recognition.

Enable longitudinal data collection

e Fund annual surveys and qualitative studies to track shifts in vulnerability, labor
market participation and access to services.

e Support rapid assessments in the months preceding and following the 2027
transition.
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DATIONS

5.3. Recommendations for Civil Society and Community-
Based Actors

Expand peer-to-peer and community support

e Establish safe, accessible spaces (online and offline) where refugees can discuss
concerns, access information and receive support without stigma.

e Activate Ukrainian refugee community for their rights protection and refugee
meaningful participation.

e Train community leaders and volunteers to recognize signs of exploitation, spot
potential victims of THB and GBV, enhance and support referral pathways.

Strengthen cooperation between Bulgarian NGOs and Ukrainian initiatives

e Facilitate joint outreach, co-led workshops, bilingual information sessions and
shared case management approaches.

e Combine institutional knowledge of Bulgarian systems with the trust and cultural
proximity of Ukrainian organizations.

Target high-risk groups

e Develop programs for single mothers, elderly refugees, youth, persons with
disabilities, individuals with debt and those experiencing housing insecurity.

e Provide sustainable vocational guidance, Bulgarian language courses, digital literacy
and employment mediation.

Integrate digital safety into all programming

¢ Include modules on identifying suspicious online offers, protecting personal
information and recognizing grooming behaviors.

e Develop programs and train group administrators of Telegram/FB channels in
moderating high-risk content with gaining access to expert consultation from cyber
police and other authorities operating in prevention and protection of THB and GBV.
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DATIONS

Strengthen community-based early warning systems
e Encourage reporting of emerging threats and patterns observed within informal
networks.
e Collaborate with municipalities and national coordination bodies to ensure that
community insights feed into early response strategies.
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The findings presented in this report should be interpreted with the following
methodological limitations in mind:

Sampling limitations

The survey used a convenience sample disseminated primarily through online platforms
(Telegram, Facebook, Viber) and Ukrainian community networks. As a result, the sample
is not statistically representative of all Ukrainians residing in Bulgaria. Individuals
without internet access, some persons with disabilities, those living in institutional
settings (hotels “by program”) or remote areas, those who go not use messengers and
groups, and persons experiencing severe exploitation or isolation may be
underrepresented.

Geographic concentration

Most responses were collected from coastal municipalities (Varna, Burgas, Nessebar,
Sveti Vlas), where Ukrainian communities are particularly active online. Although the
survey reached some respondents in Plovdiv and other regions, the geographic
distribution is uneven.

Self-reporting and sensitivity bias

Questions related to exploitation, GBV, THB and online risks are highly sensitive.
Some respondents may:

e underreport negative experiences due to shame, fear or mistrust,
e avoid answering specific items (“prefer not to answer”),
e interpret concepts such as coercion or unsafe work differently.

Avoidance responses are especially important: in sensitive topics, non-response may
itself reflect discomfort, fear or exposure to risk.
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Lack of statistical weighting

Data were not weighted by demographic factors such as age, gender, duration of stay or
employment sector. Therefore, findings should be viewed as indicative patterns, not
population-level estimates.

Online-only data collection

Reliance on digital platforms excludes individuals who do not use social media or who
may be digitally illiterate, elderly, or in more severe forms of labor or domestic
exploitation where device access is restricted.

Despite these limitations, the survey provides robust, experience-based insights into
the risk environment and barriers faced by Ukrainian refugees in Bulgaria. The
consistency of patterns across both quantitative and qualitative responses, as well as
alignment with European and national reports (GRETA, UNHCR, Dignita 2024), suggests
that the identified issues are significant and warrant further investigation.

The results should be understood as an early-warning assessment that highlights
structural vulnerabilities requiring immediate attention, especially in the context of the
upcoming 2027 transition.

Conclusion & Acknowledgements

Conclusion

The findings of this survey reveal a complex protection landscape for Ukrainian refugees
in Bulgaria, shaped by economic precarity, limited access to services, low institutional
trust, and the structural uncertainty surrounding the planned end of the EU Temporary
Protection regime in 2027. Vulnerabilities are multidimensional and intersect across
gender, digital exposure, financial strain, and labor market conditions.
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Although not intended as a representative study, the consistency of patterns across
quantitative responses and the depth of qualitative comments highlight systemic gaps
in protection and integration. Many respondents articulate a strong sense of insecurity,
not only in relation to labor exploitation or online risks, but also regarding their legal
future, housing stability, lack of integration and overall well-being.

The survey illustrates that vulnerability is not confined to isolated incidents: it is
produced and amplified by structural barriers in access to information, language,
institutional support and rights-based services. At the same time, the responses
demonstrate resilience, community cohesion, and the critical role of peer networks and
Ukrainian-led organizations such as R.I.LW.E. Foundation in bridging gaps left by formal
systems.

As Bulgaria and the EU prepare for the 2027 transition, it is essential that protection
measures, communication strategies and integration pathways are strengthened to
ensure that refugees do not fall into irregularity, homelessness or exploitative labor
markets. The insights generated through this assessment offer a foundation for
evidence-based advocacy, programming and policy development aimed at safeguarding
the rights and dignity of Ukrainian refugees.
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“l confirm and understand that: | participate voluntarily; | can skip any question or stop
the survey at any time; My answers will be used only in aggregated form; No personal
data will be collected without my permission.”

fl noATBEpM Ao M NOHUMaFD, 4To: A y4acTByho JoBpoBonbHo; A |0 Konuposare guarpammy
MOTY NPONYCTUTE NOBON BONPOC WNK NpeKpaTUTe ONpoc B Nioboe

BpemMA, Mon oTBEThI ByAYT UCNONL30OBATHCA TONBKO B 0606 EHHOM

BWAE; HUKaKKe nepcodansHele AaHHbie He ByayT cobupaTben 6e3

MCETQ paspelleHna.

454 oTBETE

@ lMNoareepwaa

e | confirm100%

This introductory consent question verifies that respondents voluntarily agree to
participate in the survey and understand their rights, including anonymity, the ability to
skip questions, and the absence of personal data collection. It serves as an ethical
safeguard alighed with GDPR and standard research protocols. The fact that 100% of
454 respondents confirmed indicates full compliance and that all included responses
come from individuals who explicitly consented. This question belongs to the Ethical
Compliance / Informed Consent section of the report.
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City of residence

Mopofd NpoXKuBaHWA |_D KonwposaTte guarpam

454 oTEETE

@® BapHa

@ Gyprac

@ Hecebuip
@ Nosmopue
@ Andena

® Ceetu-Bnac
@ Cosononk
@ Eanuuk

@ Opyroe

e Varna-52.6%

e Burgas-14.3%

e Nessebar-12.6%
e Pomorie-0.7%

e Albena-n/a

e SvetiVlas-5.7%
e Sozopol-n/a

e Balchik-n/a

e Other-14.1%

This question identifies the geographic distribution of respondents mostly along the
Bulgarian Black Sea coast + Plovdiv. The majority of respondents - 52.6% -reside in
Varna, due to R.I.W.E. Foundation operational area though it aligns with existing
demographic data showing that coastal region hosts the largest Ukrainian refugee
community in the region. Burgas (14.3%) and Nessebar (12.6%) represent the next most
common locations, indicating that refugee settlement is concentrated in a few major
coastal municipalities. This information is essential for interpreting local service access,
identifying where risks of exploitation or GBV may be geographically concentrated, and
informing municipal-level policy recommendations.
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The “Other” category reflects smaller coastal cities and unintended methodological
factor (Plovdiv).

IThe Varna category encompasses respondents living both in the city and in the Golden
Sands (Zlatni Pyasatsi) resort area.

Note: The survey was initially designed for respondents residing in Varna, Burgas, and nearby Black Sea
municipalities. However, during dissemination, the questionnaire link was shared in several Plovdiv-based
Telegram groups, which led to a number of responses from outside the coastal region. Since modifying
answer options after survey launch is methodologically unacceptable, the original geographic response
categories were preserved. As a result, a portion of respondents from Plovdiv and other inland locations
selected “Other,” which explains the higher percentage within this group. This should be taken into
account when interpreting the geographic distribution data.

Age

BoapacT |_|:i Konupopate gUarpaMmy

454 orEeTa

® 1825
@ 2640
@ 4150
@ G0+

This question captures the age distribution of survey participants. The largest group is
26-40 years old (48.9%), followed by 41-60 years old (39.2%), indicating that the
majority of respondents are adults of working age with likely caregiving and economic
responsibilities. Younger adults (18-25) comprise only a small proportion, while 7.7% are
aged 60+, representing older refugees who may have heightened vulnerability to social
isolation, health concerns, and barriers in accessing services. This age profile aligns with
broader refugee demographic trends among Ukrainians in Bulgaria, where women aged
25-55 represent the core group. Understanding age structure is essential for tailoring
GBV, labor exploitation prevention, and integration interventions.
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Gender

Mon LD KonuposaTts guarpammy

454 greera

® Hexcawi

[ ] Ily#cro i

@ [pyroe

@ MpeanoyYHTAR HE VKISHIBATE

Female - 92.3%

Male - 7.3%

Other - n/a

Prefer not to say - 0.4%

The gender distribution shows that the survey sample is overwhelmingly female (92.3%),
which somehow may reflect the demographic composition of Ukrainian refugees in
Bulgaria, where women and children constitute the majority due to wartime mobility
restrictions for men. Only 7.3% identify as male, and minimal representation appears in
“Prefer not to say.”
This gender profile is highly relevant for GBV and trafficking risk analysis, as women,
particularly those living abroad without family support networks, face elevated
vulnerabilities in labor exploitation, domestic violence, and sexual exploitation contexts.
The gender imbalance also strengthens the validity of findings related to women-
specific needs, safety concerns, and barriers to seeking help.
It is important to note that the survey was initially designed for women and was initially
disseminated primarily in women-focused Telegram groups in Varna and proposal to
answer the survey was formulated as “Dear women...”. However, several men expressed
interest in participating and completed the questionnaire as well. This explains the
presence of a small number of male respondents in the dataset, despite the survey’s
original focus on women.
Their inclusion does not affect the validity of the findings, but it should be taken into
account.
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Household composition (who do you live with)

CocTae ceMbM (C KeM Bbl NpoXWBaeTe) [© Kkonuposate auarpammy

454 areera

@ Coxalogmd

@ C getemu

@ C naprhepam

@ T NOo#MNEIMA POACTBEHHUEAMM
@ Jdpyroeicemeei

@ Odpyroe

e Alone-8.1%

e With children - 38.5%

e With a partner -12.6%

e With elderly relatives - 2.9%

e Other / with extended family - 36.8%
e Other-1.1%

This question identifies the household structure of respondents, which is a key factor
influencing vulnerability, caregiving burden, and access to support services. The largest
groups are those living with children 38.5% and other/ living with extended family or
other (for example roommates, hostels, other families etc.) 36.8%+1.1%, reflecting the
multi-generational and caregiving-heavy composition typical among displaced Ukrainian
households. A smaller share (12.6%) live with a partner, and a very small proportion live
with elderly relatives, highlighting potential care responsibilities. Only 8.1% live alone.
Understanding household composition is vital for assessing protection risks, economic
pressures, and barriers related to childcare, mobility, and help-seeking behaviors.

Note: The pie chart displays two ‘Other’ entries due to Google Forms auto-generation. Both refer to one
conceptual category, which has been merged during analysis. The ‘Other / extended family’ category
(36.8%) and Other (1.1%) reflects mixed living arrangements, including multi-family households, shared
accommodation with friends or other Ukrainian refugees, and other non-standard household structures.
This highlights the adaptive strategies used by displaced families to reduce housing costs and ensure
safety, but may also indicate overcrowding and dependency patterns that increase vulnerability.
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How many children live with you?

CronbKo AeTel NpomuBasT c Bamu? |0 kennposars nuarpammy

454 aTeeTa

@0
L B
®:2

@ 3 une Gones

0-24.4%
1-43.6%
2-25.3%
3 ormore -6.6%

This question assesses the number of dependent children in the household, which
directly affects economic vulnerability, care responsibilities, and exposure to stress
factors among refugee families. The largest group (43.6%) live with one child, followed
by households with no children (24.4%) and two children (25.3%). A smaller but
significant group, those with three or more children (6.6%), may face heightened risks
related to financial strain, housing insecurity, and limited access to childcare services.

