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Executive Summary 
Rationale and objectives 
In March 2020, IOM launched a 60-month project “Improving Living Conditions of Internally 
Displaced People in Eastern Ukraine”, which aims to construct housing units in two 
selected cities in eastern Ukraine: Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk (in the Donetsk and 
Luhansk regions respectively). The establishment and coordination of the management 
entities for this project are being conducted in cooperation with local and central 
government authorities in Ukraine. This project is wholly funded by the Government of 
Germany through a grant which is being administered by the development bank KfW. 
 
The goal of the IOM Housing Project in Ukraine is to provide affordable housing units for 
internally displaced persons (IDPs) in conflict-affected areas of eastern Ukraine, while also 
providing housing to some of the local population who have not been displaced, but are in 
need of access to affordable housing; and to build the capacity of its partners in the interest 
of achieving sustainable results. The findings of this research provide information about the 
living conditions, as well as housing needs and preferences, of the IDP and non-IDP 
populations in and around Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk. This will assist the Housing 
Project team in how it designs the layout of the apartments, as well as in developing criteria 
for the selection of potential residents. 
 
Methodological approach 
The IDP profiling for this study adopted a mixed methods approach, in order to maximize the 
data collected and to triangulate findings. Both quantitative and qualitative data were 
collected through a household survey using a questionnaire conducted over the telephone, 
focus group discussions (FGDs) and key informant interviews. The data collected does not 
represent a full profiling, but rather is focussed on the housing situation, and the related 
needs and preferences of the target population, as well as their socioeconomic status. 
 
Key findings 
This section outlines the key findings of the research, mostly based upon data derived from 
the household survey. The findings are provided separately for Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk in each sub-section. 
 
1. Demographic profile 
Kramatorsk 

a. The average number of household members is three; and about four fifths of 
households comprise of two to four members.  

b. The proportion of households in which children reside with only one adult 
parent/carer lives is 13 per cent among IDPs and 17 per cent among non-IDPs.  

c. IDP families in Kramatorsk are likely to have an older average age than those from the 
wider population.  

 
Sievierodonetsk 

a. The average number of people per household is three; and almost 84 per cent of 
households comprise of two, three or four members.  

b. The proportion of households in which children reside with only one adult 
parent/carer lives is 23 per cent among IDPs and 10 per cent among non-IDPs.  
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c. On average, IDP families in Sievierodonetsk tend to be younger than non-IDP families. 
 
According to multiple sources, it is estimated that seven per cent of the population of the 
government-controlled areas of both the Donetsk and Luhansk regions have a disability. 

 
2. Livelihoods and household economy 
Kramatorsk 

a. The proportion of households in which two members earn a regular income is 
50 per cent for IDPs and 54 per cent for non-IDPs. Households with one regular 
income represent 34 per cent of those among IDPs and 30 per cent for non-IDPs. 

b. The household income for both IDP and non-IDP respondents most commonly fell 
between UAH 8,000 and 10,000 per month in both 2019 and 2020. 

c. The primary sources of income for IDP households in Kramatorsk are employment in 
the trade sector and public administration (government departments, civil service, 
etc.) in equal proportions. For non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, the primary source of income 
derives from relatively high levels of employment in the health-care sector, followed 
by law enforcement and security agencies. 

d. Among those IDP households with one, two or three rooms for sleeping, most pay 

UAH 1,500–3,000 in rent per month (which is the amount paid by 39% of IDPs in total). 
The most prevalent number of rooms for sleeping in such households is three.  

e. Most IDP homes with one room have two people living there, most with two rooms 
have three people living there, and most with three rooms have four people. Among 
non-IDPs households, on average there are a greater number of rooms for sleeping 
for this group. Most IDPs and non-IDPs expect that they will require two rooms in their 
residences for sleeping over the next five years. 

 
Sievierodonetsk 

a. The proportion of households in which two members earn a regular income is 
45 per cent for IDPs and 59 per cent for non-IDPs. A relatively high proportion, over 
41 per cent, of IDP households in Sievierodonetsk reported only one regular wage 
earner, compared with 23 per cent of non-IDPs. 

b. The household income for both IDP and non-IDP respondents most commonly fell 
between 8,000 and 10,000 UAH per month in both 2019 and 2020. 

c. Pension payments are the second most common primary source of income among 
IDPs after employment in public administration. Public administration is the largest 
employer among non-IDPs, followed by the education sector. 

d. The largest proportion of IDP households in which one person lives pay UAH 1,500–
3,000 in monthly rent, but only a slightly smaller proportion pay UAH 3,001–5,000. A 

majority of IDP households with two residents, and also three residents, pay between 
UAH 3,001 and 5,000 per month. 

e. A majority of IDP households with one room for sleeping have two household 
members but just under a third have only one person. Households with two rooms 
are most likely to have three people living there, with equal numbers having four or 
two residents. Three or four people tend most to live in households with three rooms. 
The majority of IDP and non-IDP households anticipate that they will require two 
rooms in their residences for sleeping over the next five years.  
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3. Tenure arrangements and utility costs 
Kramatorsk 

a. Some 74 per cent of IDPs and 29 per cent of non-IDPs live in rented apartments. On 
the other hand, 56 per cent of non-IDPs own the homes they live in, compared with 
less than 10 per cent of IDPs. 

b. Over 60 per cent of non-IDPs pay no rent, either because they are home owners or 
due to living with family or friends. While the majority of IDPs in Kramatorsk live in 
rented apartments, the amount paid each month is relatively low. Moreover, while it 
represents a minority of the total population, a relatively high proportion of non-IDPs 
also reside in rented apartments and pay comparatively low levels of rent. 

c. Some 56 per cent of those IDPs that pay for utility bills in Kramatorsk earn UAH 4,000 
or less per month. Of these, 49 per cent pay less than UAH 1,000 on average each 
month for these utilities. 

d. When asked about the monthly rental cost for a new, unfurnished one-bedroom 
apartment that FGD participants would be able and willing to pay, IDPs in Kramatorsk 
suggested about UAH 4,000 excluding utilities. 

 
Sievierodonetsk 

a. Over 66 per cent of IDPs and 14 per cent of non-IDPs live in rented apartments. Some 
14 per cent of IDPs own their own homes compared with 80 per cent of non-IDPs.  

b. The most prevalent monthly rental price for IDPs in Sievierodonetsk is UAH 3,001 to 
5,000, which is paid by 36 per cent of households. Overall, IDPs pay relatively high 
levels of rent in Sievierodonetsk, and often more than non-IDPs do on average, albeit 
proportionately far fewer non-IDPs live in properties that they rent.  

c. About 55 per cent of IDPs earn UAH 4,000 or less and 49 per cent of these pay 
UAH 1,000 or less for their utility bills. 

d. IDPs suggested that they would be willing to pay up to UAH 3,000 per month for a 
new, unfurnished one-bedroom apartment.  

 

Non-IDPs in both cities tended to suggest monthly rental costs of UAH 1,000–2,000 higher, 

but this may well reflect their lack of knowledge of market prices, given that a majority of 
them do not pay rent. 
 
4. Living space 
Kramatorsk 

a. On average, IDPs live in smaller residences than non-IDPs. There is an average of 
52.1 sq. metres of indoor floor space in the homes of non-IDPs compared with 
47.4 sq. metres in those of IDPs. Some 46 per cent of IDPs and 50 per cent of non-IDPs 
reside in homes that have floor space of between 41 and 60 sq. metres. About 
40 per cent of IDPs live in apartments with less than 41 sq. metres, compared with 
22 per cent of non-IDPs.  

b. In terms of the amount of indoor floor space in relation to number of household 
members, 52 per cent of people who live alone do so in less than 21 sq. metres and 

34 per cent have 21–40 sq. metres.  

c. Most households with two members (40%) live in 21–41 sq. metres, but 36 per cent 

have less than 21 sq. metres of floor space.  
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d. Almost 43 per cent of IDP households with three members have 41–60 sq. metres, 

but it is noteworthy that 21 per cent have 21–40 sq. metres and 28 per cent have 
under 21 sq. metres. 

e. Among those IDPs in Kramatorsk in residences with 41–60 sq. metres, which is the 

majority of them, some 41 per cent paid either UAH 1,001–2,000 in monthly utility 

costs and 37 per cent less than UAH 1,000. The proportions are similar for IDPs in 

residences with 21–41 sq. metres. For non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, the figures are 
comparable. 

 
 Sievierodonetsk 

a. On average, the residences of IDPs are smaller than those of non-IDPs. The apartments 
of non-IDPs have 51.6 sq. metres of indoor floor space on average, compared with 
45.5 sq. metres for IDPs. About 49 per cent of IDPs and 44 per cent of non-IDPs live in 
residences with between 41 and 60 sq. metres. Some 41 per cent of IDPs and 
31 per cent of non-IDPs have less floor space in their homes; whereas 11 per cent of 
IDPs and 24 per cent of non-IDPs have more.  

b. Some 29 per cent of IDPs who live alone, do so in residences with below 21 sq. metres 

of indoor floor space, while 55 per cent have 21–40 sq. metres.  

c. Most IDP households with two people (39%) also live in 21–40 sq. metres of floor 

space, while 30 per cent have under 21 sq. metres and 25 per cent have 41–61 sq. 

metres.  

d. Almost 47 per cent of IDP households with three members represent 41–60 sq. 

metres and 26 per cent have 21–40 sq. metres.  

e. Some 36 per cent of IDPs living in 41–60 sq. metres paid under UAH 1,000 for utilities 

and 29 per cent paid UAH 1,000–2,000; whereas 55% of those living in 21-

40 sq. metres paid under UAH 1,000, and 28 per cent paid UAH 1,000–2,000. The 
figures for non-IDPs do not differ significantly. 

 
5. Changing residence 
Kramatorsk 

a. When IDP respondents were asked about the number of times they have changed 
residence since their initial displacement, 51 per cent reported having moved three 
times or more and a further 24 per cent had moved twice.  

b. The main reasons for IDPs changing their previous residence(s) were (in descending 
order of importance): poor living conditions; high cost of rental payments; and being 
evicted by the owner/landlord for one reason or another.  

c. With respect to those wanting to move or planning to do so, the main reason provided 
by IDPs was due to being evicted by the owner/landlord. For non-IDPs, the chief 
reason given was in order to purchase a property. 

 
Sievierodonetsk 

a. Some 57 per cent of IDPs have moved residence three times or more and 24 per cent 
had moved twice.  

b. IDPs moved out of their previous residence(s) due to: poor living conditions; high cost 
of rental payments; and being evicted by the owner/landlord for one reason or 
another.  
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c. The principal reason provided by IDPs for wanting to move or planning to was due to 
poor living conditions. The main reason for non-IDPs was in order to purchase a 
property. 

 
In both cities, some FGD participants said they would like to buy their own residential 
property, while others expressed a preference for renting in the medium or even long term. 
Preferences varied with respect to the benefits of buying an apartment immediately, if this 
were an option, or renting for a period of time (with suggestions of between 5 and 15 years) 
before purchasing. Security of tenure was a major concern, as the eviction of tenants at short 
notice is reportedly a widespread problem. 
 
6. Local amenities 

a. For the overwhelming majority of IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk, a pharmacy is the type of store they regard as most important to be 
within 10 minutes walking distance of their home. The second most favoured option 
is a convenience store.  

b. A playground is universally favoured by a large majority of IDPs and non-IDPs in 
Kramatorsk, as well as by most IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk, as the most 
important communal facility to have nearby.  

 
7. Housing programmes and future tenure preferences 

a. There is a good deal of knowledge and interest in housing programmes among IDPs in 
both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, but many think they would be ineligible 
because of their age, location, IDP status and/or financial circumstances.  

b. Most of those that expressed an interest in housing programmes did not significantly 
prefer one model over another among those that were suggested.  

c. While there is a good deal of mistrust towards banks and state institutions, many IDPs 
would be interested in applying for a loan if the interest rates were reasonably low 
and fixed for about 10 years.  

d. There are a wide range of preferences in terms of the type of rental/purchase model, 
from immediately wishing to buy an apartment to renting for up to 15 years before 
purchase. A smaller number even favoured not buying a property at all. 

e. When provided with various options in relation to their preferences in renting an 
apartment long-term that has been renovated, furnished and/or equipped with 
appliances, the vast majority of IDPs and non-IDPs in both cities favour a compromise 
option: the rental price should be low; but it should also be in reasonably in good order 
and equipped with a plumbed bathroom suite, as well as a sink and stove in the 
kitchen. 

f. With respect to the management arrangements for their residential buildings, the 
most preferred option (among those that did express a preference) for both IDP and 
non-IDP respondent groups is for a government/municipality administration to be 
responsible. 

g. In both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, when a preference was provided, the most 
favoured method to search for housing opportunities is through websites and online 
advertising for both IDPs and non-IDPs. 
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8. Preferred apartment layout 
Kramatorsk 

a. For both IDPs and non-IDPs, a large kitchen with a relatively small living room is 
significantly more preferable to the other way around; and a combined space is the 
second favoured option. 

b. Most IDP and non-IDP respondents prefer to have a bath rather than a shower cabin 
if they had to choose one or the other. 

c. The type of outdoor space most preferred by both IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk is 
a garage or small workshop. 

