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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research “Views and opinions of residents of some communities of Kyiv region
and the city of Kyiv (within the context of the Russian invasion)” was conducted by
Kyiv International Institute of Sociology (KIIS) in October-November 2022 upon
request of the Council of Europe as part of the programme “Enhancing
decentralisation and public administration reform in Ukraine” in cooperation and
coordination with the local government association “Kyiv Agglomeration”. The
main stages of the research included development and programming of the
guestionnaire (used the OSA for CATI software), generation of mobile phone numbers,
conducting interviews with respondents, quality control of the work performed,
preparation of the final data set, weighting of the data set, preparation of an analytical
report.

The survey was conducted using the computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI)
method. According to the KIIS survey, conducted with the help of personal (face-to-
face) interviews with a random sample in July 2021, 96% of adult residents of Ukraine
had personal mobile phones.

The first part of the interviews was conducted within the framework of the all-Ukrainian
research, which was implemented by KIIS upon request of the Council of Europe in
the same period using almost similar questionnaire (please refer to the detailed
methodology in the corresponding report). Out of a total of 2,000 interviews based on
the all-Ukrainian sample, 269 interviews were conducted in residential areas of the
Kyiv agglomeration. It was determined that the final sample should include 400
respondents from the city of Kyiv and 400 respondents from other residential
areas of the Kyiv agglomeration communities. Therefore, the second part of the
interviews was an additional survey for residents of the Kyiv agglomeration
communities (after the completion of the all-Ukrainian survey). KIS used our own
database of randomly generated phone numbers from previous surveys where we
could identify residents of the Kyiv agglomeration communities.

Residents of the Kyiv agglomeration communities were determined by actual
residence in one of the targeted residential places. Accordingly, residents who had
moved abroad or to other residential area due to the invasion were not included in the
sample. At the same time, the sample included internally displaced persons (IDPs),
who currently live in residential places of the Kyiv agglomeration communities. The
survey was conducted only among residents aged 18 and older. The interview was
conducted in Ukrainian or Russian at the choice of the respondent.



Kyiv agglomeration targeted residential areas are the following: Kyiv, Bila Tserkva,
Boryspil, Boiarka, Brovary, Bucha, Vasylkiv, Vyshneve, Vorzel, Hostomel, Irpin,
Kotsiubynske urban type village, Obukhiv, Fastiv, Bezuhlivka village, Velyka
Oleksandrivka village, Hnidyn village, Prolisky village, Chubynske village, Shchaslyve
village, village Zazymia, Kniazhychi village, Pohreby village, Pidhirtsi village. The
sample was distributed proportionally to the size of residential areas (cities, towns, and
villages). After the survey completion, special statistical weights were calculated to
restore the correct ratio between the city of Kyiv and other residential places (79% to
21%), as well as to adjust the sex-age structure together with the probability of being
included in the sample depending on the number of mobile phone units.

The field phase of the research lasted on November 1 - 29, 2022. In total, 801
interviews were conducted, out of which 401 in the city of Kyiv, 400 in other
residential areas of the Kyiv agglomeration.

Formally, under normal circumstances, the margin of error for the Kyiv agglomeration
sample of 801 respondents (with a probability of 0.95 and a design effect of 1.1) does
not exceed:

o 3.9% for indicators close to 50%,

o 3.4% for indicators close to 25 or 75%,
o 2.4% for indicators close to 10 or 90%,
o 1.7% for indicators close to 5 or 95%.

A similar margin of error separately for the city of Kyiv sample and separately for other
residential places in the Kyiv agglomeration sample of 400 respondents is:

o 5.5% for indicators close to 50%,

o 4.8% for indicators close to 25 or 75%,
o 3.4% for indicators close to 10 or 90%,
o 2.5% for indicators close to 5 or 95%.

In addition, for general understanding of the survey peculiarities during the wartime,
we recommend presentation of Prof. V. Paniotto (KIIS Director General) prepared for
the “The Future of Social Research in Russia and Ukraine” (Delmenhorst, Germany,
September 2022) conference?.