Single mothers with two or more children, especially those with young children or
infants, face markedly reduced opportunities for formal employment due to childcare
responsibilities and lack of accessible support services. This group is therefore at
heightened risk of economic dependency, informal or exploitative labor, and overall
social vulnerability.

These findings align with broader trends among Ukrainian refugees in Bulgaria, where
many displaced women are single mothers or primary caregivers. Understanding the
number of children is essential for designing targeted support in GBV prevention, labor
exploitation risk reduction/THB prevention and integration programming.
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Education level

O6pasoBanue |E| KonupoeaTo AMarpamMmy

454 aTEETA

@ CpegneallpodeccHoHansHoe
@ Bucwee

@ Marscrparypalarnupantypa
@ Opyroe

Secondary / vocational education - 18.3%
Higher education (Bachelor’s level) - 60.6%
Master’s degree / postgraduate studies - 20%
Other - 1.1%

This question captures the educational profile of respondents and shows a notably high
level of formal education. A majority 60.6% hold higher education, and an additional
20% have a Master’s degree or postgraduate qualification, meaning that over 80% of
participants possess tertiary education. This aligns with broader trends showing that
displaced Ukrainians in the EU tend to have higher-than-average educational
attainment. Only 18.3% reported secondary or vocational education, and a very small
share selected “Other.”

These findings are crucial for understanding labor market integration challenges:
despite high qualifications, many refugees face barriers such as hardships with
recognition of diplomas, language limitations, unwilling of the employee to hire
migrants, precarious employment and etc., increasing vulnerability to labor exploitation
and trafficking risks.
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How long have you been living in Bulgaria?

CKONBKO BEPEMEHM Bll KWBETE B Bonrapun? [0 Konuposats auarpammy

454 aTeeTR

@ =6 mecayes
@ 6-12 mecayes
® 1-2opa

@ 2 3moga
@+

e Lessthan 6 months-8.1%
e 6-12 months - 6.2%

e 1-2years-21.1%

e 2-3years-18.1%

e 3+years-46.5%

This question measures the duration of stay in Bulgaria, which is critical for
understanding levels of adaptation, access to services, and changes in vulnerability over
time. Nearly half of respondents (46.5%) have lived in Bulgaria for over three years,
indicating a significant long-term refugee population that has remained since the early
stages of displacement. Another large segment (21.1%) has been in Bulgaria for 1-2
years, and 18.1% for 2-3 years, meaning that the majority of respondents have medium-
to long-term integration experience. Only a small group (8.1%) arrived less than six
months ago.

Note: Although only 8.1% of respondents indicated that they arrived in Bulgaria within the past six
months, it is important to consider the broader context. According to UNHCR, the number of Ukrainian
refugees in Europe continues to grow, particularly after Ukraine allowed men aged 18-22 to leave the
country. However, this group is likely underrepresented in our survey, which affects the demographic
picture reflected in the data. The absence of accurate and up-to-date statistics on the real number and
structure of Ukrainian refugees in Bulgaria (at least in open sources) highlights the need for systematic
and continuous collection of demographic data as a separate priority.
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Newly arrived refugees often face acute vulnerabilities, while those with longer stays
may encounter chronic pressures such as burnout, financial instability, or stagnation in
legal and employment status. Given this wide distribution of length-of-stay categories, it
is essential to conduct repeated measurements annually in order to monitor how needs
evolve over time and to identify emerging risk trends. Integration trajectories shift
substantially after the first year, making longitudinal data especially important.

Moreover, many integration services in Bulgaria such as free language courses, or

certain support schemes are limited to refugees who have been in the country for less
than 12 months. As a result, individuals who have lived in Bulgaria longer (and who form
the majority of the Ukrainian population) often fall outside eligibility criteria and remain
without institutional support, despite facing persistent socio-economic vulnerabilities.

Have you ever been offered housing or work with unclear or unspecified conditions? (in
exchange for services, barter, etc.)

Mpegnaranu Nk Bam XKANbE UKW PaboTy C HEACHEIMKM MK ID Konwposate guarpammy
HEOroBOpPEHHBIMK yonoeWAMK? (B ofmeH Ha yonyrw, Gaptep v T.4.)

454 gTeeTa

@ [z

@ Her

& He yeepeH (a)

@ He xouy oTeeaTh

Yes-11%

No - 85.2%

Not sure - 2.9%

Prefer not to answer - 0.9%

This question directly assesses exposure to ambiguous, exploitative, or high-risk
proposals, which are recognized indicators of vulnerability to gender based violence
(GBV), labor exploitation, sexual exploitation, and trafficking in human beings (THB).
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According to the results, 11% of respondents reported receiving such offers. It is a
significant and concerning proportion in a sample of 454 people. Even more
importantly, 2.9% indicated they were “Not sure,” which suggests potential grooming,
coercive ambiguity, or offers they could not fully interpret due to language barriers,
awareness or fear. The majority (85.2%) reported no such offers, but this does not
exclude unreported or unrecognized risks, especially given the high share of women,
single parents, and long-term refugees in the dataset.

These findings clearly signal the presence of exploitative recruitment patterns in coastal
Bulgaria and highlight the need for preventive messaging, awareness raising campaigns,
spotting potential victims, safe reporting channels, and strong NGOs cooperation with
main anti-trafficking actors (NCCTHB, Animus Association, IOM, Dignita and others). The
qguestion is central for recommendations related to GBV/THB risk mitigation.

Do you have any financial debts/obligations that create pressure?

EcTb nu y Bac hUHaHCcOBbIe AONMW/06A3ATENCTEA, COZAAMLUME Ll;] KonwposaTte guarpammy
JiaBneHwe?

454 oTeETa

® =

® He

0 He yeepeH (a)

® He xouy oTRRuaTH

Yes - 24%

No - 67.8%

Not sure - 5.1%

Prefer not to answer - 3.1%
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This question measures financial vulnerability, a factor strongly associated with
heightened risk of labor exploitation, dependency-based coercion, GBV and
susceptibility to trafficking.

According to the results, almost quarter (24%) of respondents report having financial
debts or obligations that cause pressure. This is a significant proportion, especially in a
refugee population where income instability and limited employment opportunities are
common.

The majority (67.8%) report no financial pressure, though self-reporting may
underrepresent hidden debt, informal borrowing, or reliance on
acquaintances/landlords etc. A smaller percentage (8.2%) indicated “Not sure” or
“Prefer not to answer”, which may reflect stigma, uncertainty, or fear - factors often
observed in populations at risk of exploitation.

Overall, the data highlight that at least one in four respondents experiences serious
financial stress, reinforcing the need for targeted socio-economic support and
monitoring for debt-related vulnerabilities in THB and GBV risk assessments.

Have you encountered violations of labor legislation in Bulgaria?
(select all that apply)

CTanKueanwch MM BBl C HaPYLWEHWAMW TRYAOBOIO IO Konuposars guarpammy
3aKkoHofaTenscTea B Bonrapuu? (BeIGepUTE BCE NOAXOAALLME
BapvaHTbl)

454 oTBETE

Heawnnara 'Ju':'lpa'Bﬂ'l'Hﬂli nnartki

Orroyreresme gorosopa
YEpMAHHE AOKYMEHTOR TRETE

[annemAe AR Nk e
Oripanw-enue caobois nepegs

43 (8.5 %)

~ B8 {152 %)
30,7 %)

—15 (3,3 %)

—4 (0,8 %)

HebesonacHese yCnoBma Tpy/aa 3006 6 %)

CaeprypovHan NPoRonTens —T6 (16,7 %)
[IHCKDHMHHELA -5 (10,1 %)
YTRO3E UIH 3EMYTHEIHWE 12 (26 %)

Opyroe 327 %)

He npumeHmMo —293 (64,5 %)

(1] 100 200 300
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e Non-payment of wages - 9.5%

e Lack of acontract-15.2%

e Retention of documents by a third party - 0.7%
e Pressure or coercion - 3.3%

e Restriction of freedom of movement - 0.9%

e Unsafe working conditions - 6.6%

e Excessive working hours / overly long shifts - 16.7%
e Discrimination -10.1%

e Threats or intimidation - 2.6%

e Other-7%

e Not applicable - 64.5%

This multi-select question assesses respondents’ exposure to labor rights violations, an
important indicator of potential labor exploitation and trafficking in human beings
(THB). Although 64.5% selected “Not applicable,” this high share likely reflects the large
proportion of respondents who are not currently employed, including single mothers
with young children, women engaged in informal or episodic work, and those who have
not yet entered the labor market. Therefore, the remaining responses should be
interpreted with particular attention, as they represent individuals who have direct
labor market exposure.

Among those who have worked in Bulgaria, the most commonly reported violations
include: Excessive working hours - frequently associated with coercive, unsafe, or
exploitative labor arrangements. Lack of a contract - a high-risk condition strongly linked
to informal employment, denial of rights, and increased vulnerability to exploitation.
Discrimination and non-payment of wages - recurring structural issues noted in sectors
with high concentrations of refugees. Unsafe working conditions - particularly
concerning given refugee employment in caregiving, hospitality, cleaning, and seasonal
work.

More severe red-flag indicators of potential trafficking also appear, though in smaller
yet significant proportions: Pressure or coercion (3.3%) Threats or intimidation (2.6%)
Restriction of freedom of movement (0.9%) Retention of documents (0.7%) as the key
global indicators of THB.
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The fact that 70.5% reported no unmet needs does not eliminate systemic issues, as
many refugees may rely on self-treatment, delay care, or avoid seeking help due to fear
of costs or other reasons.

Unmet medical needs can increase risks related to:

e deterioration of chronic illnesses and the development of preventable
complications,

e mental health crises, including anxiety, depression, and burnout,

e GBV-related consequences (e.g., untreated trauma, physical injuries, or reproductive
health issues),

e heightened vulnerability to exploitation (e.g., inability to work, dependency on
employers or landlords for basic support),

e reduced capacity to care for children, which further amplifies stress and economic
dependency,

o difficulties and bureaucratic barriers in obtaining TELK disability certification, which
limits access to benefits, employment protections, and long-term treatment,

e hospitalization challenges for single mothers, who often have no one to leave their
child(ren) with, resulting in delayed or avoided medical care even in urgent
situations,

e significant challenges in accessing continuous care, medications, and specialized
treatment for children with severe or incurable chronic conditions, including lack of
specific specialists, limited availability of long-term therapies, high out-of-pocket
costs, and bureaucratic obstacles in securing consistent follow-up care.

These gaps place substantial emotional and financial burdens on caregivers and can
lead to deterioration of the child’s health. This situation may also serve as a significant
vulnerability point for THB/GBV exposure, as caregivers under extreme stress, lacking
support, or facing high medical expenses may become more susceptible to coercive job
offers, dependency-based exploitation, or other high-risk arrangements.
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If you answered ‘Yes’ to the previous question, please indicate the reason(s) (select all
that apply). * optional question

EcniA Bbl OTBETUAK “Aa" Ha NpeablayLLMi Bonpoc, ykaxuTe npuundy  |U Konuposats auarpasmy
(Bce noaxoAAllMe BEPUaHTHI)

167 oreeton

OTeyTeTBIE AoRyManTOR

OTCYTCTERE CTPAXOBKA 48 (27 .5 %)

AaikoBoi Sapsep 58 (34,7 %)
LieHa -67 (40,1 %)
HepoamomHecTs A00paTeea A 17 (10,2 %)
KageeTRo yonyr £5 (32,9 %)
Bropokparun 40 (24 %)
Dpyroe —30 (23 4%)
0 20 40 B0 80

e Lack of documents - 3%

e Lackof insurance - 27.5%

e Language barrier - 34.7%

e Cost-40.1%

¢ |nability to reach the medical facility / transport difficulties - 10.2%
e Quality of services - 32.9%

e Bureaucracy - 24%

e Other-23.4%

Only 167 of 454 respondents (36.8%) answered this optional question, indicating
selective engagement likely driven by the sensitivity or relevancy of the topic. This
question explores specific barriers that prevented refugees from receiving needed
medical care: an essential indicator for health-system accessibility and structural
vulnerability analysis.
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Among the 167 respondents who reported unmet medical needs:

e Cost (40.1%) is the leading barrier, confirming that financial constraints remain a
major obstacle despite the formal protections under Temporary Protection status. A
number of essential medical services are not covered by the NHIF (H30K)—including
certain diagnostic tests, specialist consultations, and the option to choose a doctor
in a hospital—resulting in significant out-of-pocket expenses for refugees.

e Language barrier (34.7%) is the second most common challenge, demonstrating the
need for interpreters, translated medical materials, and culturally competent service
provision.

e Quality of services (32.9%) and lack of insurance (27.5%) further highlight systemic
gaps in the health system’s capacity to serve refugees.

e This category also likely includes individuals who cannot afford to pay their monthly
health insurance. Only children under 18 and adults over the age thresholds (63+ for
women and 65+ for men) do not pay health insurance. For others the monthly
contribution is slightly above 40 BGN, creating a financial burden for unemployed or
low-income refugees.

e Bureaucracy (24%) and “Other” (23.4%) suggest both administrative complexity and a
range of individual cases that fall outside standard service pathways.

e Transport difficulties (10.2%) disproportionately affect families with children, elderly
individuals, and refugees living outside major urban centers, where health facilities
are limited or poorly connected.

e Lack of documents (3%), while less common, represents a critical red flag for at-risk
groups such as newly arrived individuals or those with irregular paperwork, factors
that may compound other vulnerabilities.