 
Sievierodonetsk 

a. IDPs prefer a large kitchen with a smaller living room in only slightly higher numbers 
than those who favour a combined space. However, while still a minority, a relatively 
large proportion of non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk favour a small kitchen with a large 
living room. 

b. Most IDP and non-IDP respondents prefer to have a bath rather than a shower cabin. 
c. In Sievierodonetsk, no additional outdoor space was the most selected option 

whereas a garage or workshop is the next preferred option among both groups. 
 
The vast majority of respondents from both groups and in both cities/regions favoured an 
enclosed balcony over an outdoor one. 
 
Recommendations 
1. Calculation of monthly rent 

For an apartment with one bedroom, an affordable rent would likely fall between 

UAH 2,500–3,500 per month, excluding utility bills (which should amount to less than 

UAH 1,000 per month). For an apartment with two bedrooms, UAH 4,000–5,000 per 

month would be an appropriate rental price. The prices may differ between the two 
cities, but not significantly.  

 
2. Basic design of apartments 

a. The apartments will have basic appliances and furnishings pre-installed. 
b. The majority of the apartments should prioritize a large kitchen over the size of the 

living room. Kitchens should provide sufficient space for the household to sit and share 
meals together. The living room is likely to be used less as a communal space than the 
kitchen, and may well be a sleeping space at night.  

c. The bathroom should have a bath rather than a shower cabin. 
d. Not all apartments will have balconies, but those that do should have enclosed ones. 
e. For a supplementary charge, tenants could be offered a garage or workshop space 

outside of the apartment. 
 
3. Number of rooms required 

a. Most apartments should have one or two bedrooms. It should also be possible to use 
the living room as a sleeping space, if desired. 

b. A small number of apartments with three bedrooms would be desirable, but perhaps 
not essential. 
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4. Community and technical infrastructure 
a. A pharmacy and a grocery shop (convenience store) should be located within ten 

minutes’ walk of the apartment blocks. 
b. An open green space with a playground should also be located very close to the 

apartment blocks. 
c. Ideally, there should be sports facilities, such as sports fields and/or a sports centre, 

within walking distance of the apartment blocks. 
d. Accessibility to the buildings should be assured through on-site assessment and 

testing, mindful of the needs of older persons, young children and people with various 
types of disability. 

 
5. Input towards the development of selection criteria for tenants 

a. Households with children should represent a sizeable proportion of those selected.  
b. Certain disadvantaged groups should be well represented among those selected, and 

perhaps prioritized for inclusion when other factors are more or less even: 

• People with disabilities 

• Households with children and only one adult parent/carer 

• Elderly people 
c. Given that the project is providing affordable housing, it is important that households 

are able to demonstrate that they will be able afford to pay rent in the long-term, and 
thus do not make financial commitments which they can ill afford. 

d. There should be no minimum requirements upon the number of household members 
earning a regular income, provided they are able to demonstrate a sustainable source 
of income. 

e. Those selected will represent a cross section of employment sectors, to avoid any 
appearance of preferential treatment. 
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Introduction 
Since spring 2014, military conflict in eastern Ukraine has led to the deaths of over 13,000 
people, including almost 3,400 civilians.1 The crisis erupted when Russian special forces 
occupied Ukraine's Crimean Peninsula in February 2014, and in short order a military conflict 
escalated between armed groups and Government forces in the Donbas region of eastern 
Ukraine. According to the Ministry of Social Policy (MoSP) of Ukraine, in May 2021 there were 
over 1,400,000 people registered as internally displaced persons (IDPs).2 This research 
focuses specifically on the cities of Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, which are situated in the 
regions of Donetsk and Luhansk respectively. Nearly 55 per cent of all IDPs in Ukraine are 
registered as residing in these two regions; and the two cities host large numbers of IDPs 
relative to their local populations. 
 
After seven years of armed conflict, the displacement situation has become a protracted one, 
with little prospect of IDPs residing in the government-controlled areas (GCA) being able to 
permanently return to their homes in the short or even medium term. In light of this, the 
Government of Ukraine and its international partners and donors, as well as humanitarian 
and development organizations, have stepped up their efforts to find durable solutions for 
the country’s displaced people. There is widespread agreement and ample empirical evidence 
to suggest that one of the most important and pervasive problems that IDPs face is a lack of 
affordable housing.3 
 
In March 2020, IOM launched a 60-month project “Improving Living Conditions of Internally 
Displaced People in Eastern Ukraine” (hereafter referred to as the Housing Project), which 
aims to construct housing units in two selected cities in eastern Ukraine: Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk. The establishment and coordination of the management entities for this 
project are being conducted in cooperation with local and central government authorities 
in Ukraine. This project is wholly funded by the Government of Germany through a grant 
which is being administered by the development bank KfW. 
  
The report begins by outlining the rationale and objectives for conducting this research, and 
then provides definitions for key terms used in the report. The Consultant then outlines the 
methodology employed to collect and analyse data, including the tools employed, followed 
by the limitations encountered by the research team and any consequences. The next section 
outlines the key findings of the research, which is divided into five sections: demographic 
profile; livelihoods and household economy; housing situation and future preferences; 

 
1 Report on the Human Rights Situation in Ukraine 1 August 2020 to 31 January 2021, Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2020. Available at: 
https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Countries/UA/31stReportUkraine-en.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
2 The Ministry of Social Policy of Ukraine. Available at: https://www.msp.gov.ua/news/20092.html(Accessed 
on: 25/5/2021). 
3 Ukraine 2019: Participatory Assessment, UNHCR, 2019. Available at: https://bit.ly/2MsGv3F (Accessed on: 
23/4/2021); ‘Profiling of IDP situation in Luhansk Region, Ukraine: Data-driven approach to durable solutions’, 
NRC/JIPS/Luhansk State Regional Administration, 2019. Available at: 
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---
english.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021); and ‘Conflict-related Displacement in Ukraine: Increased Vulnerabilities 
of Affected Populations and Triggers of Tension within Communities’, Thematic Report, OSCE, 2016. Available 
at: https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/d/a/261176.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 

https://bit.ly/2MsGv3F
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---english.pdf
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---english.pdf
https://www.osce.org/files/f/documents/d/a/261176.pdf
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preferred layout of an apartment; and housing programmes. Finally, the Consultant makes 
some brief conclusions that emerge from these findings. 
 

Rationale and objectives 
The goal of the IOM Housing Project in Ukraine is to provide affordable housing units for 
internally displaced people (IDPs) in conflict-affected areas of eastern Ukraine, while also 
providing housing to some of the local population who have not been displaced, but are in 
need of access to affordable housing; and to build the capacity of its partners in the interest 
of achieving sustainable results. 

In support of the Housing Project achieving its goal, this research aims to foster an in-depth 
understanding of the situation of IDPs in eastern Ukraine, including their intentions and 
needs, with a special focus on their housing requirements. The Consultant was asked to 
review existing data and research reports from IOM and other sources; and to develop 
appropriate research tools and methodologies, including a survey, to collect further data 
as required. The specific objectives of this study are: 

1) To elaborate an overall comprehension on the current profiles of IDPs in Kramatorsk and 
Severodonesk. 

2) To conduct socioeconomic research in both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, in order to 
strengthen IOM understanding of IDPs and housing needs in eastern Ukraine. 
 
The findings of this research provide information about the living conditions, as well as 
housing needs and preferences, of the IDP and non-IDP populations in and around Kramatorsk 
and Sievierodonetsk. This will assist the Housing Project team in how it designs the layout of 
apartments for the population, as well as in developing criteria for the selection of potential 
residents of the newly-constructed housing units. The data collection tools developed for this 
project differ from those used in conventional IDP profiling in that they largely focus on 
collecting data related to housing needs and preferences that will inform the Housing Project 
team as they develop the construction and design plans for the housing units. 
 

Concepts and definitions 
While there is no universally accepted or legally-binding definition for an internally displaced 
person (IDP), the Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement provide a description and 
framework for addressing their rights and needs which is globally the most widely cited 
characterisation of internal displacement.4 The Guiding Principles represent a normative and 
conceptual framework for advocating, monitoring and promoting the rights of IDPs. The 
Guiding Principles describe the internally displaced as: 
 

 ... persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to flee or to leave their homes or 
places of habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in order to avoid the effects of armed 

 
4 No Refuge: The Challenge of Internal Displacement, UNOCHA. Geneva: United Nations, 2003. 
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conflict, situations of generalised violence, violations of human rights or natural or human-made 
disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognised State border’.5 

 

In Ukraine, national law defines an IDP as a “citizen or permanent resident of Ukraine who 
was forced to flee due to conflict, temporary occupation, generalised violence or mass human 
rights violations”.6 The term non-IDP used in this report refers to a member of the local 
population who has not been displaced. 
 
The term stakeholder refers to “all those – from agencies to individuals – who have a direct 
or indirect interest in the […] intervention, or who affect or are affected by the 
implementation and outcome of it.”7 
 
In the context of this study, profiling is understood as “the collaborative process of identifying 
internally displaced groups or individuals through data collection, including counting, and 
analysis, in order to take action to advocate on their behalf, to protect and assist them and, 
eventually, to help bring about a solution to their displacement”.8 At a minimum, IDP profiling 
involves collecting data disaggregated by age, sex, location and diversity. Additional data is 
collected based upon gaps in information that have been determined as required in 
consultation with relevant partners and stakeholders. 
 
A durable solution is achieved when internally displaced persons no longer have any specific 
assistance and protection needs that are linked to their displacement and can enjoy their 
human rights without discrimination on account of their displacement.9 
 
The concept of household is based on the arrangements made by persons, individually or in 
groups, for providing themselves with food or other essentials for living. A household may be 
either (i) a one-person household, that is to say, a person who makes provision for his or her 
own food or other essentials for living without combining with any other person to form part 
of a multi-person household or (ii) a multi-person household, that is to say, a group of two or 
more persons living together who make common provision for food or other essentials for 
living. The persons in the group may pool their incomes and may, to a greater or lesser extent, 
have a common budget; they may be related or unrelated persons or constitute a 
combination of persons both related and unrelated. A household may be located in a housing 
unit or in a set of collective living quarters such as a boarding house, a hotel or a camp, or 

 
5 Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement. UNOCHA. New York: United Nations, 1999. Available at: 
http://www.internal-
displacement.org/8025708F004BE3B1/%28httpInfoFiles%29/A2D4116C222EB1F18025709E00419430/$file/GP
sEnglish.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
6 Law of Ukraine “On ensuring of rights and freedoms of internally displaced persons”, April 15, 2014 № 1207-
VII. Available at: https://www.refworld.org/cgi-
bin/texis/vtx/rwmain/opendocpdf.pdf?reldoc=y&docid=5d6677924 (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
7 Glossary of Humanitarian Terms, ReliefWeb Project, August 2008. Available at: 
https://www.who.int/hac/about/reliefweb-aug2008.pdf (Accessed on: 6/5/2021). 
8 Guidance on Profiling Internally Displaced Persons, IDMC/OCHA, Geneva, 2004. Available at: 
https://www.refworld.org/pdfid/47b5ad3a2.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
9 IASC Framework on Durable Solutions for Internally Displaced Persons, IASC/Brookings Institution – 
University of Bern Project on Internal Displacement. Washington DC, 2010. Available at: 
https://www.unhcr.org/50f94cd49.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 

http://www.internal-displacement.org/8025708F004BE3B1/%28httpInfoFiles%29/A2D4116C222EB1F18025709E00419430/$file/GPsEnglish.pdf
http://www.internal-displacement.org/8025708F004BE3B1/%28httpInfoFiles%29/A2D4116C222EB1F18025709E00419430/$file/GPsEnglish.pdf
http://www.internal-displacement.org/8025708F004BE3B1/%28httpInfoFiles%29/A2D4116C222EB1F18025709E00419430/$file/GPsEnglish.pdf
https://www.refworld.org/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/rwmain/opendocpdf.pdf?reldoc=y&docid=5d6677924
https://www.refworld.org/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/rwmain/opendocpdf.pdf?reldoc=y&docid=5d6677924
https://www.who.int/hac/about/reliefweb-aug2008.pdf
https://www.refworld.org/pdfid/47b5ad3a2.pdf
https://www.unhcr.org/50f94cd49.pdf
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may comprise the administrative personnel in an institution. The household may also be 
homeless.10 
 

Methodology 
The primary research and data collection conducted for this study was based upon a 
comprehensive review of secondary data and literature sources, as well as extensive 
consultations with stakeholders.11 Such an approach ensured that the data collected was 
relevant and required, in that it did not unnecessarily duplicate earlier research. The IDP 
profiling for this study adopted a mixed methods approach, in order to maximize the data 
collected and to triangulate findings. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected 
through a household survey, focus group discussions and key informant interviews. 
 