! Challenges of surveys during war // https://kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=1137&page=3



https://kiis.com.ua/?lang=ukr&cat=reports&id=1137&page=3

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

KYIV AGGLOMERATION
. L]
@ ’.'v.‘ = Compared to the 2020 survey, support of cooperation
. .. between the city of Kyiv and neighbouring
03 cos communities in order to tackle common challenges
0.”.! e has increased from 45% to 95% among residents of
® [ ]

the Kyiv agglomeration. In the city of Kyiv, support
increased from 44% to 96.5%, in other residential places
of the Kyiv agglomeration — from 48% to 90%;

= Meanwhile, 73% of residents of the city of Kyiv and
67% of residents of other residential places of the Kyiv
agglomeration (in general 72% of agglomeration
population) believe that both the city of Kyiv and the
neighbouring communities will benefit from such
cooperation. Besides, among Kyiv residents, 11% believe
that the city of Kyiv will mostly win, while 10% think that
neighbouring communities are more likely to benefit from
the cooperation. Among residents of other settlements of
the Kyiv agglomeration, 15.5% believe that the city of Kyiv
will mostly win, while 7% — in favour of neighbouring
communities;

= 52% consider the restoration of destroyed residential
buildings, municipal institutions and infrastructure
are to be a priority area for the cooperation. This is
followed by areas such as development of the medical
facilities network (38%), addressing civil defence issues,
accommodating shelters (31%), and road construction
(30%);

= In 2020, 79% of residents of other settlements of the Kyiv
agglomeration visited the city of Kyiv at least from time to
time. Now the indicator is 72%. In case of more frequent
visits — at least once a week —in 2020 there were 41%
of them, in 2022 — 38%;

= The main reason for travels to Kyiv was work — 46% of
those who visited Kyiv. Other reasons are non-grocery
goods shopping (24%) and food shopping (19%). 19%
visited Kyiv for healthcare services. 14% named leisure
activities for adults. Compared to the 2020 survey, the
structure of reasons for visiting Kyiv has not changed
significantly, except for leisure for adults (31% in 2020).
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REFORM OFLOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT AND
TERRITORIAL ORGANISSATION OF POWER

The absolute majority of residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration (82%) believe that the reform of local
government and decentralisation of power should be
continued (83% in the city of Kyiv and 80% in other
residential places of Kyiv agglomeration). Only 9% believe
that the reform should not be continued. Support for the
reform is even higher if to compare with the national survey
findings (76.5%);

Respondents rather believe that the reform played a
positive role in the resistance to a large-scale Russian
invasion. Namely, 52% of residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration believe that the reform generally had a
positive impact on the resistance (and only 8% believe that
the impact was negative; the rest of respondents believe
that there was no impact or they did not decide on the
answer). Almost identical assessments can be traced
among residents of Kyiv and of other settlements of the
Kyiv agglomeration.

CURRENT SITUATION IN THE COMMUNITY AND FUTURE
SCENARIOS IN UKRAINE

Respondents have a cautiously positive evaluation of
their communities’ readiness for various challenges.
In general, at least half respondents consider their
community to meet each 8 out of 9 criteria. At the same
time, assessments of Kyiv residents and other residential
places of the Kyiv agglomeration are quite similar. On the
other hand, the assessments of the Kyiv agglomeration
residents are similar to the national sample;

The respondents of the Kyiv agglomeration rated their
communities’ capacity to inform the local population the
best (90% consider the community to be ready), to create
special squads to respond to emergencies (82%), to
provide backup sources of water supply (72%); local self-
government  representatives  emergency  protocol
awareness (72%). Somewhat less respondents positively
assessed the ability to build the Territorial Defence Forces
squads (68%) and provide essential goods (67%);
Relatively few respondents positively evaluated the
ability to provide critical infrastructure facilities with
backup electricity and heat supply (55%), equip places
of mass gathering of people with solid protection
(55%), and set up clear evacuation plan in the event of
emergency (46%);



The top priorities for the community for the nearest
future are the communal service sector (44%), medical
care (41%) and ensuring order and security (41%) (and
these areas are leading both in the city of Kyiv and other
residential places of the Kyiv agglomeration). This is
followed by such areas as assistance programmes for
military personnel (33%, higher relevance in the city of
Kyiv), jobs (30.5%, also higher relevance in the city of
Kyiv), housing for victims (28%), and repair /
reconstruction of destroyed buildings (27%). Compared to
the results at the level of the country as a whole, residents
of the Kyiv agglomeration put more emphasis on the
communal service area (44% versus 25% among the
population of Ukraine in general), order and security (41%
versus 27%), housing for victims (28% versus 22%) and
repair/reconstruction of destroyed objects (27% versus
19%). If to compare the “rank” of areas at the all-Ukrainian
level and at the level of the Kyiv agglomeration, the level
of correlation is very high, which means a generally close
view of the order of importance of various areas. Relatively
the biggest difference is the communal service area, which
is more acutely felt in the Kyiv agglomeration;