Overall, the findings underline that Ukrainian refugees face multi-layered barriers:
financial, linguistic, administrative, and logistical which collectively reduce access to
essential healthcare. These barriers also increase vulnerability to exploitation,
deteriorating health, and unmet GBV/mental health needs.
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Where do you usually look for information or advice? (up to 3 options)

Fae Bbl 06bI4HO MLLETE MHOPMaLMIO UK coBeTsl? (o 3 IO Konupoeate guarpasmy
BapUaHTOB)

454 oreeTa

CoUMANsHLIE CETH W MECCEHITH
OpyssalCemba

YrparHckue sonasTepey Liewt

BOnrapeeme HEROMMEDYECKHe

MexmyHaponHblie HEroCyaapoT.
TocynapcTBeHHLIe YYDeREeHHA

168 (41,4 %)
198 (43,6 %)

30 (6.8 %)

Ohryranstbie noprans u sed. .. — 156 (34,4 %)
MNoConsCTEOHOHCY NECTAD
FPaboronartent yselHpe yupe —&7 (5,9 %)
Opyroe 20 (4.4 %)
0 100 200 300 400 500

e Social media and messengers - 92.5%

e Friends /family - 41.4%

e Ukrainian volunteers / community centers - 43.6%
e Bulgarian non-profit organizations - 4.4%

e International NGOs - 7.7%

e Government institutions - 6.6%

e Official portals and websites - 34.4%

e Embassy / consulate - 9.7%

e Employer/ educational institutions - 5.9%

e Other-4.4%

The results show an extremely strong dependence on digital informal networks:

e 92.5% rely on social media and messengers, highlighting both the efficiency and
vulnerability of informal, unverified channels.

e 43.6% seek information from Ukrainian volunteers / community centers, indicating
trust in peer-led structures rather than formal institutions.

e 41.4% rely on friends and family, reinforcing the importance of social networks
within the diaspora.
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In contrast, engagement with formal structures is much lower:

e Official portals and websites (34.4%) are used by only one-third of respondents.

e Government institutions (6.6%), Bulgarian NGOs (4.4%), and international NGOs
(7.7%) show very low usage, suggesting limited awareness, visibility, accessibility or
trust.

e Embassies/consulates (9.7%) and employers/educational institutions (5.9%) also play
a minor role.

These patterns indicate:

e Astrong reliance on informal channels, increasing exposure to misinformation,
scams, or exploitative/illegal job offers.

e Weak integration into Bulgarian institutional information ecosystems, which may
contribute to unawareness of rights, services, and protective mechanisms.

Ukrainian-community Telegram groups also contain a high volume of messages from
bots or anonymous accounts offering high-risk and illegal activities, including sexual
services, drug sale or delivery, transport of irregular migrants, recruitment into
unregistered or criminal businesses, and tasks linked to drug trafficking.

These environments expose refugees to considerable THB-related risks, as such offers
often target individuals experiencing financial hardship, social isolation, or limited
access to formal employment.
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Which 2 social media or messenger platforms do you use most often to obtain
information?

Kakue 2 nnaThopmMbl COUMANEHBIX CETER/MECCEHMEDOR Bl I0 Konuposars auarpammy
UCNONb3YeTe Yallle BCero ANA NoayueHua WHhopMaluu?

454 oraeta

Telegram 435 (95,8 %)
Viber
Facebook 227 (48 9 %)
Instagram 111 (24 4 %)
WhalsApp 30 (656 %)
204 %)
Tik-Tok 1{0.2 %)
banrapcime cantk 1 (0,2 %)
Google |1 (0.2 %)
Yarrnr 1 (0,2 %)
i} 100 200 300 400 500

e Telegram - 95.8%

e Viber-30%

e Facebook-48.9%

e Instagram - 24.4%

e WhatsApp - 6.6%

e Written in manually by respondents (each 0.2%)
e TikTok-0.2%

e Bulgarian websites - 0.2%
e Google-0.2%

e ChatGPT- 0.2%

e Other-0.4%

The data shows an overwhelming reliance on Telegram (95.8%), making it the dominant
communication channel among Ukrainian refugees in Bulgaria. Facebook (48.9%) and
Viber (30%) function as secondary platforms, while Instagram (24.4%) is used more
selectively, mostly for social updates rather than practical information. Usage of
WhatsApp (6.6%) is comparatively low, and other sources such as TikTok (0.2%),
Bulgarian websites (0.2%), Google (0.2%), and ChatGPT (0.2%) appear only marginally.
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“Other” accounts for 0.4%. TikTok and the other 0.2% entries were written in manually
by respondents, indicating isolated, individual information-seeking habits rather than
consistent platform use across the refugee community.

The extremely low engagement with Bulgarian websites or formal information channels
indicates a near-exclusive dependence on informal digital ecosystems. This pattern is
consistent with broader trends among refugee communities who rely on familiar-
language platforms rather than host-country institutions.

Such dependence significantly increases exposure to:

e misinformation,

e scams and fraudulent “job offers,”

o illegal or exploitative recruitment attempts,

e prostitution

e unverified medical, legal, and administrative advice.

Given that Telegram is both the primary and most unregulated platform, these findings
underline the critical need for targeted official communication, awareness-raising, and
verified information channels within Telegram itself, where refugees are actually present
and seeking guidance. The Telegram dominance may be explained by the platform’s ease
of creating groups and channels, which enables rapid information sharing and facilitates
community self-organization among refugees.

Note: This survey was also disseminated through Facebook and Viber, which may partially explain the
secondary levels of engagement observed on these platforms.
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Preferred language for receiving information

MpeanouTUTENbHbIA A3LIK WHQOopMaUWK LD Konupoeate guarpaMmy
454 oraera

@ YepanHceni

@ Pycomia

@ Gonrapckmi

@ Anrnwicxei

@ Heckonexo AssikoE

e Ukrainian - 26.%

e Russian-40.5%

e Bulgarian - 2.4%

e English-0.4%

e Multiple languages - 30.2%

Russian is the most preferred language (40.5%), followed closely by Ukrainian (26.4%).
An additional 30.2% selected multilingual formats, which can be assumed to primarily
mean combined Ukrainian- and Russian-language communication. Bulgarian and English
are barely preferred, which explains communication gaps with institutions.

For effective outreach, information must be consistently available in Ukrainian and
Russian, with simplified or visual Bulgarian versions for integration purposes.

Note: This language preference structure may also reflect the fact that a significant proportion of
Ukrainians who settled in Bulgaria, particularly along the Black Sea coast, traditionally come from
predominantly Russian-speaking regions of southern Ukraine.
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If you needed help, where would you turn first?

Ecnu 66l Bam noHagofunack NoMolLb, Kyaa 6bl Bbl o6patuince B I_D KonupoBaTe auarpamMmy
nepeyio ovepenb?

454 otaeTa

@ Yipanuckoe confiuecteolguacnopa

@ GonrapeEan HENPABMTENLETBEHHAR
DpEHAIAL WA

@ YipanHesan HenpasuTensCTReHHan
O EHAALHA

@ YipanHorue rocyaapCTBEHHLE CTRYET

@ Gonrapcere TOCYLAPCTEEHHEIS CTRYRT

@ [ipyseniCemba

@ Humypa

@ He aua

e Ukrainian community / diaspora - 24%
e Bulgarian NGO - 1.3%

e Ukrainian NGO - 2.6%

e Ukrainian state institutions - 1.3%

e Bulgarian state institutions - 5.3%

e Friends / family - 47.8%

e Nowhere-1.8%

| don’t know - 15.9%

The strongest reliance is on friends/family (47.8%), showing the dominance of informal
support networks.

24% would approach the Ukrainian diaspora/community.

Governmental institutions and Bulgarian and Ukrainian NGOs show extremely low trust
and visibility, which is consistent with barriers reported elsewhere in the dataset.
15.9% of respondents do not know where they would ask for help.

This highlights the need for intermediaries, community mediators, and improved
communication between Bulgarian/Ukrainian services and the refugee community.
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What prevents you from seeking help? (multiple choice)

YTo MeWlaeT BaM 06pallaTecA 3a NOMOLLLIo? (MHOKECTBEHHBIR l_D Konuposats guarpammy
BbIGOP)

454 oTseTa

Henosepue K GoNTaporMm rocy...

Asemoscd Sapeep 244 (527 %}
17 (3,7 %)
122 (26,9 %)
COMHEMHA B S eKTHEROCTH, 233 (513 %)
pMEsbitKE BCE PEILETE 8 YKPEN —103 (22,7 %)
Huuero —T76 (16,7 %)
0 50 100 150 200 250

e Distrust toward Bulgarian institutions - 25.3%

e Language barrier - 53.7%

e Fear of publicity / exposure - 3.7%

e Bureaucracy - 26.9%

e Doubts about effectiveness - 51.3%

e Habit of solving everything independently in Ukrainian community - 22.7%
e Nothing - 16.7%

Top barriers:

Language barrier (53.7%)
Doubts in effectiveness (51.3%)
Bureaucracy (26.9%)

Distrust of institutions (25.3%)

Combined with previous results, this demonstrates systemic institutional mistrust and
communication barriers. “Fear of publicity” appears in 3.7%, which may relate to GBV
stigma, THB situations or migration status concerns. The language barrier emerges as
the primary vulnerability, influencing nearly every aspect of integration and significantly
limiting refugees’ ability to navigate healthcare, employment, education, and
administrative systems as well as increasing reliance on informal networks, heightening
exposure to misinformation, and potentially raising risks of GBV and THB-related
exploitation due to dependence on unverified intermediaries.
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What is your first reaction when you hear about help from Bulgarian authorities or
NGOs?

KakoBa Ballia nepBan peakuUua, Koraa Bbl CNbIWLWTE 0 NOMOLLK OT [0 konuposars auarpammy
Gonrapckux Bnactei wnw HMNO?

454 oTeeTa

® Joeepue
!.«.' 4 @ Crentiumam
. Yy @ Crpax
;:j',' 15, 8% @ Bespasnwave

e Trust-21.4%

e Skepticism - 59.3%

e Fear-3.5%

e Indifference - 15.9%
The majority react with skepticism (59.3%), reflecting deep distrust of Bulgarian
institutions and NGOs.
Only 21.4% express trust, while 15.9% are indifferent.
Fear (3.5%) is relatively low but relevant for trauma-informed programming.
This aligns with trends across the survey: refugees rely heavily on informal networks and
avoid official institutions.

If you don’t trust or hesitate, why? (up to 3 options)

Ecnu Bbi He loBepseTe WK KonebneTeck — nodemy? (4o 3) D) Kenuposars nnarpammy

454 oraera

Aasikonoi Sapeep

198 (436 %)
ComHernnn B 3dpdhexTHBHOCTIV .
Crpax ocymaeHnaparmalieHn
Hesenatye QSNWTHCA GEHHLIMEA
Cno#HocTe npoyenypihoporp. .
MpeabayLLMe HETATHEHEE GNbIT

29/(6,4 %)

104 (42.7 %)
67 (14,8 %)
B9 (15,2 %)
T7 (17 %)
52 (115 %)

Henoaxogaume Coo pellsHi. ..
Mpwarsina) pewats Bce npobn
Opyroel He DENEBIHTHO
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e Language barrier - 43.6%

e Doubts about effectiveness - 58.1%

e Fear of judgment / disclosure - 6.4%

e Unwillingness to share personal data - 4.4%

e Difficult procedures / bureaucracy - 42.7%

e Previous negative experience -14.8%

e |nconvenient processing time - 15.2%

e Habit of solving problems independently - 17%
e “Other” (not relevant) -11.5%

e Other-1.3%

Top reasons for mistrust:

e Doubts about effectiveness (58.1%)
e Language barrier (43.6%)
e Complex procedures (42.7%)

These results show refugees perceive Bulgarian authorities and NGOs as beurocratic,
complicated, and ineffective, which discourages help-seeking and increases
vulnerability to exploitation.