Advisory group and key informants 
At an early stage in the study, two Advisory Groups were established: one for each of the IDP 
profiling exercises in Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk. Both Advisory Group comprised 
representatives of key partners: the respective city’s municipal authority and IDP Council, a 
displaced university, as well as the Ministry for Reintegration of Temporarily Occupied 
Territories of Ukraine. The purpose of the Advisory Groups was to critically examine the IDP 
profiling exercise at various stages in order to ensure that the process had been developed 
and implemented based upon extensive consultation with key stakeholders; and ultimately, 
their endorsement was secured. 
 
The Advisory Groups were asked to provide feedback and inputs on the proposed 
methodology and data collection tools, including the specific types of data to be collected, 
and in particular to discuss and finalize the survey questionnaire. These consultations 
included meetings with Advisory Group representatives in each city, as well as online 
meetings, email exchanges and telephone conversations. Other key informants and 
stakeholders, such as NGO partners, were also consulted.12 
 

Household survey 
The main component of this profiling exercise — and the source of the bulk of the data 

collected — is a household survey using a questionnaire. In order to comply with health and 
safety guidelines and restrictions related to the COVID-19 pandemic, all survey interviews 
were conducted by telephone. In order to rigorously “field test” the data collection tool and 
methodology, a pilot for the survey was conducted in mid-February 2021 using a sub-set of 
about 200 telephone calls to IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk. Based upon the feedback 
provided by the enumerators, minor modifications were made to the questionnaire prior to 

 
10 Principles and Recommendations for Population and Housing Censuses, Revision 1. United Nations, New 
York, 1998, Series M, No. 67, Rev. 1, paras. 2.61-2.62. Available at: https://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic-
social/Standards-and-Methods/files/Principles_and_Recommendations/Population-and-Housing-
Censuses/Series_M67Rev2-E.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
11 In particular, stakeholders for this project include local and central government authorities that will play a 
role in the management and administration of the project and related service provision, other service 
providers, as well as representatives of the local populations of both IDPs and non-IDPs. 
12 This included discussions with colleagues at the Norwegian Refugee Council, REACH, R2P, Stabilization 
Support Services and UNHCR. 

https://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic-social/Standards-and-Methods/files/Principles_and_Recommendations/Population-and-Housing-Censuses/Series_M67Rev2-E.pdf
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic-social/Standards-and-Methods/files/Principles_and_Recommendations/Population-and-Housing-Censuses/Series_M67Rev2-E.pdf
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/demographic-social/Standards-and-Methods/files/Principles_and_Recommendations/Population-and-Housing-Censuses/Series_M67Rev2-E.pdf
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the implementation of the full survey. The survey questionnaire was made available to the 
enumerators in both Ukrainian and Russian languages, so that respondents were able to be 
interviewed in whichever language they preferred. An English language version of the 
questionnaire is included in the final annex of this report. 
 
The telephone interviews for the household survey were conducted by 17 enumerators who 
were recruited by IOM under short-term contracts and were trained by the Consultant in two 
groups (in their cities of residence), in order to ensure social distancing. Nine members of the 
team were trained over two days in Sievierodonetsk, and the others in a two-day course held 
in Kramatorsk in February 2021. The telephone numbers of respondents were obtained 
through various governmental and non-governmental partners, as well as IOM own 
databases. Securing enough telephone numbers for representative samples of the various 
groups in the target population was extremely challenging, largely due to the tight regulations 
in Ukraine concerning the sharing of personal data. In particular, the study struggled to secure 
adequate numbers of respondents in Sievierodonetsk and of non-IDPs in general. As a result, 
data was also collected and analysed at the regional level in order to compare and validate 
findings. These datasets had been compiled by various institutions and at various points in 
time since 2016. Care was taken to ensure that all respondents were interviewed only once. 
 
The enumerators were provided with only telephone numbers, and no other personal 
information. Their training included extensive instruction on the importance of respecting 
confidentiality and following guidelines with respect to securing the informed consent of 
respondents. The enumerators were also required to sign confidentiality agreements with 
IOM in relation to personal data. 
 
In total, completed questionnaires were collected from 1,831 respondents who were 
interviewed for the survey between mid-February and early April 2021. Of these, 1,242 are 
IDPs and 589 are local residents who have not been displaced (non-IDPs). A proportion of 
these confirmed that they resided in the city of Kramatorsk (771 IDPs and 208 non-IDPs) or 
Sievierodonetsk (245 IDPs and 124 non-IDPs). This provided a representative sample of IDPs 
in Kramatorsk with a 95 per cent confidence level and 5 per cent margin of error, but for non-
IDPs only 85 per cent confidence level with a 5 per cent margin of error. In Sievierodonetsk, 
the sample is representative of the IDP population with a little under 90 per cent confidence 
level and 5 per cent margin of error; but is under 80 per cent representative of the non-IDP 
population, with a 5 per cent margin of error. However, at the regional level, the confidence 
levels for IDPs and non-IDPs in the Luhansk Region (where Sievierodonetsk is situated) are 
90 per cent and 85 per cent respectively; and is 95 per cent for both groups in the Donetsk 
Region (where Kramatorsk is located), each with a 5 per cent margin of error. In order to 
strengthen the reliability of the findings, the data was analysed at the city and regional levels 
and compared. While the main geographic focus of the research is on the two cities, the 
report occasionally refers to data pertaining to the regional level in order to validate 
important findings and to identify any differences. 
 

Focus group discussions 
Focus group discussions (FGDs) were held with representatives of the IDP and non-IDP 
populations in both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, mainly in March 2021. The purpose of 
conducting the FGDs was to provide an opportunity to explore questions and anomalies that 
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emerged from the survey data collected, as well as allow for a more in-depth exploration of 
important themes that can only be achieved through qualitative research. This involved 
holding discussions with groups of older (over 55 years) IDPs and non-IDPs, IDP women 
specifically, and IDPs and non-IDPs of mixed age groups comprising both men and women. 
Some FGDs were conducted through physical meetings in both cities and others were 
conducted online using video conferencing software. In total, four FGDs were held with 
volunteers in each city. These discussions were audio recorded, transcribed and then 
analysed in parallel with the quantitative data collected. 
 

Data input and analysis 
The questionnaire for the household survey was made available to the enumerators through 
the KoBoToolbox, and they were asked to input the data directly into this software 
application. The KoBoToolbox allows for data to be input and made available immediately 
online for the project coordinator to download. Alternatively, if an internet connection is 
unavailable or unreliable, the data can be input offline and submitted later. Upon completion 
of the data collection and input, all the data was migrated into Microsoft Excel, where it was 
cleaned and validated. Excel was employed to analyse the data, cross reference datasets, and 
produce the quantitative findings, including the graphics, presented in the report. 
 

Limitations 
Under normal circumstances, the household survey for this study would have been conducted 
by enumerators visiting the homes of respondents and conducting face-to-face interviews 
using a questionnaire. However, health and safety concerns surrounding the COVID-19 
pandemic meant that the interviews were conducted exclusively by telephone instead. 
Potential respondents tend to be more reluctant to participate in a survey over the phone 
(especially when “cold calling” them, as is the case for this study), and maintaining their 
interest and attention for the duration of the interview is more challenging.13 It also means 
that it is not possible to collect supplementary information based upon observation of their 
housing and living situation. 
 
It was apparent to the data collection team that there is a high level of “survey fatigue” among 
the population in eastern Ukraine, as numerous other studies conducted in recent years have 
also observed.14 The research team frequently heard respondents report that they had been 
interviewed numerous times by humanitarian organizations, but they felt that they do not 
benefit and “nothing changes” in relation to their situation. The extent of non-participation 
of respondents varied from one database to another, but was over 60 per cent in some cases.  
 
A key challenge in conducting this kind of research in Ukraine is related to gaining access to 
the contact information of potential respondents. Tight regulations in Ukraine concerning 

 
13 “Data collection and COVID-19: Insights on phone surveys”, the Education and Development Forum 
(UKFIET), 14 May 2020. Available at: https://www.ukfiet.org/2020/data-collection-and-covid-19-insights-on-
phone-surveys/ (Accessed on: 14/5/2021).  
14 For example, “Profiling of IDP Situation in Luhansk Region, Ukraine: Data-driven Approach to Durable 
solutions”, NRC/JIPS/Luhansk State Regional Administration, 2019. Available at: 
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---
english.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 

https://www.ukfiet.org/2020/data-collection-and-covid-19-insights-on-phone-surveys/
https://www.ukfiet.org/2020/data-collection-and-covid-19-insights-on-phone-surveys/
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---english.pdf
https://www.nrc.no/globalassets/pdf/reports/profiling-of-idp-situation-luhansk/nrc-ukraine-profiling-report---english.pdf
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access to personal data means that government agencies and other institutional repositories 
holding such data are prohibited from sharing it. Most of the data that is accessible is 
disaggregated at the regional level rather than that of the city or municipality. It was thus not 
possible to obtain a large enough sample size to achieve 95 per cent reliability for both IDP 
and non-IDP populations in both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk. Thus, the reliability is lower 
than 95 per cent for some groups. In order to strengthen the reliability, the data collected at 
the regional level was analysed as well, and this is reported on in parallel with the city-level 
analysis, so that they can be compared and validated to some extent. 
 
An important tenet of IDP profiling is that only data that is required is collected, and if it is 
available from a secondary source then this should be used instead. Where possible, this 
research drew upon secondary sources, particularly in relation to demographic data, such as 
disability. The data collected is predominantly focused on housing and housing related issues. 
But some data that we sought to gather could not be collected in practice using a household 
survey. In particular, we wanted to include questions about the price that respondents would 
be willing to pay for an apartment of various sizes. The Advisory Group in Sievierodonetsk 
recommended against including these questions, because the responses were likely to lack 
credibility and the topic is highly subjective and conditional (in relation to size and condition 
of apartment, location, decorative preferences, etc.). Mindful of this, the questions were 
tested in the pilot study and the recommendation of the Advisory Group was vindicated. 
Instead, this issue was explored through the FGDs. While this does not provide a statistically 
representative response, it does provide one that is fairly detailed and accurate. 
 

Findings 
Demographic profile 
According to the MoSP, almost half of all the officially registered IDPs in Ukraine settled in the 
GCA of Donetsk Region (510,861 people) and Luhansk Region (280,520 people).15 According 
to information provided by the municipal authorities during key informant interviews for this 
study, there were about 50,550 registered IDPs in Sievierodonetsk at the end of October 

2020. But only 15,000–17,000 of these people were estimated to be actually resident in the 
city, and this was confirmed by other key informants.16 In Kramatorsk, about 29,000 IDPs were 
registered in the city as of November 2020, but under 13,000 were thought to be permanently 
based there.17 
 

 
15 National Monitoring System Report on the Situation of Internally Displaced Persons, June 2020, IOM. Kyiv: 
IOM, 2020. P.5. Available at: 
https://displacement.iom.int/system/tdf/reports/NMS%20Round%2017_eng_WEB.pdf?file=1&type=node&id
=10571 (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
16 In order to access pension and social welfare payments in Ukraine, beneficiaries are required to be officially 
registered as resident in the GCA. For those people from the NGCA, this means registering as an IDP in the GCA 
with the Ministry of Social Policy. But many of these IDPs may not permanently remain where they are 
registered, but instead predominantly reside elsewhere (including the in the NGCA) for various possible 
reasons. 
17 These figures were provided during interviews held with the Deputy Head of the Dept. of Work and Social 
Protection in the Municipal Authority of Sievierodonetsk (3/11/2020) and the Head of the Dept. of Work and 
Social Protection in the Municipal Authority of Kramatorsk (5/11/2020). 

https://displacement.iom.int/system/tdf/reports/NMS%20Round%2017_eng_WEB.pdf?file=1&type=node&id=10571
https://displacement.iom.int/system/tdf/reports/NMS%20Round%2017_eng_WEB.pdf?file=1&type=node&id=10571
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Overall, some 65 per cent of all respondents in the household survey are female and 
35 per cent are male. In Luhansk Region, the number of female IDP and non-IDP respondents 
is virtually identical at just over 65 per cent; whereas in Donetsk Region, 68 per cent are 
female compared with 59 per cent of non-IDPs. In Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk 
specifically, 67 per cent of respondents are female and 33 per cent are male. 
 
The vast majority of households in Kramatorsk (79%) comprise of two to four members, and 
the most frequent number of household members is three. The mean average number of 
people per household is 3.02. Overall, there are equal numbers of households with one or 
two people among the IDP and non-IDP population in Kramatorsk. But a slightly higher 
proportion of non-IDP households comprise of three members and a lower proportion 
comprise four members. Households comprising four people (or more) are more prevalent 
among the IDP population than non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, except for the small number of 
households with seven or more people. Only four per сent of IDP households and almost 
five per cent of non-IDP households comprise of one person. About 13 per cent of IDP 
households in Kramatorsk in which children live are headed by one adult only, compared with 
17 per cent of non-IDP households. 
 

 
Figure 1. Number of household members among IDP and non-IDP populations in Kramatorsk 

 

In Sievierodonetsk, almost 84 per cent of households comprise of two, three or four 
members. The most prevalent size of households is three people, and the mean average size 
overall is 2.72. While the proportion of IDP and non-IDP households with one and three 
members is approximately the same, there are more non-IDPs households with two 
members. Less than five per cent of both IDP and non-IDP households comprise of only one 
household member. Slightly more IDP than non-IDP households have four or five members, 
whereas a lower proportion of non-IDP households have six members or more. While 
23 per cent of IDP households with children are headed by only one adult, this is the case for 
just 10 per cent of non-IDP households in Sievierodonetsk. 
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To conclude, the vast majority of IDP and non-IDP households will comprise of three or four 
people, and to a lesser extent two people, in both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk. But one 
would expect some demand for housing among larger households as well, particularly among 
the IDP population. However, there is likely to be very little demand for housing for one 
person among both IDPs and non-IDPs in both cities. 
 

 
Figure 2. Number of household members among IDP and non-IDP populations in Sievierodonetsk 

 
In Kramatorsk, overall the IDP population is older on average than the non-IDP population: 
52 per cent are over 34 years of age, compared with 42 per cent of non-IDPs. While over 
14 per cent of IDPs are aged 60 or over, this is the case for less than 10 per cent of non-IDPs. 
But about 60 per cent of both IDPs and non-IDPs are of normal working age (between 18 and 
60 years). The number of children aged under four years is slightly lower among IDPs. Overall, 
a little over a quarter of the population are aged under 18 years, and so are likely to attend, 
or wish to attend, school or kindergarten. Overall, IDP families in Kramatorsk that apply for 
affordable housing are likely to have an older average age than those from the wider 
population.  
 

IDP 
status 

No. of people per age category (in years), as a percentage of total population in Kramatorsk 

Up to 4 5-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60+ 

IDP 5.1 20.8 6.1 16.1 22.4 15.2 14.2 

Non-IDP 7 20.2 7.3 22 21 11.4 9.6 

Total 5.5 20.7 6.4 17.5 22.2 14.5 13.3 

Table 1. Age distribution among residents within households in Kramatorsk 

 

In Sievierodonetsk, a relatively high proportion of IDPs are aged 5–17 years (over 24%) 

compared with non-IDPs (16%) in the city. But the proportion of IDPs aged 60 years and over 
is smaller than among the non-IDPs population. While similar numbers are of working age 
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(60-62%), the non-IDP population is proportionally older overall: 57 per cent of non-IDPs are 
aged over 34 years, compared with 50 per cent of IDPs. To conclude, one can expect IDP 
families in need of affordable housing in Sievierodonetsk to be younger on average than non-
IDP families. 
 

IDP 
status 

No. of people per age category (in years), as a percentage of total population in Sievierodonetsk 

Up to 4  5-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60+ 

IDP 5.5 24.1 4.6 15.7 24 15.7 10.6 

Non-IDP 6 15.8 5.4 15.8 22.1 18.9 16.1 

Total 5.7 21.4 4.9 15.7 23.3 16.7 12.3 

Table 2. Age distribution among residents within households in Sievierodonetsk 

 
It is estimated that seven per cent of the population of the GCA of Donetsk and Luhansk have 
a disability.18 According to research conducted by SCORE in eastern Ukraine, which examines 
these two regions collectively, there are more people with disabilities among men and the 
elderly in both regions. According to multiple sources, more than half the population with a 
disability who reside in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions have a group 3 disability, about a 
third have a group 2 disability, and about eight per cent have a group 1 disability.19 In 
Kramatorsk, according to the city municipal authority, 8,025 people have a disability, and 868 
of these are IDPs; 503 people in this sub-group are female and 365 are male IDPs. The city 
municipal authority in Sievierodonetsk reported that 9,844 people in the city have a disability, 
and 1,514 of these are IDPs.20 
 

Disability group SCORE data21 Data of the State Statistics Service22 

Percentage Number of 
people 

Percentage Number of 
people 

Disability group 1 8 46 8 16,073 

Disability group 2 39 233 31 62,281 

Disability group 3 54 324 61 122,553 

Total 100 603 100 200,907 
Table 3. People with disabilities in Donetsk and Luhansk regions in 2019 (aged 18 years and over) 

 
People with disabilities are more likely to live alone (27%) compared with the general 
population (17%), or with one family member (45% of people with disabilities compared with 
36% in general population).23 Overall, people with disabilities have lower income levels and 
are more dependent upon social benefits. They are also more likely to feel isolated from civic 
and community life. 

 
18 “How People with Disabilities Live in the Donetsk and Luhansk Oblasts: SCORE Results”, SCORE Eastern 
Ukraine, 2019. Available at: 
https://scoreforpeace.org/files/publication/pub_file//PUB_DGEUKR19_Brief_Disability_ENG.pdf (Accessed on: 
23/4/2021). 
19 Disability group 1 refers to individuals who have fully lost their ability to work and require constant care; 
disability group 2 refers to individuals who are able to take care of themselves but cannot work in regular 
conditions; and disability group 3 which includes individuals who can work in facilitated conditions. 
20 Data that is further disaggregated than this was not available. 
21 Ibid., SCORE (2019), p. 11. 
22 Digest of the State Statistics Service Social Protection of the Ukrainian Population in 2019, 

www.ukrstat.gov.ua/druk/publicat/kat_u/2020/zb/07/zb_szn_2019.pdf (Accessed on: 23/4/2021). 
23 Ibid., SCORE (2019), p. 10. 

https://scoreforpeace.org/files/publication/pub_file/PUB_DGEUKR19_Brief_Disability_ENG.pdf
http://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/druk/publicat/kat_u/2020/zb/07/zb_szn_2019.pdf
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People with disabilities Overall Disability group 1 Disability group 2 Disability group 3 

Men 50 50 50 51 

Women 50 50 50 49 

18-35 years 6 4 6 6 

36-59 years 48 30 44 54 

60 years and over 46 65 49 40 
Table 4. Distribution of disability group by sex and age group in Donetsk and Luhansk regions in 201924 
 

As the table above shows, 65 per cent of those aged 60 years or over have a disability group 
1, compared with 46 per cent overall. There are also more older people with a disability group 
2 than those with a group 3 disability. 
 

Livelihoods and household economy 
In Kramatorsk, two household members earn a regular income in 50 per cent of IDP 
households and 54 per cent of non-IDP households. The next most prevalent among both 
groups were households with only one person earning a regular income (34% of IDPs and 30% 
of non-IDPs).  
 

 
Figure 3. Number of household members with a regular income in Kramatorsk 

 

 
In Sievierodonetsk, some 45 per cent of IDP and 59per cent of non-IDP households comprise 
of two people who earn a regular income. A relatively high proportion, over 41 per cent, of 
IDP households in Sievierodonetsk reported only one regular wage earner, compared with 
23 per cent of non-IDPs. 
 

 
24 Ibid., SCORE (2019), p. 12 
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Figure 4. Number of household members with a regular income in Sievierodonetsk 

 
Respondents were asked about the annual/monthly income of their household after taxation 
in both 2019 and 2020. The household income for both IDP and non-IDP respondents in both 
cities most commonly falls between UAH 90,000 and 120,000 per year (UAH 8,000 to 10,000 
per month) in both 2019 and 2020. 
 
The salary ranges showed only small differences between 2019 and 2020, the latter year 
being when the COVID-19 pandemic emerged and detrimentally impacted the wider 
economy. There was a slight relative drop in most categories of average household income in 
2020. But these differences are small and could be attributed to the higher level of 
respondents who provided the interviewer with details on their income for 2020 compared 
with 2019, the charts for which are in an annex to this report. 
 
The primary source of income for IDP households in Kramatorsk is employment in the trade 
sector (18%) and public administration (government departments, civil service, etc.) (also 
18%), followed by pension payments (13%) and employment in the health-care sector (12%). 
For non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, the primary sources of income derive from relatively high levels 
of employment in the health-care sector (24%), as well as in law enforcement and security 
agencies (15%), an individual’s own business or entrepreneurial activities (15%), pension 
payments (14%) and public administration (14%).25 
 

 
25 In the Donetsk Region, the distribution of the primary income source among IDPs is much the same as it is 
Kramatorsk. However, among non-IDPs, the primary sources of income derive from employment in law 
enforcement and security agencies (15%), an individual’s own business or entrepreneurial activities (13%), 
employment in the health-care sector (12%) and pension payments (10%). 
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Figure 5. Primary source of income for IDP and non-IDP households in Kramatorsk 

 
In Sievierodonetsk, pension payments are the second most prevalent primary source of 
income among IDPs (11%) after employment in public administration (22%). Some 
10 per cent of IDPs are employed in the health-care sector, just over 9 per cent work in the 
trade sector, and the same proportion in running their own businesses. Public administration 
is also the largest employer among non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk (25%), followed by the 
education sector (15%). Some 12 per cent rely on pensions primarily, while 8 per cent work 
for law enforcement or security agencies; and the same proportion run their own 
businesses.26 
 

 
26 In Luhansk Region, the top source of income for IDP households is pension payments (19%) followed by 
employment in public administration (17%), whereas for non-IDPs it is the reverse: public administration 
employment (19%) followed by pension payments (14%). The other main sources of income, for both groups, 
are employment in the health-care sector, employment in trade, and running one’s own 
business/entrepreneurial activities. 
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Figure 6. Primary source of income for IDP and non-IDP households in Sievierodonetsk 

 

Housing situation and future preferences 
In Kramatorsk, 74 per cent of IDPs and 29 per cent of non-IDPs live in rented apartments. On 
the other hand, 56 per cent of non-IDPs own the homes they live in, compared with less than 
10 per cent of IDPs. As one might expect, home ownership is lower and the proportion of 
people living in rented apartments is higher in the city than the wider region of Donetsk, 
among both IDPs and non-IDPs. The next most prevalent type of accommodation for both 
groups, albeit in significantly lower proportions, is living with family or friends. In Kramatorsk, 
a greater proportion of non-IDPs (11%) live with family or friends compared with IDPs (7%). 
 

 
Figure 7. Type of residence of IDP and non-IDP households in Kramatorsk 
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Over 66 per cent of IDPs and 14 per cent of non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk live in rented 
apartments. Some 14 per cent of IDPs own their own home compared with 80 per cent of 
non-IDPs. In Sievierodonetsk, 12 per cent of IDPs and 3 per cent of non-IDPs live with family 
or friends. Given the high proportion of non-IDPs who own their homes, as one would expect 
the majority of households in Sievierodonetsk (76%) have no rental costs, in contrast with 
IDPs (27%). 
 

 
Figure 8. Type of residence of IDP and non-IDP households in Sievierodonetsk 

 

The most common monthly rental price for IDPs in Kramatorsk is UAH 1,500–3,000, which is 

paid by almost 39 per cent of this group. Almost 15 per cent of IDP households pay under 
UAH 1,500, compared with a little under 10 per cent of non-IDPs. About four per cent of IDPs 
in Kramatorsk pay as much as UAH 5,001 to 7,000 per month, but less than one per cent of 
all respondents pay more than this. Some 70 per cent of IDPs in Kramatorsk pay UAH 3,000 
or less, and 93 per cent pay no more than UAH 5,000 per month. Almost 17 per cent of IDPs 
pay no rent at all, either because they own homes or because they live with relatives.27 
 

 
Figure 9. Average monthly rent paid by IDPs in Kramatorsk 

 

 
27 It is possible that some of those living with relatives and friends do pay some rent, and there may be other 
reasons why no rent is paid. 
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Over 60 per cent of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk pay no rent, either because they are homeowners 
or due to living with family or friends. About 30 per cent of non-IDPs pay rent amounting to 
no more than UAH 3,000 per month. In conclusion, while the majority of IDPs in Kramatorsk 
live in rented apartments, the amount paid each month is relatively low. Moreover, while it 
represents a minority of the total population, a relatively high proportion of non-IDPs also 
reside in rented apartments and pay comparatively low levels of rent. 
 

 
Figure 10. Average monthly rent paid by non-IDPs in Kramatorsk 

 
Some 56 per cent of those IDPs that pay for utility bills in Kramatorsk earn UAH 4,000 or less 
per month. Of these, 49 per cent pay less than UAH 1,000 on average each month for these 
utilities and 33 per cent pay between UAH 1,000 and 2,000. Some 61 per cent of non-IDPs in 
Kramatorsk also earn UAH 4,000 or less. The cost of the utilities for this group of non-IDPs is 

UAH 1,000 or less for 53 per cent of them, and UAH 1,001–2,000 for 25 per cent of this group. 

 

The next highest household monthly income category for IDPs in Kramatorsk is UAH 12,000–
16,000, which is earned by 14 per cent of them. Of these, 28 per cent pay UAH 1,000 or less 
and 53 per cent pay between UAH 1,001 and 2,000 for utilities. Among non-IDPs in 

Kramatorsk, the second highest household income level is lower — UAH 8,000–12,000 — 
which is earned by 15 per cent of these households. Some 54 per cent of this group pay 
UAH 1,000 or less for utilities, while 23 per cent of these households pay between UAH 1,001 
and 2,000. 
 