Note: The difference arises because the two percentages come from different questions.

53.7% — “What prevents you from seeking help?” (general barriers to seeking any help)

43.6% — “If you do not trust or hesitate, why?” (specific reasons for distrust toward Bulgarian
institutions/NGOs)

The first measures overall obstacles, while the second measures factors of institutional distrust; therefore
the figures differ. In the first case, respondents think about any support system: the Ukrainian community,
friends, volunteers, Ukrainian NGOs, Telegram groups, Bulgarians, and institutions — all together.

In the second case, respondents focus only on Bulgarian authorities and Bulgarian NGOs.

Therefore, the language barrier appears lower, because people avoid Bulgarian institutions not only due
to language, but also because of:

» doubts about effectiveness (58.1%) — the leading reason

* bureaucracy (42.7%)

* previous negative experiences (14.8%)

This means that the language issue is not the only and not the primary factor shaping distrust in Bulgarian
institutions; its impact is distributed among several other barriers.
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Do you know anyone who has faced unsafe work, wage non-payment, pressure, or
abuse from an employer?

3HaeTe NU Bbl KOFO-HWGYAb, KTO CTANKWBANCA C HEGE30NACHOW |0 Konuponats nuarpammy
patoTol, HeBbINAATON 3apaSoTHOR NNATEI, LaBAEHWEM WAK
HacHn1eM co CTOPOHbLI paboTogaTena?

454 oTeETa

®fa
@ Her
B NpeanouaTan He oTBesaTh

e Yes-36.3%
e No-54%
e Prefer not to answer - 9.7%

More than 1/3 (36.3%) know someone who has experienced serious workplace
violations, which is a strong indicator of community-wide exposure to exploitation.
54% said “no”, but taking into consideration risk of underreporting, the actual number
may be higher.

What would make it easier for you to seek help? (up to 3 options)

Y1o MOrno Gl o6nerynTs o6palieHme 3a NoMoLLbio (Ao 3x Ll;l Konupoeate guarpammy
BapuaHToB) ?

454 oreeTa

YEDEUHOAIBMHEE METHITOPE 190 (41,9 %)

MNaoHaTHan oHRAR-MHDopMaL0KMA

225 (50,4 %)
HA YELIHHCKOM A3k

KonthupeHyuansHoc e bes

BMELETENGCTHS MONHLKRA

BRICTPRIA 00CTYN K I0puCTy/|

233(51,3 %)
nCMXaNary

TIOHATHER KAPTa YCNyT —310 (68,3 %)

Hpyroe 4 (75%)

0 100 200 300 400
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Ukrainian-speaking mediators - 41.9%

Clear online information in Ukrainian - 50.4%
Confidentiality without police involvement - 9.3%
Fast access to a lawyer/psychologist - 51.3%

A simple, clear service map - 68.3%

Other - 7.5%

Which organizations have you heard of? (multiple choice)

O KaKux opraHM3aunaAx Bl CAbIWANK? (MHOKECTBEHHGIA BoIGOP) D Konuposars auarpammy

454 oTBETE

Animus
Dignita Foundation

FAR - Foundation for Acces
IOM Bulgana
UNHCR Bulgaria
Caritas
Kpacued Kpect ! Red Cross
He aHaw i ogHy /| dont kn..,
HauuoHanHa KoMUCKA 3a Go. ..

12,4 %)
4(0.9 %)

134 (79.5 %)
252 (55,5 %)
192 (42,3 %)

I2T (72 %)

415 (92,1 %)

18 (3,5 %)
15 (3,3 %)
-4 (0.9 %)
MNpocTo He NEM ATEK TOUHY. 1(0,2 %)
Yrpatscerdi giv |1 (0,2 %)
X komy Tol Hano. He ouy.. |1 (0,2 %)
DoHaauna [OkpeiH PeHosa 10,2 %)
CHEBE|—1 (0,2 %)
Komnac|—1 (0,2 %)
el pazom a1 (0,2 %)
CvpuTe chpue|—1 (0,2 %)

0 100 200 300 400 500

Animus - 2.4%

Dignita Foundation - 0.9%

FAR - Foundation for Access to Rights - 29.5%

IOM Bulgaria - 55.5%

UNHCR Bulgaria - 42.3%

Caritas - 72%

Red Cross - 92.1%

NCCTHB (National Commission for Combating Trafficking in Human Beings) -3.3%
Other - 0.9%

| don’t know - 3.5%
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The rest of the answers written in manually by respondents include (each 0.2%)
Ukrainian House - 0.2%

Ukraine Renovation Foundation (transliteration of “©oHgaumns HOkpeliH PeHoBenHLW”-
0.2%

CXBb (abbreviation not clearly identifiable) - 0.2%

Compass - 0.2%

“Mi Razom” - 0.2%

Open Heart (OtkpuTte cbpue) - 0.2%

Ukrainian house - 0.2%

“No one gives a damn about you. Not officially, but it exists.” - 0.2%

Just don’t remember the exact name, something related to women’s rights and
domestic violence prevention — 0.2%

The most recognized organizations are predominantly international actors (with the
exception of FAR) that provide well-funded, sustainable, and multi-sector services

directly to Ukrainians. These organizations remain consistently visible and “top of mind”
among Ukrainians:

Red Cross — 92.1%
Caritas — 72%

IOM — 55.5%
UNHCR — 42.3%
FAR — 29.5%

In contrast, organizations working specifically in the areas of GBV prevention/response
and anti-trafficking (THB) demonstrate an extremely low level of visibility and
community awareness, ranging only between 0.9% and 3.3%.

This significant discrepancy indicates a critical gap in outreach, underlining the need for
targeted visibility, communication, and awareness-raising campaigns within Ukrainian
refugee communities in Bulgaria.
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If you contacted them, what was your experience?

Ecnu Bbl € HUMW CBA3LIBANMCE — KAKOB ObIN Ball oNbIT? ]_D KonuposaTe guarpamMmy

445 oreeToR

@ NonoswrensHo
@ HeirpansHo

@ OrpmyarensHo
@ CnosHo DugHMTL
@ He Gwno onkra

Positive - 43.1%

Neutral - 18.2%

Negative - 3.4%

Hard to evaluate - 9.9%

| have not contacted any - 25.4%

Among respondents who interacted with the institutions and NGOs mentioned in the
previous question, primarily the eight organizations that received more than 0.2% of
mentions , the distribution of organizations was as follows:

e Animus -2.4%

e Dignita Foundation - 0.9%

e FAR (Foundation for Access to Rights) — 29.5%

e |OM Bulgaria - 55.5%

e UNHCR Bulgaria - 42.3%

e Caritas - 72%

e Red Cross - 92.1%

e NCCTHB (National Commission for Combating Trafficking in Human Beings) — 3.3%

Overall, 43.1% reported positive experiences, while 18.2% described their interactions as
neutral and 3.4% as negative. A notable 25.4% indicated that they have never contacted
any organization at all, highlighting a large segment of the population with no
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engagement. This trend correlates with mistrust, lack of information, uncertainty about
available services, or fear of bureaucratic processes.

These findings demonstrate that, although many of those who do engage report
acceptable or positive experiences, a significant portion of the community remains
disconnected from existing support systems, representing both a risk and an
opportunity for targeted outreach and trust-building initiatives.

Which organizations have you heard of? (multiple choice)

Kakol cnocot ceasn C HMNO gna sac Haubonee yaoben? LD KonwposaTe QWarpammy

454 oTBETR

@ Tenethou ropatad NMHEK

@ Cunafv-yarTelegramViber
B b BHIAT

@ Yepes 3HAKOMEDUNOCDEOHKKOE
@ Hugaroi

@ Noura

e Hotline phone call - 7.5%

e Online chat / Telegram / Viber - 74.2%

e In-person visit - 15.6%

e Through acquaintances / intermediaries - 2.2%
e None-0.2%

e Email-0.2%

A strong majority (74.2%) prefer online chat via Telegram/Viber (assuming also other
messengers mentioned earlier), confirming once again the centrality of messengers in
communication patterns of Ukrainian refugees.

Only 7.5% prefer hotline calls, and 15.6% prefer in-person visits.

One of the assumed reasons for low hotline engagement is the language barrier,
especially in cases where the hotline is operated exclusively in Bulgarian by state
authorities or NGOs.

This reinforces the need for NGOs to prioritize messenger-based contact, chatbots, and
quick-response chat operators.
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What does ‘gender-based violence’ mean to you? (multiple choice)

Y70 ANA BAC 03HAYAET «TEMAEPHOE HACHNNEs? (MHOMECTEEHHEIN |_D KonuposaTte nuarpammy
BuiGop}

454 araaTa

HESCHMINE WITH HECTORDE
DEPILEHHE NG NORCBOMY NDHI. ..

Lloaacnimeds isacunie

IB2(TT.5 %)
104 (22 9 %)

TEHEONGIM-ECRGE Lane: e -161 (36,6 %)

CarcyanbHan INCNAYaTALNA U
APRHYHaEHWE

DEOHOMME TS HACHTHE
(RoarTpafe AR qoxogoipabor..

He siai [ cidsHD ERE3aTH

151 (33,3 %)
111 (24,4 %)
76 (18,7 %)
'] 100 200 00 400
e Violence or cruel treatment based on gender - 77.5%
e Domestic violence - 22.9%
e Psychological pressure - 35.5%
e Sexual exploitation or coercion - 33.3%
e Economic violence - 24.4%
| don’t know / hard to say - 16.7%

Respondents demonstrate a strong conceptual understanding of GBV, with 77.5%
identifying it as gender-based violence and 35-33% associating it with psychological or
sexual exploitation.

However, 16.7% still report uncertainty, indicating gaps in awareness.

This supports the need for education, awareness campaigns, and clear definitions in
Ukrainian and Russian.

In the last 24 months, have you or anyone you know experienced similar situations?

3a nocnefxne 24 Mechla CTaNKWBAaNKUCh NW Bbl HAKW KTO-NKG0 U3 |_D KonkpoaaTts quarpammy
BaLUMX 3HAKOMBIX C NOACEHLIMW CUTYaUWAMK?

454 oreeTa

@ Ja nwsnn

@ [la, cpegs SHIKOMBIX

@ Her

@ JatpyanAanoch oTBETTE | RpegnoHMTan

e OTBE4ETH
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e Yes, personally - 5.9%

Yes, among acquaintances - 6.8%

No - 74%

Hard to say / prefer not to answer - 13.2%

12.7% of respondents report either personal or indirect exposure to GBV-like or
exploitation situations among Ukrainian refugees.

74% reported no cases, though underreporting is typical for GBV.

13.2% were unsure or preferred not to answer, which is itself an indicator of fear,
stigma, law awareness or uncertainty.

Have you (or someone you know) been offered unwanted interaction or ‘help’ in
exchange for housing or work? (last 24 months)

Mpegnarany M Bam (MY KOMY-TO W3 BaLWWX 3HAKOMbIX) [0 Konuposate nnarpammy
HemenareNbHOe B3aMMOLRHCTBUE MK «NOMOLLLY B 0EMEH Ha
MUNbE UNKM patoTy? (3a nocnegHue 24 MecAua)

454 oTRETA

@ la

® Har

@ NpeanowuTan HE OTEEYETE
® He ysepen (a)

e Yes-51%

e No-86.6%

e Prefer not to answer - 2.6%

e Notsure-5.7%

e Thisis adirect THB-related indicator.

5.1% answered “Yes,” while another 5.7% were unsure, 2.6% preferred not to answer
(which is itself an indicator of fear, stigma, law awareness or uncertainty). It makes 13.4%
altogether and is an important red flag.
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Based on the figures we may assume the presence of sexual coercion risk, survival sex
pressure, and exploitative ‘housing for favors’ offers along the Bulgarian coast.
Such indicators should be taken in account.