Among those that pay relatively low rent in Kramatorsk (under UAH 1,500), most pay 
UAH 1,000 or less for their utilities. But over 40 per cent of this group pay as much, or 
significantly more, for their utilities than they do in rent. Overall, as the rental price increases, 

so does the cost of utilities for these households. For household with incomes of UAH 1,500–
3,000, 40per cent pay under UAH 1,000 and a further 37 per cent pay up to UAH 2,000 for 

utilities; and for incomes of UAH 3,001–5,000, 37 per cent pay under UAH 1,000 and 

44 per cent pay UAH 1,001–2,000. The numbers are relatively low for those paying rent and 

utilities among the non-IDP population, and so are probably not representative. 
 
The most prevalent monthly rental price for IDPs in Sievierodonetsk is UAH 3,001 to 5,000, 
which is paid by 36 per cent of households. Just over 27 per cent of IDPs pay no rent, but only 
6 per cent of IDP households in Sievierodonetsk pay rent amounting to less than UAH 1,500 
per month. Some 89 per cent pay less than UAH 5,000. Some 10 per cent of IDPs in 
Sievierodonetsk pay as much as UAH 5,001 to 7,000 per month, but less than one per cent of 
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all respondents pay more than this. About 79 per cent of the non-IDP population pay no rent, 
mainly because they own their homes. Among those non-IDPs that do pay rent, most pay 
UAH 1,500 to 3,000 per month. To conclude, the data seems to indicate that IDPs pay 
relatively high levels of rent in Sievierodonetsk, and often more than non-IDPs do on average, 
albeit proportionately far fewer non-IDPs pay rent as they are much more likely to live in 
homes for which they have ownership rights. 
 

 
Figure 11. Average monthly rent paid by IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 

 

 
Figure 12. Average monthly rent paid by non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 

 
In Sievierodonetsk, 55 per cent of IDPs earn UAH 4,000 or less per month and 49 per cent of 

these pay UAH 1,000 or less for their utility bills and 26 per cent pay UAH 1,001–2,000. 

Among non-IDPs, 68 per cent pay less than UAH 1,000 and 26 per cent pay UAH 1001–2000 

for utilities. The next most predominant income category among IDPs is UAH 4,000–8,000 per 

month, almost 50 per cent of whom pay under UAH 1,000 for utilities. Among non-IDPs, 

households with incomes of UAH 12,000–16,000 — which is the next most prevalent 

category — some 50 per cent pay under UAH 1,000 for utilities. 
 
In Sievierodonetsk, some 64 per cent of those paying below UAH 1,500 per month in rent also 

pay below UAH 1,000 in utility bills. For those paying UAH 1,500–3,000 in rent, 45 per cent 

pay UAH 1,000 or under in utilities, and 30 per cent pay UAH 1,001–2,000. As already stated, 

a relatively high proportion of IDPs in Sievierodonetsk pay rent amounting to UAH 3,001–
5,000. Of these, 51 per cent pay under UAH 1,000 and 31 per cent UAH 1,001–2,000 in utility 
costs. 
 
As explained in the section outlining the methodological limitations of the study, the topic of 
rental costs that respondents would be willing to pay were considered during the FGDs held 
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in Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, as they were not suitable to be included in the household 
survey. In both cities, there were extensive discussions about how the rental price would 
depend upon numerous factors, including the apartment’s size, condition and exact location. 
 

 
 
In Sievierodonetsk, there were significant differences between the views of IDP and non-IDP 
respondents with respect to an acceptable rental price. IDPs in one group comprising of 
people of mixed sexes and age groups (including female-headed households and those with 

disabilities) reported that they would be willing to pay UAH 2,500–3,000 per month for a one-

bedroom, furnished apartment or UAH 2,000–2,500 if it was unfurnished, excluding utility 

costs (comprising electricity and natural gas). A second group largely comprised of female-
headed households proposed a figure for the same type of apartment of UAH 1,500 per 
month.  
 
In a FGD comprised of older male and female non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk, participants 

suggested that they would expect to pay UAH 4,000–6,000 for a furnished one-bedroom 

apartment or UAH 3,000–4,000 for an unfurnished one; but both these amounts include the 

cost of utilities. They would expect to pay UAH 9,000 (UAH 6,000 if unfurnished) per month 
for an apartment with two bedrooms. Another FGD comprised of IDPs and non-IDPs of both 

sexes suggested an amount of UAH 4,000–5,000 for a furnished one-bedroom apartment 

including utility costs or UAH 2,500–3,000 excluding utilities. For a two-bedroom apartment 

they suggested a reasonable amount would be UAH 4,500–5,000 (including utility costs) or 

UAH 3,500 (excluding utility costs). It seems apparent that non-IDPs tend to suggest rental 
prices that are higher than those that are affordable to IDPs. This is possibly because many 
owned their properties and had limited knowledge of prices in the rental market. 
 
Most participants regarded three-bedroom apartments as being beyond what they could 
afford in terms of rental price and utility bills, and many were unable or unwilling to say how 
much they would be willing to pay for such an apartment. Some participants expressed the 
view that apartments with one bedroom were more suited to young and older people, 
whereas two-bedroom apartments were favoured by those aged 30 to 50 years. 
 
In Kramatorsk, the FGDs held with both IDPs and non-IDP groups of (male and female) 
participants proposed broadly similar amounts for rental costs they would be willing to pay 
for a small apartment. Excluding utility costs, for a furnished one-bedroom apartment 

UAH 3,000 was suggested (UAH 1,500–2,000 unfurnished); and a furnished two-bedroom 

apartment ranged from UAH 3,000 (without utility bills) up to 5,000 (including utility bills). An 

acceptable cost for unfurnished two-bedroom apartments ranged from UAH 2,000–3,500 

(excluding utility costs). 
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A large proportion of respondents in the household survey were unable to provide an answer 
when questioned about the cost of their utilities. But among those that were able to provide 
a response, IDPs in Kramatorsk paid an average of UAH 1,244 during the summer and 
UAH 1,537 in winter months. Non-IDPs paid significantly higher during summer months 
(UAH 2,226) but less during the winter (UAH 1,435). This latter finding runs counter to 
expectations and the reasons for this are unclear. 

 
Figure 13. Monthly utility costs (in UAH) for IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk during summer and winter 

 

 
Figure 14. Monthly utility costs (in UAH) for IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk during summer and winter 
 

In Sievierodonetsk, IDPs pay UAH 1,261 per month in summer months and UAH 1,848 during 
the winter. Non-IDPs pay a little more in summer (UAH 1,338), and significantly less in winter 
(UAH 1,061). 
 
In Kramatorsk, there is an average of 52.1 sq. metres of indoor floor space in the homes of 
non-IDPs compared with 47.4 sq. metres in those of IDPs. Some 46 per cent of IDPs and 
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50 per cent of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk reside in homes that have floor space of between 
41 and 60 sq. metres. About 40 per cent of IDPs live in apartments with less than 
41 sq. metres, compared with 22 per cent of non-IDPs. By contrast, 14 per cent of IDPs live in 
apartments with more than 60 sq. metres, compared with 28 per cent of non-IDPs. 
 
In terms of the amount of indoor floor space in relation to number of household members in 
Kramatorsk, 52 per cent of people who live alone do so in less than 21 sq. metres (34% have 

21–40 sq. metres). Most households with two members (40%) live in 21–41 sq. metres, but a 

similar proportion (36%) have less than 21 sq. metres of floor space. Almost 43 per cent of 

IDP households with three members have 41–60 sq. metres, but it is noteworthy that 

21 per cent have 21–40 sq. metres and 28 per cent have under 21 sq. metres. Among those 
IDPs in Kramatorsk in residences with 41-60 sq. metres, the majority (41%) paid either 

UAH 1,001–2,000 in monthly utility costs or less than UAH 1,000 (37%). The proportions are 

similar for IDPs in residences with 21–41 sq. metres. For non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, the figures 

are comparable. 
 

 
 
On average, the apartments of non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk have 51.6 sq. metres of indoor 
floor space compared with 45.5 sq. metres for IDPs. In Sievierodonetsk, 49 per cent of IDPs 
and 44 per cent of non-IDPs live in residences with between 41 and 60 sq. metres. Some 
41 per cent of IDPs and 31 per cent of non-IDPs have less floor space in their homes; whereas 
11 per cent of IDPs and 24 per cent of non-IDPs have more. Some 29 per cent of IDPs who live 
alone in Sievierodonetsk, do so in residences with under 21 sq. metres of indoor floor space, 
while 55 per cent have 21-40 sq. metres. Most IDP households with two people (39%) also 

live in 21–40 sq. metres of floor space, while 30 per cent have under 21 sq. metres and 

25 per cent have 41–61 sq. metres.  
 

In Sievierodonetsk, 36 per cent of IDPs living in 41–60 sq. metres paid under UAH 1,000 for 

utilities and 29 per cent paid UAH 1,000–2,000; whereas 55 per cent of those living in 21–
40 sq. metres paid under UAH 1,000, and 28 per cent paid UAH 1,000–2,000. Almost 

47 per cent of IDP households with three people and 54 per cent with four people have 41–
60 sq. metres, which is the largest proportion for both groups. With respect to non-IDPs, the 
number of respondents is insufficient to be representative with respect to this particular 
issue. 
 
When IDP respondents were asked about the number of times they have changed residence 
since their initial displacement, in Kramatorsk 51 per cent reported having moved three times 
or more; a further 24 per cent had moved twice, and 10 per cent only once. Only about 
14 per cent of IDPs in Kramatorsk said that they had not moved at all since their initial 
displacement.
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Figure 15. Number of changes of residence since initial displacement among IDPs in Kramatorsk 

 

 
Figure 16. Main reasons for IDPs in Kramatorsk leaving their former residence 

 
The main reasons IDP respondents provided for changing their previous residence(s) in 
Kramatorsk were (in descending order of importance): poor living conditions; high cost of 
rental payments; and being evicted by the owner/landlord for one reason or another. With 
respect to those wanting to move or planning to do so, the main reason provided by IDPs was 
due to being evicted by the owner/landlord. With respect to non-IDPs, the main reason 
provided was in order to purchase a property. 
 

 
Figure 17. Number of changes of residence since initial displacement among IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 
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In Sievierodonetsk, 57 per cent of IDPs reported moving residence three times or more; 
24 per cent had moved twice; 8 per cent only once; and 11 per cent not at all. The main 
reasons IDP respondents provided for changing their previous residence(s) were: poor living 
conditions; high cost of rental payments; and being evicted by the owner/landlord. The main 
reason for IDPs currently wanting to move was primarily due to poor living conditions, 
followed by high rental payments, and thirdly due to eviction by the owner/landlord. With 
respect to non-IDPs, the main reason provided was in order to purchase a property. In the 
FGDs, the risk of being evicted at short notice was a major concern for many participants. 

 
Figure 18. Main reasons for IDPs in Sievierodonetsk leaving their former residence 

 
In the FGDs, participants were asked to list the aspects that they thought were good and 
positive about the city in which they lived, as well as what they felt was negative and they 
would like to see change. The findings are summarized in the boxes below. 
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Positive aspects of living in Sievierodonetsk 

  

• Low cost of heating during winter months 

• Night-time energy saving and subsidies to reduce utility bills 

• Sievierodonetsk is situated in a relatively favourable ecological location for the 
region, as it is far from the industrial zone 

• Good transportation links 

• Key shops and services are within easy walking distance, including entertainment 
centres, exhibition halls, supermarkets, cafes and children's rooms 

• The micro-district has a relatively high level of developed infrastructure that is 
reasonably close by: kindergarten, schools with good sports grounds, an 
employment centre, leisure centre, transport links, and an abundance of shops 
and supermarkets 

• Close proximity to school is important, as well as good transport links, well-
developed infrastructure, and good Internet and mobile connection 

 
Negative aspects of living in Sievierodonetsk 

 

• High winds, dry air and large amounts of sand; and lack of water features, such as 
fountains 

• Shortage of modern playgrounds and sports grounds close to residential areas 

• Low wages and lack of prospects for generating a (significant) income and thereby 
improving one’s living conditions 

• There are few parks, public squares, sportsgrounds, bike paths, and areas in 
general where the city's youth can usefully spend their leisure time 

• Poor condition of sidewalks 

 
Positive aspects of living in Kramatorsk 

 

• Key shops and services are usually within easy walking distance, including 
entertainment centres, exhibition halls, supermarkets, cafes and children's rooms 

• But the latter is less important for some participants if the apartment is in good 
condition, reasonably priced, and with good transport links 

• Good ecological/environmental conditions 

• Close proximity to a hospital, playground kindergarten and school is important 
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According to FGD participants in both Sievierodonetsk and Kramatorsk, there are a wide range 
of amenities that they would most favour to be within close and easy access, some of which 
were a priority for those with children, and others which were universally regarded as 
important. The main preferences are a hospital, school, kindergarten, good public 
transportation links, playground, grocery store and shops in general, as well as being located 
as close as possible to their place of employment. 
 

 
 
When respondents were asked if they would be interested, in principle, in applying to a bank 
or a government programme for a loan in order to be able to purchase a property, 47 per cent 
of IDPs in Kramatorsk (and Donetsk Region) and just over 40 per cent of non-IDPs said they 
would be interested. 
 

 
Figure 19. Interest among respondents in Kramatorsk in applying to a bank or a government programme for 

a mortgage/loan, if these were available 

 
Negative aspects of living in Kramatorsk 

 

• Older people (50+ years) are unable to participate in public housing programmes 

• The 50/50 housing project for IDPs involves the purchase of apartments in new 
buildings only, which are absent in Kramatorsk 

• It is not possible for IDPs to be granted a loan in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions  
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In Sievierodonetsk, 52 per cent of the IDP population claimed to be interested in applying for 
a bank or government loan in principle (and the proportion was 45% in Luhansk Region). 
Among the non-IDP population, 33 per cent of respondents in Sievierodonetsk expressed 
such an interest. The main reason given by IDPs for not applying, in both Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk, is because the interest rates are too high. Among non-IDPs in both cities, the 
main reason was because they did not want or need one. 
 

 
Figure 20. Interest among respondents in Sievierodonetsk in applying to a bank or a government 

programme for a mortgage/loan, if these were available 

 
The prospect of applying for a loan or mortgage from a bank or through a government 
programme was discussed at some length during the FGDs. Most participants reported that, 
in principle, they would be interested but felt that they would not be eligible because they 
are too old, due to their IDP status and/or their proximity to the NGCA (and possibly because 
they own property in the NGCA). Participants conceded that they have little knowledge or 
experience of applying for a loan, but there was widespread concern about high interest rates 
and being able to repay the loan; and some said that they do not trust banks or State 
institutions. Even if interest rates might be set at an acceptable rate, it was argued that they 
are only fixed at this rate for one or two years. But there was broad agreement that, for 
example, a fixed interest rate of seven per cent (or less) over 10 years would be acceptable.  
 

 
 
While some participants said they would like to buy their own residential property, others 
expressed a preference for renting in the medium or even long term. Preferences varied with 



 

 36 

respect to the benefits of buying an apartment immediately, if this were an option, or renting 
for a period of time (with suggestions of between 5 and 15 years) before purchasing. Security 
of tenure was a major concern, therefore an arrangement whereby they could not be evicted 
without due cause would be an attractive prospect. 
 

Preferred layout for an apartment 
When asked about the number of rooms suitable for sleeping that their household expected 
to need over the next five years, between 40 per сent and 50 per cent of respondents in both 
groups in both cities opted for two rooms. The next most selected option (between 30% and 
38%) by all groups was three rooms. The preferences among both groups at the level of the 
city and the region were essentially the same. These findings match the majority of responses 
to questions about the number of rooms for sleeping that households currently have in their 
residences, which is two. 
 

 
Figure 21. Number of rooms for sleeping that IDP and non-IDP households in Kramatorsk expect 

will be needed over next five years 

 
Among those IDP households with one, two or three rooms for sleeping, most pay 

UAH 1,500–3,000 in rent per month in Kramatorsk. The most prevalent number of rooms for 

sleeping in such households is three, which accounts for 33 per cent of them. Of these, 

52 per cent pay UAH 1,500–3,000 in rent per month; 30 per cent pay UAH 3,001–5,000; and 

12 per cent pay under UAH 1,500. The second most commonly occurring number of sleeping 

rooms among IDPs is two (in 27% of households), in which 57 per cent pay UAH 1,500–3,000 

in rent per month and UAH 3,001–5,000 is paid by 21 per cent, and under UAH 1,500 by 

21 per cent as well. The levels of rent are proportionally similar for those with one room for 
sleeping (12% of households) and those with four rooms (22% of households). 
 
If the number of sleeping rooms is cross referenced with number of household members, it 
is evident that in Kramatorsk most IDP homes with one room have two people living there 
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(47%), most with two rooms have three people living there (43%), and most with three rooms 
have four people (37%). At the same time, one-person households are more likely to have 
one room for sleeping (48%); two rooms when two people live there (49%); and also two 
rooms when there are three people residing there (63%). Finally, while a majority of 
households with four people have three rooms for sleeping (48%), a sizeable proportion (45%) 
have just two. 
 
Among non-IDPs households in Kramatorsk, on average there are a greater number of rooms 
for sleeping for this group overall. Households with one room for sleeping are most likely to 
have just one person living there. Households with two rooms, three and four sleeping rooms 
are most likely to have three people living there. At the same time, one-person households 
are more likely to have two rooms for sleeping (39%) or three rooms (33%), than they are 
only one room (28%). This is the same pattern for households with two and three household 
members as well. 
 
In Sievierodonetsk, 42% of IDP households in which one person lives pay UAH 1500-3000, 
and 40% pay UAH 3001-5000. A majority of IDP households with both two residents (55%) 
and three residents (54%) pay monthly rent in the range of UAH 3001-5000. A majority of IDP 
households in Sievierodonetsk with one room for sleeping have two household members 
(44%) or only one (30%). Households with two rooms are most likely to have three (36%), four 
(25%) or two people living there (also 25%). Three or four people tend most to live in 
households with three rooms (41% and 24% respectively). Households in which one person 
lives alone tend to have one room (45%) or two rooms (41%); and households with two 
residents tend to more have two rooms (50%), one room (26%) or three rooms (21%). Those 
households with three or four members are also most likely to have two rooms for sleeping 
(50% in both cases) or three rooms (40% and 35% respectively).28 
 

 

 
28 The data for non-IDP respondents for this type of analysis is somewhat scant and therefore not reliable. 
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Figure 22. Number of rooms for sleeping that IDP and non-IDP households in Sievierodonetsk expect will be 
needed over next 5 years 

 
The survey also asked some questions about the preferred layout of an apartment, specifically 
in relation to the kitchen, living room, bathroom and balcony. For both IDPs and non-IDPs in 
Kramatorsk, a large kitchen with a relatively small living room is preferable to the other way 
around or a combined space. Some 38% of IDPs and 36% of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk hold such 
a preference, compared with 27% who prefer a combined space, and 23% of respondents 
who prefer a small kitchen with a large living room. Similarly, 45% of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk 
favour a large kitchen with a small living room, 34% a combined space, and 15% a large living 
room with a small kitchen. 
 

 
Figure 23. Preferences in relation to layout of kitchen and living room among IDPs and non-IDPs 

in Kramatorsk 

 
In Sievierodonetsk, 31 per cent of IDPs prefer a large kitchen with a smaller living room, 
30 per cent a combined space, and 24 per cent a large living room with a relatively small 
kitchen. Among non-IDPs, a larger proportion favour a large kitchen (38%) than in the case 
with IDPs, whereas as a similar proportion (29%) favour a combined space, and slightly fewer 
a small kitchen (22%). Overall, there was little difference in the preferences in the layout of 
the kitchen and living room among IDPs in Sievierodonetsk; but much more among non-IDPs, 
who had little enthusiasm for a small kitchen. 
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Figure 24. Preferences in relation to layout of kitchen and living room among IDPs and non-IDPs 

in Sievierodonetsk 

 
A combined space for the kitchen and living room was preferred by all respondent groups to 
the option of a small kitchen dedicated to cooking with a relatively large living space suitable 
for eating meals. More than half of IDP and non-IDP households in both Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk claimed that most of their time spent together is in the living room. A large 
proportion also stated that the kitchen was where they spent most time together. 
 

 
Figure 25. Preferences in relation to bathroom fittings among IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk 
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Figure 26. Preferences in relation to bathroom fittings among IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 

 

Most IDP and non-IDP in both cities prefer to have a bath rather than a shower cabin installed 
if they had to choose one or the other. In Kramatorsk, 58 per cent of IDPs and 62 per cent of 
non-IDPs expressed such a preference, compared with 24 per cent of IDPs and 34 per cent of 
non-IDPs who preferred a shower cabin. In Sievierodonetsk, 49 per cent of IDPs and 
58 per cent of non-IDPs prefer a bath, whereas 25 per cent of both IDPs and non-IDPs favour 
a shower cabin. The majority of all respondent groups favour an enclosed balcony over an 
outdoor one: some 72 per cent of non-IDPs and 77 per cent of IDPs in Kramatorsk; and 

73 per cent of non-IDPs and 63–64 per cent of IDPs in Sievierodonetsk. 
 
The type of outdoor space most preferred by both IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk (and 
Donetsk Region) is a garage or small workshop (37-39% for both groups); and the second most 
favoured option (selected by about 36% of IDPs and 30% of non-IDPs) is for no additional 
spaces outside the apartment at all. Some 20 per cent of non-IDPs in both cities favour a 

parking space, compared with about 9–10 per cent of IDPs. The option of a small garden is 

preferred by 6 per cent of IDPs in Kramatorsk, but only by about 4–5 per cent of the non-IDPs. 

A shop space is favoured in both regions by 5–6 per cent of IDPs and 7 per cent of the other 

non-IDPs groups, except Sievierodonetsk where 4 per cent of them prefer this option. 
 

 
Figure 27. Interest in renting/leasing outdoor space among IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk 
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In Sievierodonetsk (and Luhansk Region), no additional outdoor space was the most selected 

option by 33–36 per cent of IDPs and 38 per cent of non-IDPs, whereas a garage or workshop 

is the preferred option for 32–34 per cent of IDPs and 27 per cent of non-IDPs. The option of 

a small garden is preferred by 12 per cent of IDPs in Sievierodonetsk, but only by about 
5 per cent of the non-IDP population. A shop space is only preferred by four per cent of non-
IDPs in Sievierodonetsk. 

 
Figure 28. Interest in renting/leasing outdoor space among IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 

 
For the overwhelming majority of IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk (72% and 78% 
respectively) who expressed a preference, a pharmacy is the type of store they regard as most 
important to be within 10 minutes walking distance of their home. The second most favoured 
option (for 18% of IDPs and 11% of non-IDPs) is a grocery shop (convenience store). 
 

 
Figure 29. Preferred shopping facilities within a 10-minute walk from home among IDPs and non-IDPs in 

Kramatorsk 

Similarly, for the majority of IDPs (70%) and non-IDPs (66%) in Sievierodonetsk, a pharmacy 
is the type of store they regard as most important to be within 10 minutes walking distance 
of their home; and the second most important is a grocery shop. 
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Figure 30. Preferred shopping facilities within a 10-minute walk from home among IDPs and non-IDPs in 

Sievierodonetsk 

 
There was also broad agreement concerning which social/communal facilities should ideally 
be located within 10 minutes walking distance of their homes. A playground is universally 
favoured by a majority: 56.5 per cent of IDPs and 66.2 per cent of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk; 
and 47.7 per cent of IDPs and 55.4 per cent of non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk. The second most 
preferred option for all groups is a sports centre. The third preferred option for IDPs is an 
internet café/co-working centre, and for non-IDPs is additional sports facilities. 
 
With respect to the management arrangements for their residential buildings, the most 
preferred option (among those that did express a preference) for both IDP and non-IDP 
respondent groups is for government/municipality administration to be responsible. In 
Kramatorsk, this is the preferred option for 57 per cent of IDPs and 56 per cent of non-IDPs. 
The second most favoured option is private property management (14-15%) for all groups. 
 
In Sievierodonetsk, 31 per cent of IDPs and 60 per cent of non-IDPs favour 
government/municipality administration to be responsible for the management of their 

residential buildings. The second most favoured option is private property management (14–
15%) for non-IDPs, whereas 32 per cent of IDPs in Sievierodonetsk favour an arrangement 
based upon an owner/renter association. 
 

Housing programmes 
In response to questions about the extent of their potential interest in various housing 
programmes, IDPs in Kramatorsk were much more enthusiastic than non-IDPs. But there was 
near uniform interest in each type of programme presented to them, which are listed below. 
 

 

1. Long-term rental of apartment in newly constructed building with controlled rental price 

2. Long-term rental of apartment with further option to buy in the secondary market  

3. Receiving credit for the construction/purchasing of apartment for up to 10 years 

4. Receiving credit for the construction/purchasing of apartment for up to 15 years  

5. Purchase of apartment, with partial coverage of housing costs by government 

6. Construction/purchasing of apartment by participating in a housing cooperative 
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Among IDPs in Kramatorsk, about 44 per cent are “interested” or “very interested” in all the 
housing programmes options potentially on offer, although there is slightly more interest in 
options 1 and 2. Among these respondents, about 38 per cent are interested and 6 per cent 
very interested with respect to all types of programmes. For non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, those 
interested or very interested in these types of housing programmes ranges from 19 per cent 
to 23 per cent, where option 4 is the most favoured, and option 1 the second most preferred. 
For both IDPs and non-IDPs, the least favoured option is number 6, but only by a small margin. 
About 50 per cent of non-IDPs and 31 per cent of IDPs are “not interested at all” in any 
housing programmes, and the remainder have little interest. These figures were compared 
with data collected at the Donetsk regional level, and they are virtually identical. 
 
In Sievierodonetsk, between 43 per cent and 45 per cent of IDPs are interested or very 
interested in all the programme types put to them, with a relatively high proportion of these 
being very interested: 17 per cent in the case of option 2 and around 14 per cent for the other 
types of programme. Some 31 per cent are not at all interested. Among non-IDPs, about 
18 per cent have some kind of interest, which is about the same for each of the programmes. 
But for all housing programme options, between 49 per cent and 52 per cent of non-IDPs say 
they are not interested at all. The extent of interest is lower at the Luhansk regional level, 
with about 35 per cent of IDP respondents and only about 16 per cent of non-IDPs interested 
or very interested in any of the housing programmes. 
 