Note: while 11% reported receiving unclear work or housing offers, a separate 5.1% experienced unwanted
interaction or coercive propositions, with an additional 8.3% unsure or unwilling to respond. These
patterns reveal two layers of risk: (1) widespread ambiguous and potentially exploitative recruitment
practices, and (2) a smaller but significant level of direct coercion or sexualized pressure. The
differentiation between these two questions is essential for designing targeted prevention efforts, as the
former requires labor rights and awareness interventions, whereas the latter demands GBV/THB-focused
protection mechanisms and confidential reporting channels.

It is highly likely that the survey did not capture representatives of key populations, including women in
prostitution and victims of trafficking, given the structural barriers to accessing these groups and their
restricted opportunities to participate in surveys or complete questionnaires.

Has anyone controlled your documents, money, or movements? (last 24 months)

KoHTponupoBan nu KTU-HHGYﬂ,b BallK AOKYMEHTEI, EHEIM WK |D Konmposate auarpammy
nepensuxeHnA? [:FIDCHELLHHE 24 MECﬂLia:I
454 oreeTta
® fa
@ Het
@ TpeanourTan He 0TBEYaTs
e Yes-6.6%
e No-86.3%

e Prefer not to answer - 7%

Around 6.6% of respondents indicate potential coercive control, one of the key
trafficking indicators. While such control may in some cases originate from intimate
partners or family members rather than external actors, its presence still signals
heightened vulnerability, dependency and reduced ability to seek help or exit unsafe
situations.
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An additional 7% selected ‘Prefer not to answer’. In the context of coercive control,
avoidance responses often indicate discomfort, fear or uncertainty, and may reflect
underlying exposure to control or violence. International research on GBV and THB
shows that non-response on sensitive items should be interpreted as a potential risk
signal rather than neutrality.

What would you do if someone you know experienced violence or exploitation?

Y710 Gkl Bbl CASNany, ecnu Okl KTO-TO U3 BalUMX 3HAKOMbIX LE] KonuposaTte AMarpammy
NOABERTCA HACHAHIO MK IKCNNyaTauMn?

454 oTneTa

@ OSpanmecs & noNWLYHED

@ Cfpanimecs & Bonraposysn HNOMa
TORAEYR0 MHMIE0

® Ofpamemech & yrpariscsyie HNOHa
TOPAEYR M0N0

@ OGpaTMTECH 13 COBETOM B MECTHDE
coofugcTno

@ He vasine yaepes{a)

® Huuero

e Contact the police - 46.5%

e Contact Bulgarian NGO / hotline - 3.5%

e Contact Ukrainian NGO / hotline - 14.3%

e Seek advice from local community - 15.2%
e Don’t know / unsure -19.4%

e Nothing - 1.1%

The majority (46.5%) would contact the police, which is encouraging.
However, 1 out of 5 respondents (19.4 %) would “not know what to do,” and 15% rely on
the community, indicating rather weak knowledge of safe referral pathways. Only 3.5%
of respondents would contact a Bulgarian NGO or hotline, while 14.3% would reach out
to a Ukrainian NGO or hotline. This significant gap highlights the limited visibility,
accessibility and trust in Bulgarian support services among Ukrainian refugees.
Ukrainian-led structures are perceived as more culturally and linguistically safe,
whereas Bulgarian providers remain largely unfamiliar or inaccessible to many
respondents.
This supports the need for service maps, online guides, and mediator support, which
ana FETREDASHES, A ady asked for eartier.
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In your opinion, what are the main factors increasing the risk of violence or exploitation
for refugee women? (multiple choice)

Ha Baw B3rnRA, Kakue oCHoBHBIE HaKTOPLI NOBEIWAKDT PUCK ID KonwponaTe AvarpamMmy
HEBCUNWUS WK IKCNNYATALMN B OTHOLWEHWK MEHWMH-GEXEHOK?
{MHOMECTBEHHBIA BLIGOP)

454 gTRETE

FNOHOMWHECHAR JABMCHMOC.
Hawoeon Gapwep
HM30nAumuA | OTCYTCTBIE KOHT .
OTCYTETBHE WHDOPMALIMA O
Hafosepye K NONKLEH | focy
Hectabunonos sonsé / cos..
Hanuuue 3+ 4aTed AW Mox

308 (37,0°
261 (57.5 %)

— 165 (43 %)

187 (41,2 %)

181 (30,9 %)

—217 (47 8 %)

105 (23,1 %)

68 (15 %)

a0 (19,6 %)

101 (22.2 %)

123 271 %)

-3 (0.7 %)
10,2 %)
10,2 %)
-1 (0,2 %)

B OCHOBHOM TYTNIOCTs CAMON .. 1(0.2 %)

HET WpHLISCNY W NPAB0E. 10,2 %)

Boapact|—1 (0,2 %)

] 100 200 300 400

Heauro
OTCYTCTENE MPasUAHCTEE - T
Tynan

e Economic dependence - 87.9%

e Language barrier - 57.5%

e |solation / lack of contacts - 43%

e Lack of information about services - 41.2%
e Distrust of police / authorities - 39.9%

e Unstable housing / overcrowding - 47.8%
e 3+ children/ caregiving burden - 23.1%

e Chronicillness - 15%

e Lack of education -19.6%

e Nationality discrimination - 22.2%

e Problems with documents - 27.1%

e Other-0.7%
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The rest of the answers written in manually by respondents include:

| do not know - 0.2%

e Lack of citizenship. That is what my employer, X.X, told me: ‘You don’t have
citizenship, so you are nobody here- 0.2%

e Unintelligence - 0.2%

e Mostly, it is due to the woman’s own lack of awareness or poor decisions. |
communicate with a few women who have children, and their complaints are mostly
about household issues, not exploitation. | do not personally see cases of
exploitation. Regarding men — they work extremely hard and undermine their health
to support their families. - 0.2%

e There are no legal documents that would give us the right to obtain long-term
residence and feel stable about the future, especially as a single mother with a child
-0.2%

e Age-0.2%

Based on respondents’ perceptions, the strongest vulnerability factors include:

e Economic dependence — 87.9% (dominant driver across all categories)
e Language barrier —57.5%

e Unstable housing / overcrowding — 47.8%

e |solation / lack of contacts —43%

e Lack of information about services — 41.2%

These patterns fully align with GRETA 2024 and EIGE findings, which emphasise
economic precarity, legal insecurity, and social isolation as the primary drivers of
vulnerability among refugee women in the EU.

Note. Additional Conclusion: Presence of Victim-Blaming Narratives among
respondents (0.4%)

Although it appears only in a very small proportion of responses (0.4%), the presence of
victim-blaming narratives is analytically significant. Several respondents suggested that
women’s vulnerability results from “lack of awareness,” “poor decisions,” or
“unintelligence,” rather than from structural factors. This indicates:
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Stigma and societal stereotypes

Reduced likelihood of help-seeking

Misrecognition of exploitation

Need for awareness-raising and community education

Even if numerically small, such responses underline the need for targeted information
campaigns on rights, exploitation indicators, and available services — especially within
refugee communities themselves.

Do you think male refugees are also vulnerable to violence or exploitation?

CyMTaeTe K Bbl, 4TO MYMYNHbI-GEMEHUbI TAKKE YA3EMMbI K IQ KonuposaTs guarpamMmy
HACHAMIO MNK 3KCHAYaTAUMMT

454 oTeeTa

@ [a

@ HICTHUHD | BO3MOKHD
@ Her

® Tpyamo cxazams

e Yes-35.7%

e Partially / possibly - 47.6%

e No-55%

e Hardtosay-11.2%

e Even though 93% of all respondents are women, a significant share 35.7% believe
that men are also vulnerable, while an additional 47.6% indicate that men are
“partially” vulnerable.

This means that over 83% of respondents acknowledge that vulnerability in the refugee
context is not exclusively female, but gender-inclusive. Women, who themselves face
the highest documented risks, nonetheless recognize that men also experience
economic pressure, exploitation risks, and psychosocial strain.
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Which types of support are most important for those experiencing violence or
exploitation? (up to 3 options)

Kakue BUAb NOAAEPKKN HanBonee BaXKHbl ANA TEX, KTO |0 Konuposars guarpammy
NoABEPraeTCA HACKUITUIO MK aKCcrnyaTauuu? (fo 3)

454 oTeeTa

BesonacHoe #unbe
Merxonariyecsan NOAASpHES 282 (62,1 %)

K pupmecsan noMolis W s

MeguurHCREA NoMaLLbL -229 (5404 %)

YepEHHCKHA NepesonrkMenn 174 (38,3 %)
DUHAHCOBARCOLMATEHAR oM.

Bre cutyauymn pazkue]—1 (0 2 %)

e Safe housing - 68.3%

e Psychological support - 62.1%

e Legal assistance / information - 68.3%

e Medical assistance - 50.4%

e Ukrainian-language interpreter / mediator - 38.3%

e Financial or social support - 64.1%

e Other (written in manually by respondent “all situations are different”) - 0.2%

This is almost a perfect mirror of global GBV and THB response standards.

Analytical Report based on Online Survey
Data.This report is the property of R.I.W.E. 60
www.riwe.ngo



ENSHOTS
ION AND ANALYSIS

Have you (or someone you know) encountered suspicious online or offline offers that
could indicate sexual exploitation or drug distribution? (Examples: ‘easy money’,
escort/modelling offers, ‘friendship’ for financial help, forced dates, pressure to send
intimate photos, etc.)”

CTanKMBanuch N Bel (AW KTO-TO M3 BaWIMX 3HAKOMBIX) OHNaHH |0 Konmposars auarpamsy
HNK o hnait ¢ NOAO3PUTENEHLIMK NPEANOKEHHAMM, KOTOPbIE

MOTNA YKa3bIBaTh Ha CEKCYaNbHYIO 3KCNNYaTaLM0o UNK

pacnpocTpaHeHue HapKoTUKoB?

(Hanpumep: anErkuit 60NLILOA 3apatoToKs, padoTa MOAEALIG/

CONPOBOMASHHEM, «APYXEGas 38 QUHAHCOBYIO NOMOLLb,

HABA3aHHbIE CBHUAHWA, NEBNEHWE OTNPEBUTE NHYHBIE KK

HHTHMHBIE POTO M T.4.)

454 oToeta

@ [a, nuesmo

@ Ja, cpegy masomun

@ Her

@ MpeaANcHUTHG HE CTBEYAT:

Yes, personally - 13%

Yes, among acquaintances - 11.2%
No -70.7%

Prefer not to answer - 5.1%

A combined 24.2% of respondents report either direct or indirect exposure to suspicious
or potentially exploitative offers. This means that one in four refugee women has
encountered signs of grooming, coercion, or recruitment attempts, a relatively high
indicator for a displaced population.

An additional 5.1% chose “prefer not to answer,” which is understandable given the
sensitivity and stigma surrounding sexual exploitation and drugs usage. Such non-
response is often interpreted in research as a possible indicator of unease or hidden
exposure.

While 70.7% reported no such experiences, international evidence shows that sexual
exploitation and involvement in drugs illegal turnover and usage are highly
underreported due to fear, shame, distrust of institutions, and lack of safe reporting

mechanisms.
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Have you ever experienced online behavior that made you feel unsafe or pressured?
(Examples: unwanted sexual messages, persistent contacts, pressure to send photos,
threats, attempts at blackmail, grooming.)

CTankMBanuck MM Bbl KOTAa-NHG0 ¢ OHNAAH-NOBEAEHUEM, KOTOpODE I_D Konuposats QHarpammy
3JACTABMNO BAC YyBCTROBATE CebA Hebe30nacHo WnW nog

napnequem?

(Hanpumep: HeXENaTENbHLIE CEKCYaNbHbLIE COOGUWEHNA,

HABAIUMBLIE KOHTAKThI, NPOChBLI AW faBneHue OTNPaEuTL BoTo,

Yrpoabl, NONbITKH WaHTaMa, «FpyMUHMs.)

454 oroera

® Ja
@ Her

@ Npegnoawrreo e oneeiark

e Yes-18.1%
e NoO-74%
e Prefer not to answer -7.9%

18.1% of respondents experienced online harassment, coercion, or grooming — a
substantial proportion.

The fact that 7.9% preferred not to answer additionally suggests fear or shame.

Taken together, this data confirms the presence of active grooming, recruitment
attempts, and sexual-exploitation risks targeting Ukrainian refugee women in Bulgaria.
It underscores the need for strengthened prevention mechanisms, confidential
reporting channels, and community-based awareness initiatives. This also highlights the
urgent need for digital safety education, reporting mechanisms, and awareness
campaigns specifically for Ukrainian women and girls.
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If ‘Yes’, what types of risks did you encounter? (multiple choice) * optional question

Ecnv eflas, TO C KEKHMI TUNAMKH PUCKOB Bl CTONKHYNWCE? LD Konuposate guarpasmy
(MHOMECTBEHHLIA BRIGOP)

183 aTweta

Hemenateme e Concyansps.
[aenesme OTNP2EUTS NEYHLIE. |
HHANCOBEIE TCANAPHEES pe
Mot 4 peplod arm pabor.
WIpO3s UNH LWaHTAH

Mpagno-sTamn we aTHE4ET:

— 66 (36,1 %)

22 (12%)
A1 (22 4 %)
21 (11,5 %)
10 (5.5 %)
B2 (339 %)
=25 (13.7%)

He CTANKHEANACH
Het

He © minins

He Being Targn
& CTAMNIABANACH

—i (2,4 %)

211 %)
10,5 %)
1005 %)

—1{0,5 %)

Among the 183 out of 454 respondents (about 40%) reported experiencing online risks,
the data reveals multiple red flags associated with grooming, sextortion, and online
sexual exploitation:

e Unwanted sexual messages - 36.1%

e Pressure to send personal or intimate photos - 12%

e Financial / “sugar” propositions - 22.4%

e Recruitment attempts for suspicious work - 11.5%

e Threats or blackmail - 5.5%

e Prefer not to answer - 33.9%

e Other-13.7%

e Manually written responses meaning “no/not relevant” - 4.8%

The 33.9% “Prefer not to answer” is particularly noteworthy. In the context of
sexualized online violence, this is a very high level of non-disclosure, which strongly
suggests:

High shame or discomfort, common in sextortion cases.

Fear of judgment or repercussions.

Difficulty recognizing what constitutes online exploitation.

Possible hidden exposure that respondents do not feel safe to share.
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Combined with the fact that:

e 36.1% received unwanted sexual messages

o 22.4% were targeted with financial/sugar-type propositions,
The dataset shows patterns that are highly characteristic of online grooming, coercive
control, financial manipulation, and sexual exploitation recruitment.

These findings are highly significant for anti-trafficking and GBV analysis, indicating
that online environments represent a major vector of vulnerability for Ukrainian refugee
women - consistent with GRETA 2024, OSCE Online Grooming Studies, and Europol
cyber-exploitation trends.

In what ways is your integration in Bulgaria taking place? (multiple choice)”

Kaxum oBpasom NpoMCXOAWT Balla MHTerpauus 8 Bonrapuu? IQ Konwposate guarpammy
(MHOMECTBEHHbIA BbIGOp)

454 oTeETa

Pafiorai y Gonrapcroro. ..
PaGoTai yganeHHo Ha W...
OTKpbIN(a) cBoRk BuaHed)...
Berynun(a) a Bpak ¢ rpa...
YYacTBYIO B MECTHBIX 00...
Mowm feTn WHTeTpuposaH. ..

97 (21,4 %)
107 (23,6 %)

-42(9,3 %)
10 (2.2 %)
28 (6,2 %)

190 (41,9 %)
Wisysaio Bonrapockui aasl. . 172 (37,9 %)
MEnbITEIBSI TPYOHOCTH. .. 131 (28,9 %)
3 (0,7 %)
Ceaonnan paora y Gonr...}—1 (0,2 %)
PaBortaio 8 wkone}—1 (0,2 %)
A nexcvoHepka, Hanty p...}—1 (0,2 %)
EcTk pabora(Ho ykpauHe... -1 (0,2 %)
A nercuonepka, pabora...}-1 (0,2 %)
MpocTo xuey 1 obwakoc... |1 (0,2 %)
Way4aro Gonrapckwi)—1 (0,2 %)
Mpavoro nuwe e ceaoH.... )1 (0,2 %)
PaboTaro mopakoM ganb... |1 (0,2 %)
Ane He jHTerpysanacal—1 (0,2 %)
WnTerpuposana Ha #f |1 (0,2 %)
B pexpere He patoraw)- 1 (0.2 %)
ey TyT ¢ 2021 ropa, yiLL 1 (0,2 %)
My MOpaK Ha camootecn.. )1 (0,2 %)
Brok no nporpame obecne...}- 1 (0,2 %)
A nencionepka ¢ manexsk... ) -1 (0,2 %)
Xorenock Bkl HauaTe wHTe . J--1 (0,2 %)
301 (0,2 %)
Mow gety mHTerpuposannl... )1 (0,2 %)
My paliotaer, A He mory... -1 (0,2 %)
loToea cTate camoaadaro.. J—1 (0,2 %)
o 50 100 150 200

Analytical Report based on Online Survey
Data.This report is the property of R.I.W.E. 64
www.riwe.ngo



ENSHOTS
ION AND ANALYSIS

| work for a Bulgarian employer - 21.4%

| work remotely for an international/ Ukrainian employer - 23.6%

| opened my own business / self-employment - 9.3%

| married a Bulgarian citizen - 2.2%

| participate in local community activities - 6.2%

My children are integrated into Bulgarian schools/kindergartens/universities -41.9%
| study Bulgarian - 37.9%

| face difficulties with integration (no support, no job, do not know language) - 28.9%
Other - 0.7%

Written in manually by respondents (each 0.2%):

Seasonal work for a Bulgarian employer.

| work only during the season. The work is quite hard for me, physically.

| work in a school.

| am a pensioner; it is very difficult to find a job due to age and health, and it is
impossible to live on a very small Ukrainian pension.

| am a pensioner; | cannot work because my adult son is a person with disabilities.
| am a pensioner with a small Ukrainian pension; it is difficult to work already, and it
is impossible to survive without social (financial) support.

| have a job (but a Ukrainian employer). Bulgarian language courses if possible
(depending on work schedule).

| work as a seafarer in long-distance navigation. | study Bulgarian on my own.

My husband is a seafarer; we live here with self-sufficiency / self-financing.

| have not integrated.

| would like to start integrating, but | do not see the point — they will pushback us
anyway.

Integrated 100%.

| simply live here and communicate with my neighbours.

On maternity leave, not working.

Studying Bulgarian.

3

| have lived here since 2021, | studied in a medical institution, | know the language,
now | simply live under Zakrila.
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e Residence permit under the “self-sufficient pensioner” program.

e My children are integrated through schools. Unfortunately, | cannot get a job with an
employment contract because | live in a hotel under the refugee housing program
(free accommodation).

e My husband works; | cannot look for a job yet. The Regional Education Department
has not assigned my children to a school and tells us to wait.

e Ready to become self-employed in Bulgaria.

Note: Open-text responses (“Other”) were analyzed through thematic coding. Most entries reflect
structural vulnerabilities rather than additional types of integration. Respondents describe: (1) seasonal
or physically demanding temporary jobs; (2) pensioners or individuals unable to work due to age, health or
caregiving responsibilities; (3) remote work or employment with Ukrainian companies, which prevents
integration into the Bulgarian labor market; (4) caregiving and maternity leave; (5) studying Bulgarian as
the primary step towards integration; (6) administrative barriers to employment, including those related
to the refugee accommodation program and delays in school placement; and (7) emotional attitudes,
ranging from full integration to unwillingness to integrate due to fear of future expulsion. These narratives
provide important qualitative insights into the obstacles and motivations shaping refugee integration
trajectories in Bulgaria.

Main forms of integration include:

e Children in Bulgarian schools/universities: 41.9%
e Studying Bulgarian: 37.9%

e Remote work: 23.6%

e Bulgarian employer: 21.4%

This shows that integration is strongest through children in education, moderate
through employment, and weakest in terms of social/community participation (6.2%).
A third of respondents (28.9%) report significant integration difficulties — aligning with
earlier data on language barriers and bureaucratic challenges.
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What concerns you most about the ending of Temporary Protection status? (multiple

choice)
Y70 Bbi3bIBAET ¥ Bac Hanbonbluee 6ECNOKONCTBO B CBA3K C ID Konuposats guarpammy
OKOH4YaHWEeM CTaTyca BPeMEHHOW 3almThi? (MHOXECTBEHHBIN
BbIGop)
454 oraera
Morepa craryca npefivieadus 328 (72,2 %)

Motepa npasa pabotars 131 (28,9 %)

OTCYTCTENE MHDOPMALMA O

—341 (75,1 %)

POCT pUcEa awcnnyaraumi —28 (6,2 %)
MoTepr #MNLA 103 (22,7 %)
Mpobnemsl ¢ MegnurHoRi0G 145 (31,9 %)
HeobxoauMocTs BoBpawAT.. 289 (65,9 %)

MNoTepa AeTckMx NOCoiuA / C

HeacHse npasuna npoanead 315 (69,4 %)
-4 (09%)
Hexyaa eozepawarecs, ropo.. |1 (0.2 %)
HeobxoqMMOCTL onnadreats . |—1 (0,2 %)
Hrioro i3 nepepaxoeakoro|—1 (0,2 %)
BoamoarocTe pebenka npog 10,2 %)
OuHaHcoBan HecTabnnsHocTs|—1 (0,2 %)
1(0,2 %)
H 3annatun 5 MecAuHLx cp.. |1 (0.2 %)
B Geopoxpatum npeanowasn . |—1 (0.2 %)
He wmeswn cratyca epemenno |1 (0,2 %)
Het GecnokoAcTea, XoueTeh 1(0.2 %)

1} 100 200 300 400

e Losing residence status - 72.2%

e Losing the right to work - 28.9%

e Lack of information on further steps regarding refugees in Bulgaria - 75.1%
e Increased risk of exploitation - 6.2%

e Losing housing - 22.7%

e Medical/educational problems (access) - 31.9%

e Need to return to Ukraine - 65.9%

e Losing child benefits/social support - 2.4%

e Unclear status extension rules - 69.4%

e Other-0.9%

Written in manually by respondents (each 0.2%):

e Nowhere to return to, the city is destroyed.
e Therequirement to pay for medical insurance even without using it, for 4 years.
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e The possibility for the child to continue studying in school or gymnasium.

e Financial instability.

. -

¢ | paid five months of an average Bulgarian salary to leave Ukraine. Do you think I will
go back there until they return my money? A country without the rule of law is just
chaos — don’t care about that country. Sorry for the harsh wording, but you asked
for opinions, so here it is honestly

e Within the bureaucracy there are offers to obtain a residence permit for 3000 euros

and more!

| do not have temporary protection status.

e No worries, | just want to go home.

These anxieties reflect large-scale uncertainty and fear, typical before major policy
transitions.

The fear of exploitation (6.2%) must be interpreted as underreported yet significant,
especially given earlier results.

Note: The indicator ‘loss of child benefits/social support’ appears in only 2.4% of responses. This low
percentage is explained by the fact that Bulgaria does not provide stable or substantial financial
assistance to families under Temporary Protection. As a result, respondents do not perceive the loss of
such benefits as a significant risk, simply because these payments generally do not exist in practice.

What decision are you considering for yourself and your family after 4 March 2027?

Kakoe pelweHwe Bsl paccMaTpyBaeTe ANA cebf U CBOEed CEMbYW ID Konuposats auarpammy
nocne 4 mapra 2027 roga?

454 oTBeTa

@ Ccratscs 8 Bonrapww / Stay in Bulgana

@ NMepeexamns B apyryw cTpasy [ Move to
another country

@ BepuyTeca B Yepany | Retum to
Ukrame

@ He ssan [ Don't know
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e Stay in Bulgaria-59.3%

e Move to another country - 4.4%
e Return to Ukraine - 7.9%

e Don’tknow -28.4%

A majority (59.3%) intend to stay in Bulgaria, indicating relatively strong long-term
settlement bonds.

7.9% plan to return to Ukraine.

28.4% remain uncertain, which connects directly to lack of clarity about the future of TP
status and integration opportunities.

Do you think changes in TP status will affect the safety and vulnerability of Ukrainian
women, children, and men in Bulgaria?