When provided with various options in relation to their preferences in renting an apartment 
long-term that has been renovated, furnished and/or equipped with appliances, the vast 
majority of both IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk favour fifth option in the box below. Thus, 
most respondents selected a compromise option in relation to the apartment they would 
prefer, in that the cost should be low but it should also be in reasonably in good order and 
equipped with a plumbed bathroom suite, as well as a sink and stove in the kitchen. The 
preferences of IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk were very similar. These findings were 
confirmed during the FGDs in both cities. 
 

 
 

1. An inexpensive apartment without renovation and without furniture/household 
appliances (respondent has own furniture and appliances) 

 

2. An inexpensive apartment with renovation but without furniture and household 
appliances (respondent has own furniture and appliances) 

 

3. The apartment without renovation but with basic furniture / household appliances 
 

4. The apartment must be newly renovated with all the necessary furniture and household 
appliances (the rental price matters much less) 

 

5. An apartment with modest renovation and basic furniture / household appliances (an 
affordable rental price is the most important issue) 
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Figure 31. Most important requirements related to furnishings when renting an apartment for respondents 

in Kramatorsk 
 
 

 
Figure 32. Most important requirements related to furnishings when renting an apartment for respondents 

in Sievierodonetsk 

 
 
In Kramatorsk, when a preference was provided, the most favoured method to search for 
housing opportunities is through websites and online advertising for both IDPs (65%) and non-
IDPs (63%). This is also the case in the wider region of Donetsk, but at lower levels (possibly 
due to more limited access to the internet). The second most preferred method among IDPs 
is through communication with relatives/friends/neighbours; and for non-IDPs is to use real 
estate agency services. Social media platforms (such as Facebook) are favoured by 10 per cent 
of IDPs in Kramatorsk and only 3 per cent of non-IDPs.29 
 

 
29 There was a particularly low participation rate among non-IDPs in response to this question, which was more 
than five times lower than the rate among IDPs. This is probably due to a large proportion of non-IDPs being 
homeowners, with no intention of relocating in the near future. 
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Figure 33. Preferred method to search for housing among IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk 

 
In Sievierodonetsk, 63 per cent of IDPs and 43 per cent of non-IDPs favour websites and 
online advertising to search for housing opportunities. For 14 per cent of IDPs and 12 per cent 
of non-IDPs the second preferred option is using estate agency services. For 11 per cent of 
IDPs (3% of non-IDPs) talking with relatives/friends/neighbours is the preferred method. 
 

 
Figure 34. Preferred method to search for housing among IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk 
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Conclusion 
1. Insecurity of tenure and high levels of mobility among IDPs 
This research clearly demonstrates a high level of dissatisfaction, insecurity and involuntary 
mobility in relation to the housing situation in Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, particularly 
among the IDP population. The majority of IDPs rent their residences, usually apartments, in 
contrast with non-IDPs who mainly have ownership rights. When IDP respondents were asked 
about the number of times they have changed residence since their initial displacement, in 
Kramatorsk 51 per cent reported having moved three times or more and a further 24 per cent 
had moved twice. In Sievierodonetsk, 57 per cent of IDPs reported moving residence three 
times or more and 24 per cent had moved twice. The main reasons IDP respondents provided 

for changing their previous residence(s) — in both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk — were 
(in descending order of importance): poor living conditions; high cost of rental payments; and 
being evicted by the owner/landlord for one reason or another. Those IDPs that are planning 
to move are doing so for the same reasons. By contrast, the smaller proportion of non-IDPs 
that are planning to move are mainly doing so in order to purchase a property.  
 
2. IDP households are larger and older than those of non-IDPs in Kramatorsk, and less likely 
to have only one adult living there 
About four fifths of households in Kramatorsk comprise of two to four members, and the 
most common number of household members is three. The proportion of households with 
one, two and three residents is similar among the IDP and non-IDPs populations (although 

slightly higher among the latter group). Whereas larger households — with four, five and six 

members — are more prevalent among IDPs. About 13 per cent of IDP households in 
Kramatorsk in which children live have only one adult parent/carer residing with them, 
compared with 17 per cent of non-IDP households. Overall, IDP families in Kramatorsk that 
apply for durable housing are likely to have an older average age than those from the wider 
population. 
 
3. IDP households are larger and younger than non-IDPs ones in Sievierodonetsk, and more 
likely to have only one adult living there 
In Sievierodonetsk, almost 84 per cent of households comprise of two, three or four 
members. The most prevalent size of households is three people. While IDP households tend 
to be larger than non-IDPs, the distribution is somewhat mixed. On average, households in 
Sievierodonetsk are slightly smaller than in Kramatorsk. While 23 per cent of IDP households 
with children have only one adult parent/carer living there, this is the case for just 10 per cent 
of non-IDP households in Sievierodonetsk. On average, one can expect IDP families in need 
of affordable housing in Sievierodonetsk to be younger than non-IDP families. 
 
4. A high proportion of both IDPs and non-IDPs are employed in the public sector, but across 
a range of sub-sectors 
It was apparent during the FGDs and key informant interviews that there is widespread 
concern among the target population that the Housing Project will favour and 
disproportionately benefit a specific group of employees, such as the civil service, education 
sector employees or the police/military. Indeed, it is likely that many public sector workers 
would be eligible to apply to be considered as residents of housing units within the project, 
because they represent such a large proportion of the population in secure employment in 
both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk. They tend to have incomes that are relatively modest 
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but are regular, which often makes them ideal candidates for affordable housing. An 
important finding of this research is that residents are employed across a diverse range of 
sub-sectors, with significant differences between IDP and non-IDP groups, as well as between 
the two cities. In Kramatorsk, the primary source of income for IDPs is employment in the 
trade sector and public administration. For non-IDPs, the main income sources are 
employment in the health-care sector and law enforcement/private security. In 
Sievierodonetsk, the primary source of income among IDPs is public administration and 
pension payment; and among non-IDPs is public administration and the education sector. 
 
5. There is a relatively high level of homogeneity between IDP and non-IDP groups in 
Kramatorsk with respect to employment levels 
A majority of households in Kramatorsk comprise two members earning a regular income, 
among both IDPs (50%) and non-IDPs (54%). This relatively small discrepancy between the 
two groups is similar for those households with only one person earning a regular income: 
34 per cent of IDPs and 30 per cent among non-IDPs. About 60 per cent of both groups are of 
normal working age (between 18 and 55 years of age); and a quarter under 18 years old, most 
of whom will need to attend school or kindergarten. 
 
6. There are significant discrepancies between IDPs and non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk with 
respect to employment levels 
IDP households in Sievierodonetsk are significantly more likely to have only one member with 
a regular income and much less likely to have two regular incomes compared with non-IDPs. 
There are also significant discrepancies between the proportion of IDPs and non-IDPs within 
some key age groups. There is a higher proportion of under-18s among IDPs than the non-IDP 
population. But relatively fewer IDPs are of pensionable age, even though a greater 
proportion rely on pensions as their primary source of income. 
 
7. High level of knowledge and interest in housing programmes among IDPs 
There is a good deal of knowledge and interest in housing programmes among IDPs, but many 
think they would be ineligible because of their age, location, IDP status or financial 
circumstances. There was much less interest among non-IDPs, largely because most already 
own their housing. Most of those IDPs that expressed an interest in housing programmes did 
not seem to prefer one model over another among those that were suggested. While there 
is a good deal of mistrust towards banks and state institutions, many IDPs would be interested 
in applying for a loan if the interest rates were reasonably low and fixed for about 10 years. 
There was a broad range of preferences in terms of the type of rental/purchase model, from 
immediately wishing to buy an apartment to renting for up to 15 years before purchase. A 
smaller number even favoured not buying a property at all. 
 
8. Preferences related to housing among IDPs and non-IDPs are often similar, but current 
payment structures differ considerably 

In Kramatorsk, the largest proportion of IDPs pay UAH 1,500–3,000 in monthly rent, whereas 

most non-IDPs pay no rent at all. For both groups, the cost of utilities is most often 

UAH 1,000–2,000 per month. The household monthly income is most frequently between 

UAH 8,000 and 10,000 among both groups. In Sievierodonetsk, the most frequently paid 
monthly rent among IDPs is between UAH 3,000 and 5,000, and the monthly cost of utilities 
for both groups is under UAH 1,000. When asked about the monthly rental cost for a new, 
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unfurnished one-bedroom apartment that FGD participants would be able and willing to pay, 
IDPs in Kramatorsk suggested about UAH 4,000 excluding utilities. In Sievierodonetsk, 
participants suggested that they would be willing to pay up to UAH 3,000. Non-IDPs in both 

cities tended to suggest monthly rental costs of UAH 1,000–2,000 higher, but this may well 
reflect their lack of knowledge of market prices, given that a majority of them do not pay rent. 
In both cities, IDPs live with less indoor floor space than non-IDPs: but there is little difference 
between the cities. The majority of IDP respondents are accustomed to renting apartments 
that are furnished, but some would accept unfurnished if the price was significantly lower 
(usually about UAH 1,000 per month or less). The building management arrangement that is 
much preferred by all groups is one that is through the government/municipal authority. In 
both Kramatorsk and Sievierodonetsk, when a preference was provided, the most favoured 
method to search for housing opportunities is through websites and online advertising for 
both IDPs and non-IDPs.  
 
9. Widespread agreement on preferred layout of apartment and local amenities  

In terms of the layout of the apartment — among both IDPs and non-IDPs in both cities — a 
bath was strongly preferred over a shower; an enclosed balcony rather than an open air one; 
and a large kitchen with a smaller living room rather than the other way around. The type of 
outdoor space most preferred by both IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk is a garage or small 
workshop. In Sievierodonetsk, no additional outdoor space was the most selected option 
whereas a garage or workshop is the next preferred option among both groups. The vast 
majority of respondents felt that the most important shop to be located within 10 minutes 
work is a pharmacy, followed by a grocery store; and the most important social/communal 
facility is a playground for children, followed by a sports centre or sports ground. 
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Recommendations 
1. Calculation of monthly rent 

a. For an apartment with one bedroom, an affordable rent would likely fall between 

UAH 2,500–3,500 per month, excluding utility bills. 

b. For an apartment with two bedrooms, an affordable rent would likely fall between 

UAH 4,000–5,000 per month, excluding utility bills. 
c. It is expected that utility bills will not exceed UAH 1000 per month for all apartments, 

and hopefully significantly less for most. 
d. While rental prices paid by IDPs in Sievierodonetsk are frequently higher than those 

paid in Kramatorsk, this is not necessarily a reflection of market prices or the greater 
spending power of the tenant. It is not recommended therefore that there are 
significant differences between the prices of apartments in the two cities. 

 
2. Basic design of apartments 

a. The apartments will have basic appliances and furnishings pre-installed, but not be 
fully furnished. As a minimum, apartments should have a pre-installed bathroom 
suite, cooking stove/oven, fridge-freezer and preferably a washing machine. 

b. The majority of the apartments should prioritize a large kitchen over the size of the 
living room. Kitchens should provide sufficient space for the household to sit and share 
meals together. The living room is likely to be used less as a communal space than the 
kitchen, and may well be a sleeping space at night.  

c. The bathroom should have a bath rather than a shower cabin, although ideally it 
should be possible to use a showering unit plumbed into the bath with a shower 
curtain. 

d. Not all apartments will have balconies, but those that do should have enclosed ones. 
e. For a supplementary charge, tenants could be offered a garage or workshop space 

outside of the apartment. These should be limited in number and there is likely to be 
limited interest for this in Sievierodonetsk. 

 
3. Number of rooms required 

a. Most apartments should have one or two bedrooms, i.e. rooms designed specifically 
for sleeping. It should also be possible to use the living room as a sleeping space, if 
desired. 

b. A small number of apartments with three bedrooms would be desirable, but perhaps 
not essential. 

 
4. Community and technical infrastructure 

a. A pharmacy and a grocery shop (convenience store) should be located within ten 
minutes’ walk of the apartment blocks. 

b. An open green space with a playground should also be located very close to the 
apartment blocks. 

c. Ideally, there should be sports facilities, such as sports fields and/or a sports centre, 
within walking distance of the apartment blocks. 

d. Accessibility to the buildings should be assured through on-site assessment and 
testing, mindful of the needs of older persons, young children and people with various 
types of disability. 
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5. Input towards the development of selection criteria for tenants 
a. Households with children should represent a sizeable proportion of those selected.  
b. Certain disadvantaged groups should be well represented among those selected, and 

perhaps prioritized for inclusion when other factors are more or less even: 
1. People with disabilities 
2. Households with children and only one adult parent/carer 
3. Elderly people 

c. Given that the project is providing affordable housing, it is important that households 
are able to demonstrate that they will be able afford to pay rent in the long-term, and 
thus do not make financial commitments which they can ill afford 

d. There should be no minimum requirements upon the number of household members 
earning a regular income, provided they are able to demonstrate a sustainable source 
of income. 

e. Those selected will represent a cross section of employment sectors, to avoid any 
appearance of preferential treatment. 
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Annexes 
 

1. Charts on monthly household earnings for IDPs and non-IDPs in Kramatorsk and 
Sievierodonetsk 
 

 
Figure 35. Monthly household earnings (in UAH) for IDPs in Kramatorsk after taxation, 2019 & 2020 

 

 



 

 52 

Figure 36. Monthly household earnings (in UAH) for non-IDPs in Kramatorsk after taxation, 2019 & 2020 

 

 
Figure 37. Monthly household earnings (in UAH) for IDPs in Sievierodonetsk after taxation, 2019 & 2020 

 
 

 
Figure 38. Monthly household earnings (in UAH) for non-IDPs in Sievierodonetsk after taxation, 2019 & 2020 
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2. Questionnaire for household survey (English version) 
 

IDP Profiling Survey Questionnaire, Housing Project, IOM 
 
Date:  ____________________ 
 
Name of interviewer: ___________________ 
 
Questionnaire no.  ___________________ 
 
Location: _____________________ 
 

1. Core Demographic data 
 
1.1 Are you or any members of your family IDPs? 

Yes  1  

No  2  

No response 3  
 
1.2 Including yourself, how many people – including children – live with you regularly as members of your 
household?  
WRITE IN NUMBER: _______ 
Don’t know 888 
 
1.3 How many people live in your household including yourself, by age group? 

Age range Code Number of household members 
Up to 4 years 1  

5– 17 years 2  

18–24 years 3  

25–34 years 4  

35–44 years 5  

45–59 years 6  

60 years and more 7  
Prefer not to say/do not know  888  
No response 999  

  
1.4 Is the respondent male or female? (NO NEED TO ACTUALLY ASK THIS QUESTION, BUT INTERVIEWER 
SHOULD INDICATE WHICH) 

Male 1  

Female 2  

 
2. Current living situation 

 
2.1 In what type of residence do you live now? 

Rented apartment 1  

Rented room in an apartment 2  

Rented house 3  

Host family/relatives 4  

Own housing 5 → GO TO 2.3 

Dormitory 6  

Collective centres for IDPs 7  



 

 54 

Hotel 8  

Other (specify please) _____________________________ 666  

No response 999  

 
2.2 How much money for rent is your household currently paying for your residence (if utilities are not 
included)? 

Up to UAH 1,500 1 

UAH 1,500–3,000 2 

UAH 3,001–5,000 3 

UAH 5,001–7,000 4 

UAH 7,001–9,000 5 

UAH 9,001–11,000 6 

Over 11,000 UAH 7 

Zero / none 8 

Difficult to say  888 

No response 999 

  
2.3 How much did your household pay for utility services on average PER MONTH? 
WRITE IN UAH  
During summer months (no heating costs) ________ 
During winter months (heating required) ________ 
Do not know – 888 
No response – 999 
 
2.4 How many rooms are there in your household in which someone could sleep? 
_____________ rooms 
 
2.5 What is the approximate indoor LIVING space that is available to you (and your family)?  
WRITE IN SQUARE METERS ___________ 
Do not know – 888 
No response – 999 
 
THE NEXT QUESTION IS FOR IDP RESPONDENTS ONLY. IF THE RESPONDENT IS NOT AN IDP, GO DIRECTLY TO 
QUESTION 2.7 
 
2.6 How many times have you changed your accommodation since you were initially displaced? 

Once 1  

Twice 2  

Three or more times 3  

I still live in the same accommodation I first moved into following displacement  4 → GO TO 2.8 

No response 999 → GO TO 2.8 

 
2.7 What are the MAIN REASONS why you left your former accommodation? 
TWO OPTIONS MAXIMUM 

Poor living conditions 1 

High rental payments 2 

Eviction initiated by the owner of housing (housing for sale, not for rent any more, other) 3 

Debts in rental payments 4 

Social environment / conflicts with neighbours 5 

Limited access to infrastructure (roads, transportation) 6 

Limited access to water, electricity, heating 7 

Purchasing of own housing 8 

To take up (better) employment opportunities 9 
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Needed better access to health-care services 10 

Needed better access to schools/kindergarten/childcare 11 

To relocate to a different city/region 12 

Other (specify please) ________________________________ 666 

No response/prefer not to say 999 

 
2.8 If you wish/plan to move out of your current accommodation, what are the main reasons for this? (TWO 
RESPONSES MAXIMUM) 

Poor living conditions 1 

High rental payments 2 

Eviction initiated by the owner of housing (housing for sale, not for rent any more, other) 3 

Debts in rental payments 4 

Social environment / conflicts with neighbours 5 

Limited access to infrastructure (roads, transportation) 6 

Limited access to water, electricity, heating 7 

Purchasing of own housing 8 

To take up (better) employment opportunities 9 

Needed better access to health-care services 10 

Needed better access to schools/kindergarten/childcare 11 

To relocate to a different city/region 12 

No wish/plan to move  13 

Other (specify please) ________________________________ 666 

No response/prefer not to say 999 

 
2.9 How many family/household members CURRENTLY RECEIVE REGULAR INCOME? 

None 1 

1 person 2 

2 persons 3 

3 persons 4 

4 persons 5 

5 persons or more 6 

Difficult to say  888 

No response 999 

 
2.10 Would you apply to a bank or government programme for a mortgage if these were available in 
principle to those wishing to purchase property? 

Yes 1 

No, because I think I would be refused 2 

No, because the interest rates are too high 3 

No, because I did not want/need one 4 

Other (specify please) ________________________________ 9 

Prefer not to say  888 

No response 999 

  
2.11 How much money does your household earn PER MONTH / PER YEAR after taxation? 
In 2019:  

 Per Month Per Year 

 Amount in thousand UAH   

Difficult to say  888 888 

No response 999 999 
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2.12 In 2020:  

 Per Month Per Year 

 Amount in thousand UAH   

Difficult to say  888 888 

No response 999 999 

 
2.13 What is the PRIMARY source of income for your family/household? (ONLY ONE ANSWER PLEASE) 

Employment in public administration (government, civil service, etc.)    

Employment in law enforcement and security forces   

Employment in education services 
 

 

Employment in health-care services 
 

 

Employment in transportation services   

Employment in trade   

Employment in construction   

Employment in agriculture   

Other private sector employment 
 

 

Own business/entrepreneur (sole trader, taxi driver etc.) 
 

 

Pension payments 
 

 

Social/welfare payments 
 

 

Remittances (received from family/relatives/friends) 
 

 

Other. Please specify  _____________________________ 
 

 

Prefer not to say / No response 
 

 

 
 
2.14 What is the SECONDARY source of income for your family/household? (ONLY ONE ANSWER PLEASE) 

Employment in public administration (government, civil service, etc.) 

Employment in law enforcement and security forces 

Employment in education services 

Employment in health-care services 

Employment in transportation services 

Employment in trade 

Employment in construction 

Employment in agriculture 

Other private sector employment 

Own business/entrepreneur (sole trader, taxi driver etc.) 

Pension payments 

Social/welfare payments 

Remittances (received from family/relatives/friends) 

Other. Please specify  _____________________________ 

Prefer not to say / No response 

 
 

3. Housing programmes 
 
3.1 Are you interested in participating in a housing programme/project locally, under the following terms: 

 
 Very  

interested 
Interested 

Not very 
interested 

Not 
interested at 
all 

No 
response  

1 Long-term rental of apartment in newly 
constructed building with controlled rental 
price  

1 2 3 4 999 
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2 Long-term rental of apartment with a further 
option to buy housing in the secondary 
market 

1 2 3 4 999 

3 Receiving credit for the 
construction/purchasing of apartment for up 
to 10 years 

1 2 3 4 999 

4 Receiving credit for the construction/ 
purchasing of apartment for up to 15 years 

1 2 3 4 999 

5 Receiving credit for the 
construction/purchasing of apartment for up 
to 20 years 

1 2 3 4 999 

6 Purchase of apartment, with partial 
coverage of housing costs by government 

1 2 3 4 999 

7 Construction/ purchasing of apartment by 
participating in a housing cooperative 

1 2 3 4 999 

666 Another program (Specify and write down) 
______  
 

1 2 3 4 999 

 
3.2 Which sources are the most convenient for you to search for housing? NOT MORE THAN TWO OPTIONS 

Internet – advertising platforms (e.g. OLX, …) 1 

Internet – social media (e.g. Facebook, …) 2 

Real estate agency services 3 

Newspapers 4 

Communication with relatives/ friends/ neighbours  5 

Other (write) _________________________________ 6 
No response 999 

 
 

4. Preferences in layout and design of an apartment 
 
THIS QUESTION IS ONLY FOR THOSE THAT ARE RENTING AN APARTMENT OR WOULD LIKE TO DO SO 
 
4.1 When you are choosing apartment for a long-term rent, which is most important for you? 
ONE OPTION 

The apartment must be newly renovated with all the necessary furniture and household 
appliances (the rental price matters much less) 

1 

The apartment with a modest renovation and basic furniture / household appliances 
(an affordable rental price is the most important issue) 

2 

 The apartment without renovation but with basic furniture / household appliances 3 

An inexpensive apartment with renovation but without furniture and household 
appliances (I have my own furniture and appliances) 

4 

An inexpensive apartment without renovation and without furniture/household 
appliances (I have my own) 

5 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
4.2 How many sleeping rooms do you expect your family will need over the next 5 years? 

1 1 
2 2 

3 3 

4 or more 4 

Refuse/ No response 999 

 
4.3 Which do you prefer in relation to kitchen? 
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ONE OPTION ONLY 

Large kitchen with table for eating, and relatively small living room  1 
Small kitchen just for cooking, and relatively large living room for eating 2 

Kitchen and living room that are one combined space 3 

I have no preference 4 

No response 999 

 
4.4 Which do you prefer in relation to the bathroom? 
ONE OPTION ONLY 

A bath 1 

A shower cabin 2 

I have no preference 3 

No response 999 

 
4.5 Which is the room family members spend the most time in together? 

Kitchen 1 

Living room 2 

Sleeping room 3 

None/does not apply 4 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
4.6 Which is your preference in relation to a balcony? 

Outdoor balcony 1 

Enclosed balcony 2 

No balcony 3 
No preference 4 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
4.7 In addition to an apartment would you rent, for an affordable lease, any of the following? 
PICK ONE OPTION ONLY 

Garage/small workshop 1 

Small garden 2 

Space for business  3 

Parking space 4 

Not interested in any additional spaces outside apartment 5 
Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
4.8 In your opinion and experience, what are the most preferable building management arrangements? 

Owner/renter association 1 

Private property management 2 
Management by the municipality/government administration 3 

I don’t have an opinion 4 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
5. Community infrastructure preferences 

 
5.1 What kind of shopping facilities do you think are most important to be located within than 10 minutes 
walking distance from your residence? 
TWO OPTIONS MAXIMUM 

Convenience store 1 

Bakery 2 
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Butcher 3 

Restaurant 4 
Barber shop 5 

Beauty salon 6 

Pharmacy 7 

Clothing store 8 

I don’t have an opinion/preference 9 

Other (write)  ________________________ 666 
No response 999 

 
5.2 What kind of social facilities do you think are most important to be located less than 10 minutes walking 
distance from your accommodation? 
TWO OPTIONS MAXIMUM 

Playground 1 
Sports ground 2 

Sports centre 3 

Community centre 4 

Library 5 

Kids room 6 

Internet café/Coworking centre 7 

I don’t have an opinion/preference 8 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 

 
 

6.  Provision of local services 
 
6.1 Have you ever used or tried to access assistance or services from the with municipal city authorities? 

Yes 
1 

GO TO 
NEXT 
QU. 

No 2 END 
Prefer not to say 3 END 

No response 999 END 

 
 
6.2 Which is the best way for you to communicate with municipal city authorities? 

Telephone 1 

Email/Internet 2 

Mail 3 

Visiting offices 4 

Other (write) _________________________________ 666 

No response 999 
 
6.3 How would you rate the courtesy of the municipal city authorities service delivery in relation to the 
following services that you have received in the past two years? 

 
Service provided 

Very  
Good 

Good 
Acceptable Poor Very 

poor 
No 
response 

1 Housing 1 2 3 4 5 999 

2 Health care 1 2 3 4 5 999 

3 Education 1 2 3 4 5 999 

4 Social/welfare services 1 2 3 4 5 999 

666 Another service (Specify and write 
down) ______ 

1 2 3 4 
5 

999 
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6.4 How would you rate the professionalism and efficiency of municipal city authorities to respond in 
relation to the following services that you have applied for and/or received in the past two years? 

 
Service provided 

Very  
Good 

Good 
Acceptable Poor Very 

poor 
No 
response 

1 Housing 1 2 3 4 5 999 

2 Health care 1 2 3 4 5 999 

3 Education 1 2 3 4 5 999 

4 Social/welfare services 1 2 3 4 5 999 

666 Another service (Specify and write 
down) ______ 

1 2 3 4 
5 

999 

 
 
Thank you for your time and cooperation! 
 
 
6.5 Was the survey completed? 
 

Yes 1 

No 2 
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