Mo BalieMy MHEHWUIC NOBNWAET I M3MEHEHWE CTaTYCa Ha |_D KonupoeaTe AuarpaMMy
6e30NacHoCTL M YASBUMOCTb YKPaUHCKKWY JEHLLKWH, feTeild 1

MY¥4HH B

Bonrapumn?

454 orseta

®/a

@ Her

@ He yeepen(a)

@ He an

@ He zpoaymno

@ Cwmorpn kaxod Gyner craryc. Ecnu o
GYAET MNO NPOBaM XYHKE, YEM BPEMEH

@ [lonrocpousoe paspewssue Ha nped,

@ O apyris NOAed HeraTHea He NeneT

@ B NyWYI0 CTOPOHY.NEPECTaHYT TRaBK..

o Yes-62.1%
e NoO-9%
e Unsure-27.5%

Written in manually by respondents (each 0.2%):

e Depends on what the new status will be. If it gives fewer rights than temporary
protection, then of course it will affect negatively.
e Along-term residence permit after temporary protection will increase the safety of

Ukrainians.
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¢ | have not experienced negativity from other people. Legally, probably yes, we make
our contribution and should receive something proportionate. However, we should
not pressure Bulgarians’ self-identity or their historical self-perception.

e For the better: people will stop claiming that Ukrainians live here for free; they will
understand that we work and pay for everything.

e | do not know

e Notunderstandable

A dominant 62.1% believe the change will increase vulnerability.

Only 9% believe it will not.

This clearly indicates community fear of losing legal protection and falling into
irregularity: a known driver of exploitation, GBV and THB vulnerabilities.

Do you think the risk of exploitation will increase when Temporary Protection ends?

Kak Bbl fiymaeTe, YBENWUUTCA N PUCK 3KCNAyaTaluw nocne |D Konuposate auarpammy
OKOHYEHWA BpeMEHHOW 3aLnThI?

454 oTeeTa

@ [la, snaunTensto

@ Boamowno | vacirmo
@ Her

@ JarpyonAock oTEETHTL

Yes, significantly - 27.5%
Possibly / partially - 38.1%
No -7.9%

Hard to say - 26.4%

About 27.5% believe risks will significantly increase, and 38.1% say possibly.

That is 65.6% anticipating higher exploitation risks.

This is a critical policy finding and supports the need for proactive state-level risk
mitigation measures.
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What could help Ukrainians better prepare for 2027? (up to 3 options)

YTO MOXET MOMOYb YKPaUHLIaM NydIlE NoAroToBuTLEA K 2027 rogy? |0 Konuposars auarpammy

(no 3)
454 oreeTa

[ononHuTensHan odmyransHa. 313 (68,9 %)
Opuawuecsan noqaepsxaiiig 268 (50 %)

Hrhop ayHoNHO-NPOCBeTHTER 166 (36,6 %)

Kypcl Bonrapoxoro Rasa i Tp -230 (50,7 %)

MoMole B NOAAYE IAARNEHHA 305 (67,2 %)
KOHCYNETaLMM © MIFPaLWOHHE 226 (49,8 %)

Mepexan Ha Apyrie CTaTycl, n 1(0,2 %)

He apoxypminal—1 (0,2 %)

YeTkoe satnaroscementoe on . |1 (0,2 %)

YeThoe NoHMMaHne YCnosui n 1{0.2 %)

MperaTs peolixogumes JakoH 10,2 %)
Jarkonoparensroe nobiu ot Be . |1 (0,2 %)

0 100 200 300 400

e Additional official information and consultations - 68.9%

e Legal support/individual consultations - 59%

e Information-awareness campaigns in community - 36.6%

e Bulgarian language and professional training courses - 50.7%
e Assistance with submitting an asylum application - 67.2%

e Migration lawyers consultations - 49.8%

Written in manually by respondents (each 0.2%):

Not clear.

A clear advance determination of the future status, not at the last moment.
Clear understanding of the conditions.

Adopt the necessary laws earlier so that people are not in an uncertain residence
status without clarity.

Legislative lobbying on behalf of refugees.

Transition to other statuses, such as residence permit (BHX) or permanent
residence (MVX).

Top requested needs:

e Official information and consultations (68.9%)
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e Help with asylym applications (67.2%)
e Legal support (59%)
e Language and professional courses (50.7%)

This shows that there is a need to develop a clear roadmap for 2026-2027 transition
period. Clarity is the main concern.

Would you like to participate in a focus group on these topics? Share your story,
suggestions, and contribute to shaping refugee-related policies in Bulgaria?

XoTenw 6bl Bbl Y4aCTBOBATh B QOKYC-TPyNNe no AaHHbIM IO Konuposars amarpammy
sonpocam? MoAeNHTLCA CBOEH CTOPHENR, NPEANOKEHNAMMN I
y4acTBoBaTh B QOPMHUPOBAHUM NONNTUKK B OTHOWEHWK BeXeHLes

B Bonrapum
454 oveeTa
®la
@ Her
e No-72.5%

e Yes-27.5%

Only 27.5% expressed willingness to join a focus group and engage in policy dialogue.
Meanwhile, 72.5% declined.

This reaction correlates with earlier findings:

low trust in authorities and NGOs
fear of publicity and stigma
language and bureaucratic barriers
emotional exhaustion
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A participation rate below 30% is typical for vulnerable populations with high levels of
uncertainty.

Important implication: future engagement activities must ensure anonymity, emotional
safety, and clear purpose.

Would you like to volunteer or act as a contact person for other Ukrainians?

XoTenw Gbl Bbl 6biTh BONOHTEPOM, KOHTAKTHBIM NWUOM ANA APYIHMX |_|:| Konuposars guarpammy
yKpauHues?

454 oreeTa

@ [a
@ Her

e No74.7%
e Yes 25.3%

Only 25.3% expressed readiness to volunteer or act as peer-support contacts, while
74.7% declined.

This low readiness reflects:

e burnout and chronic stress

¢ limited free time due to childcare and employment challenges
e unstable long-term status (TP ending in 2027)

e emotional fatigue from the war and displacement

e lack of training or confidence

Nevertheless, a quarter of respondents represents a significant potential core group for
community-based outreach, P2P mediators, and grassroots support.
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JononHUTenbHble KOMMEHTapPUK MNKW NPeaNoXeHUA {HEOﬁﬂaaTEﬂbHO}I

32 oTBeTa

OTKpbITa ANA COTPYAHUYECTBAE, BONOHTEp pasaa( Wapma)

fl MaTb pebéHKa C TAXENoH GopMOA ayTU3Ma, MOTY NOMOTraTh APYrMM YKPaMHKaM C TaKUMK SETbMU
WHbopMaLMOoHHO (Kakue coBpaTh AOKYMEHTDI, Kak NoAaTh B TENK, Ha 4TO UMEET NPaBo CeMbA C
PEGEHKOM C TAKWM JMarH030M, KOHTaKTbl cneymanucTos) Xuey B byprace

3omciM HeMae Kypcii 3 Sonrapcbkol MOBK, 360 HABYAHHA Ha Taki npodecil - NepyKapa, MaHikopa,
noeapa, KoHgiTepa.. Lo € B iHWMX KpaiHax | fac 3Mory LWBMAKO 3HAWTW KNiEHTIB Ta 3apo6uTH rpowi. Jyxe
NOraHo 3 YKpaiHCbKO MOBOIO.. Mano XTO CNINKYETLCA HEH, LWE A Y LIKONax POCIACLKA.. Lie 3aCMyHIoe

O4eHb nonesHeIn colmanbHbIA onpoc

“Open for collaboration, volunteer in Ravda (name).”

“l am a mother of a child with severe autism and | can help other Ukrainian women with
such children by providing information (what documents they need, how to apply for
TELK, what benefits a family with such a diagnosis is entitled to, contacts of specialists).
| live in Burgas.”

“There are absolutely no Bulgarian language courses or training for professions such as
hairdressing, manicure, cooking, confectionery... which exist in other countries and allow
you to quickly find clients and earn money. Very poor Ukrainian language support... few
people speak it, even schools use Russian. This is upsetting.”

“A very useful social survey.”

Analytical Report based on Online Survey
Data.This report is the property of R.I.W.E. 74
www.riwe.ngo



ENSHOTS AND
ION: QUALITATIVE
ONSES (32)

Barato yKpalHUiB Bxe Kynunw xxutno B bonrapii i € BnacHUKaMH XUTNa, XoTinocA 6, Wob uA obcTaBuHa
6yna BpaxoBaHa, AK NO3UTUBHA, NPW 06roBOpPeHHI BapiaHTIB Nepexoy Takux yKpaiHuie B cTaTyc GixeHuis
nicna 2027 poky.

MeHcnoHepam- GexeHuUaM, KOTOpLIE UMEIOT Manyio neHcuio ( MeHee 5000rpH), oKasbiBaTb OP.NOMOLLL U
COAEACTBME B NONYYEHMU COL,.NOMOoLM B Bonrapuu , KoTopas, cyan No ohUUUaNbHbIM AaHHBIM,
nonoxeHa Npu neHcu meHee 315n8

Mp1 BoaMoXKHOCTK, 6bina Gbl pafa NoMoYb APYrUM YKpaWHLEM 1 TaKXe HaMHOoro obieryuMno 6bl X13Hb
BCEM, ecNv Gbina 6bl ACHOCTL O TOM, 4TO OXUAEET YKPauHLEB Nocne OKOHYaHMA CTaTyca BPEMeHHON
3alnTbI.

“Many Ukrainians have already bought property in Bulgaria and are homeowners. It
would be good if this fact were taken into account as a positive one when discussing
transition options for such Ukrainians after 2027.”

“Refugee pensioners who receive a very small pension (under 5000 UAH) need legal
support and assistance in receiving social benefits in Bulgaria, which officially should be
granted, but according to data, are only available to those whose pension is below 315
BGN.”

“If possible, | would be happy to help other Ukrainians, and it would make life much
easier for everyone if we had clarity about what awaits Ukrainians after the end of
Temporary Protection.”
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MpegnomeHne- yKpavHCKWe GeXeHUb, KOTOpPbIE XXHBYT No coLManbHOW NporpamMme BecnnatHoro
NpoMBaHUA B rOCYAapCTBeHHbIX Ga3ax WNM YaCTHLIX OTENAX, HYKAAOTHCA B KOHTPONUPYIOLEM
opraHe(npeAcTaBuTeNe) KOTOPbLIA GyaeT NPOBepATh YCNOBKA NPOMMBaHUA!

CoOTBETCTBYIOT 1K peanbHble YyCOBUA NPOXHUBAHWA YEN0BEYECKUM HOPMaM,ECTb W BOSMOMHOCTD ¥
NOLAER 3NEMEHTAPHO NOCTUPATL OAEXAY,NPUIOTOBUTL eay.

YacTo GemeHLbl CTAHOBATLCA JAN0MHUKAMMW OTENLEPOB,KOTOPLIE AUKTYIOT CEOH NPABUNa NPOXUBAHHA!
Hy#Hbl AONONHMTENBHBIE METOAb! MHTErPaUMK N0AeR NPOMUBAIOWMK B OTENAX B GONrapcKoe
COOGLECTBO,TAK KaK OLWYLWEHHE HTO NOSW HAXOAATHCA B MIONALMK, KaK B pe3epaaLuax.

Heobxoguma NOMOLLb NCHXONOTOB,YKPaWHCKKUX, GONrapcKkux

TaK KaK BbleXaTh W3 OTENA NpPocTo B ropoA,HanpUMep B BapHy AnA wuTenen otenen ctpecc!

MNeHCHOHEePb! HYHABIOTLCA B COUMaNbHBIX paboTHHKaX KOTopble 6bl MM OBBACHANKM eNeMEHTapHbIe
BELLMW,KAK 3aKNK0MUTE AOrOBOpP C CeMedHbIM AoKTopoM,npoiT TENK 1 1g

Cnacub0o 4TO Bbi BCThb!

“Suggestion: Ukrainian refugees who live under the free accommodation scheme in state
bases or private hotels need supervision, a representative who checks the living
conditions. Whether they meet normal human standards, whether people have the
ability to wash clothes, cook food.

Often refugees become hostages of hoteliers who dictate their own rules.

More additional methods are needed to integrate people living in hotels into Bulgarian
society, because they feel isolated, like in a reservation.

Psychologists (Ukrainian and Bulgarian) are needed, because even going from the hotel
to the city, for example in Varna, is stressful.”

“Pensioners need social workers who can explain basic things such as how to sign up
with a family doctor, apply for TELK, etc..”

“Thank you for being here!”
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YkpalHLi po6naTh BENWKWA BHECOK B eKOHOMIKY Bonrapii. B Monbuwi ue gasHo 3poayminu. Monbla crana
NiflepoM pO3BHTKY EKOHOMIKK B EBPONi 3aBAAKM YKpaiHUAM. XoTinock 61 abu WWpoKKi 3aran Gonrap
T 3PO3YMIB PONb YKPEIHUIB B eKOHOMILI KPaiHK, NPo Hawwi ICTOPUYHI 3B'A3KM Ta Pofib YKpaiHUiB y
BU3BONeHi Bifl Typuii. Came ykpaiHCbKi confaTi Nifi KOMaHAYBaHHAM YKPaTHCbKWUX KOMaHaWpiB
Bu3BonAnu Gonrapito B pocincbKo-TypeubKin BifHi. Came ykpaiHCbkuMMK cunamu Pocia Bu3Bonuna
Bonrapito. XoTinocs 64 abu 6onrapu aHanu npo ye. Ta sHanu cnpaexHe o6nuyya Pocii Ta CPCP. Anpxe
Jioci cumnartii Garatbox Gonrap Hanexats Pocil. | iHogi A0 yKpaiHUiB CTaBnATLCA BOPOXKeE. B LbOMY € i
NPOBMHA CAMUX POCIHCLKOMOBHUX YKPaIHLIB, WO A0CI FOBOPATL POCIACEKOI MOBOHD.

Jna ykpaiHuie Bamnue0 3apas MaTi 6e3neyHe AelLeBe KUTNO, AKICHY AelWesy MEAULIMHY Ta BCeBidHy
nigTpuMKy ypagy Bonrapii, pissux HMO (nuwie He YepBoHmnia XpecT, Akuit gonomarae Pocil.) Ta niogen, aKi
€ aKTUBICTaMK Ta 3HAHOTD MUTTA yKpaiHLie 3cepeJuHM. Bamnuea MOXNMBICTD BIAKPUTH CBOIO CNpaBy,
AKLLO € Ba)KaHHA Ta MONMBICTD .

JocTynHoe munbeé

Ukrainians make a great contribution to the economy of Bulgaria. In Poland this was
understood long ago. Poland became a leader of economic development in Europe
thanks to Ukrainians. | would like the wider public of Bulgarians to also understand the
role of Ukrainians in the country’s economy, about our historical ties and the role of

Ukrainians in the liberation from Turkey. It was Ukrainian soldiers under the command of

Ukrainian commanders who liberated Bulgaria in the Russia -Turkish War. It was

precisely with Ukrainian forces that Russia liberated Bulgaria. | would like Bulgarians to

know about that. So that they know the true face of Russia and the USSR. Even now

many Bulgarians still sympathise with Russia. And sometimes they treat Ukrainians with
hostility. In this there is also the fault of the Russian-speaking Ukrainians who still speak

Russian.

For Ukrainians it is important now to have safe affordable housing, quality affordable

healthcare and comprehensive support from the government of Bulgaria, various NGOs

(except for the Red Cross, which supports Russia). And people who are activists and

know the life of Ukrainians from the inside. The possibility to open one’s own business is

important if there is desire and opportunity.
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Affordable housing

He roToBa Ha f[@HHOM 3Tane OenuwTcA NPOoULLeWHWM BO B3pOCNon dokyc rpynne.f opueHTMpoBaHa Ha
[eTen v chepa MOeR AeATENBHOCTM TOXE B 3TOM NNOCKocTH.Mo BO3MOXHOCTH rOTOBA OKa3aTh
BONOHTEPCKHE YCNYTW,

K coxaneHvio, Moa paboTa He NO3BONKUT HE NOCTOAHHON OCHOBE BhINOMHATL PONb BONOHTEPA,

HoBasbTe Nnoxanyncra ‘ropod” K.K. ConHevHbil Beper, rae peeanbHO XMBET GONbLWWHCTBO YKpPauHUEB B
Bonrapun. ¥ MeHs ecTb 1 Apyrye 3aMeqaHuAa K hopmMe. MosxeTe CBA3aTLCA CO MHOW No Tenedony

ForTUTODOBYL B Tenerpam.

Mocne BpeMeHHOW 3alMTbl HEOBXOAWM CTATYC NeranbHoOro NpetbiBaHWA ANA CEMER C AETbMM, KOTOpble
y4aTbCA B TMMHA3WAX, WKonax, BY3ax Gonrapuu, He3aBuCHMO oT Opyrux dakTopoB. [na neteid 60NbLLCH
NCUXONOrMYECKWA CTPecc BO3BPaLUATLCA B YKpauHy, MEHATD LUKONY, TEPATL ApY3el, afanTUpoBaThCA.

“l am not ready to share my personal story in an adult focus group. | work with children
and my field of activity is also related to them. | am willing to volunteer.”

“Unfortunately, my job does not allow me to be a volunteer on a regular basis.”

“Please add “Sunny Beach” as a city, because many Ukrainians really live there. | have
additional comments about the form. You can contact me at +--------- on Telegram”.

“After Temporary Protection ends, families with children need a status that allows them
to study in Bulgarian schools and universities regardless of other factors. Children
experience great psychological stress if they return to Ukraine — changing schools,
losing friends, adapting again.”
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Mocnegxue fiBa BONPOCa - MOA OTBET HE3Hak!
1). A HE CYMTAIO CBOK MCTOPMIO Nepeesna B BoNrapuio WHTEPECHON.
2). NKoaM No pa3sHoOMY OTHOCATCA K BONOHTEpPaM.....

MHe 6bl NOAXOAALLYIO AN MeHA paboTy. Befib A XOPOLWWIA WHKEHEP - 3NEKTPUK, 3NEKTPOHLLMK,
npenofiasatenb. A 3fjecb flaye 0XPaHHUKOM He MOTY YCTPOMTLCS.

1 He 36upaloca 3anuwaTUcs B bonrapiia xouy NOBEpHYTUCH B YKpalHy KONW 3aKiHuMTbes BilHa!lll 8§ He
emirpanT! fl He NnaHysana TyT XWTH i MeHi TyT He NofoGaeTbCA... BCE, OKPiM MOpS...

OuYeHb CNOXHO HaRTK paboTy B Byprace W pAAOM C HUM, paBoTbl MHOTO TONBKO B Codmm(

¥YNpocTUTL Nony4YeHns BHM, YBENUUUTb paboumne MecTa Cc JOCTOMHOR 3apaboTHOW NnaToi, 4Tob xoTs 6ol
NPOXWTBL C CeMbe

“For the last two questions my answer is “don’t know”:
1)l do not consider my relocation story to Bulgaria interesting.
2)People have different attitudes toward volunteers...”

“I need a suitable job. | am a good engineer: electrician, electronics specialist, teacher.
And here | cannot even get hired as a security guard.”

“I am not going to stay in Bulgaria, | want to return to Ukraine when the war ends! | am
not an emigrant! | did not plan to live here and | do not like it here... except the sea.”

“Itis very difficult to find work in Burgas and nearby; most jobs are only in Sofia.”

“Simplify residence permit procedures and increase the number of jobs with decent
wages so that at least one can live here with a family.”
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OyeHb TpyAHo 6es paboTbl Tak KaK paboTa Ha Nobepexbe Ce30HHaRA, a pebeHoK XoauT B 7 Knacc B
Hecebpe. Ecnv nporpaMmy GeCnnaTHOro Munba He NPOANAT A He 3HaK, 4TO AenaTh Kak BbbKWTb, HeT
yBEepeHHOCTH B 3aBTpawHem gHe. MocToAHHO Ha NPOTAXEHWM 3+ NeT CTpax OCTaTbCA Ha ynuue.

HeonpefeneHHOCTb ¢ AanbHefLMM CTaTycoM NpebbiBaHuA - OCHOBHaRA NpobnemMa ANA Tex, KTo He MOoXeT
BepHYTbCA B YKpauHy. OCTa&TcA OfuH NYTh - CTaTyC GexeHua.

JonxHa 66ITh accoymauua OpUCTOR B Bonrapuu 6ecnnatHo AnsA GeMeHLUeB M MOMOLLL B 3aN0NHEHHH
AOKYMEHTOB.A TaK e NPOBECTH CEMUHAPDI BHATHO M NOHATHO € NMYHKTAMK CCbIKK Ha 3aKoH Base B
Bonrapuu Ana BHX W paboTarolLero s3fjeck 6uaHeca .

CnacvGo Bam 3a Tako# BaXHbIA onpoc! Hageoch 310 NOBNMAET Ha NONWUTHUKY B OTHOLEHWK GeXeHles

BONbWMHCTEO OpPraHn3aLWil TONbKO AeNatoT BUA YTo paboTaloT. Ho Koraa, No QakTy, Hy)KHa NoMOoLLb,
Te6d oTdyT60NMBAIOT OT OAHOA OpraHu3aumMm K Apyroi. M NoMoLLW, B MTOTE, TaK 1 HET.

“Very difficult without work because seaside jobs are seasonal, and my child is in 7th
grade in Nessebar. If the free accommodation program ends, | don’t know how to
survive. No confidence in tomorrow. For more than 3 years, constant fear of ending up
on the street.”

“Uncertainty about future status is the main problem for those who cannot return to
Ukraine. Only one path remains — refugee status.”

“There should be an association of lawyers in Bulgaria providing free support to
refugees and helping with documentation. There should also be seminars explaining
clearly the law and procedures for residence permits and for those running a business.”

“Thank you for such an important survey! | hope it influences refugee-related policy.”

“Most organizations only pretend to work. When you actually need help, they redirect
you from one organization to another. And in the end, you get no help.”
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HeoBxoauma IOpUAWHECKaR NoALepHKa NPy o6palleHny 3a CoL| NOMOLLbIO ANA NEHCIOHEPOB C 04YeHb
ManoK NeHcuen, KoTopas ofMUWaNbHO NOMOMEHa, HO PeantcHo NoMy4uTh ee HEBOIMOMHO W3-33 DTKA30B
B [dupexunu couManbHOW NOMOLLM.

H NepeBoAYMK KeCcTOBOTO A3LIKA, WMEKD BONbLIORA ONBIT CONPOBOXAEHWA MEPONPUATHR, KOHLEPTOB,
OHNaRH-KOH(PEPEHLIMA, TaK Xe Nepesowy MHPOPMaLMOHHBIE BUACOPOMMKN Ha MECTOBbIR A3bIK. MoToBa
MpeANoXUTL CBOM YCNYrA OHNaRH W oddinaiH (B ropofie BapHa) ANA 06&CneUeHUA MHKNIOIHA W
WHTErPaLMK YKpauHCKIHX GEXEHLEB C HapyWieHneM cnyxa B Bonrapum

Ha AaHHBIR MOMEHT MOR CbiH NOABEPrasTca HanagKaM co CTOPOHbI NOAPOCTKOB W K COMANeHHIo
Gonrapckans NONWUKA HE B CHNAX MOMOHb.

HET BO3MOMHOCTH BEPHYTLCA B YKPaUHY.
Ecrm Bonrapus HE NPELOCTABMT BO3MOKHOCTH OCTATLCH, TO O(hOPMAEHHE MEXAYHAPOAHON JALMTDI B

OPYron cTpade.

Xouy y4aBCTBOBaTb BO BCEX NporpamMmMay CBA3aHHbIX C Neranuaauven ykpawdues. NoTosa NOMOraTb

“Legal assistance is needed when applying for social benefits for pensioners with very
small pensions, which they are officially entitled to but cannot actually receive due to
refusals from the Social Assistance Directorate.”

“l am a sign language interpreter with extensive experience accompanying events,
concerts, and online conferences. | also translate informational videos into sign
language. | am ready to offer my services online and offline (in Varna) to support
inclusion for Ukrainian refugees with hearing impairments.”

“At the moment, my son is being attacked by local teenagers, and unfortunately
Bulgarian police cannot help.”

“There is no possibility to return to Ukraine. If Bulgaria does not allow us to stay, then we
will have to apply for protection in another country.”

“I want to participate in all programs related to the legalization of Ukrainians. | am ready
to help.”

This material may be used, quoted or reproduced only with clear acknowledgement of
the R.I.W.E. Foundation as the copyright holder and the original producer of the data.
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