Residents of the Kyiv agglomeration, like the
population of the country in general, is optimistic
about the future of Ukraine and their community: 85%
expect the situation in Ukraine to improve within 12
next months, and 78% expect improvement in their
community. Only 8% and 6%, respectively, expect the
situation to worsen (5% and 13% believe that there will be
no changes in the next 12 months). Almost the same level
of optimism can be traced both in the city of Kyiv and other
residential places of Kyiv agglomeration;

According to respondents, reasons for optimistic outlook
for their community are the following: successful national
reforms implementation (40%), sufficient number of
educated and active residents in the community (35%),
and financial assistance from the West (35%);

Residents of the Kyiv agglomeration (as well as the
population of the country in general) do not yet have a
consensus on the role of communities in the recovery
process. In general, 75.5% of the population of the Kyiv
agglomeration would like to determine the priorities of
cooperation between the state and the community,
although some speak of a greater role of the state,
others — a greater role of the community. Of these
75.5%, in particular, 44% assign a greater role to the state,
32% to the community. Compared to Ukraine in general,
the majority also support cooperation, although in the Kyiv
agglomeration there are more people who place a greater
role on the state. Similar trends are taking place in relation
to the development of plans/projects and their
implementation;



ACTIVITY OF LOCAL DEPUTIES FROM BANNED PRO-

-

." RUSSIAN PARTIES
A

= Residents of the Kyiv agglomeration, as well as
residents of Ukraine in general, have a tough attitude
towards deputies from banned (pro-Russian) parties
and local councils, where such deputies make up the
majority. Thus, in case of deputies, 74% believe that they
should be deprived of their mandate, and other 15% are in
favour of suspending their powers for the period of martial
law (for comparison, at the level of Ukraine as a whole, the
figures are 65% and 21.5%). Only 5% believe that
deputies should simply become non-factional or join other
political faction;

= [If the majority in the local council is made up of deputies
from banned parties, then in such cases, according to
78.5%, the local council should be dissolved, and a military
administration established instead (at the level of Ukraine
as a whole, the indicator is 75.5%). Only 15% are of the
opinion that in such cases the deputies should simply
leave the banned parties and the council should continue
its work.

PLACES OF RESIDENCE AND POTENTIAL MIGRATION

= Among the respondents of the Kyiv agglomeration
(KA), the experience of changing their place of

residence as a result of the Russian invasion is quite
common: after February 24, 2022, 36% moved (mostly)
to other residential place or (less often) abroad, but

returned home already (such experience is equally
common among residents of Kyiv, and among residents of
other settlements of Kyiv agglomeration). Other 4.5% of
respondents are IDPs who lived in some other residential
place until February 24, 2022;

= Compared to the population of the country as a whole, the
experience of displacement as a result of the invasion is
more common among the residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration. Thus, among the population of Ukraine,
77% did not move anywhere after February 24, 2022,
while among the population of the Kyiv agglomeration —
60% moved (in the city of Kyiv — 59%, in other residential
places of Kyiv agglomeration — 63%);

= 9 out of 10 respondents (92%) are not going to move
from their current place of residence (a similar indicator
for Ukraine in general — 91%). 3.5% are going to move
(among the population of Ukraine in general — 6%). Among
those interviewed in the city of Kyiv and other residential
places, migration “attitudes” are practically identical;




INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS

A

As among the population of the country in general,
local residents of the Kyiv agglomeration who lived
there permanently until February 24, 2022, mostly
(73%) have positive attitude towards IDPs. At the same
time, IDPs have a “mirrored” feeling of positive
attitude towards themselves (86%). At the level of the
country as a whole, the indicators are, respectively, 72%
and 77.5%;

Most locals explain their positive attitude by the fact
that IDPs found themselves in a difficult situation (77%
of those who have positive attitude say this). This is
followed by reasons such as maintaining public order
(32%), hard work (30%), using the Ukrainian language
(28%), observing rules of conduct (26%). Compared to the
population of the country as a whole, the structure of
reasons is approximately the same. Among the IDPs, who
feel positive attitude towards themselves, the majority
explain this is based on tolerant attitude towards the use
of the Russian language (53%) and compassion (51%);
Both local residents of the Kyiv agglomeration and
IDPs are generally satisfied with the assistance
provided by local authorities to IDPs, although the
indicators are somewhat lower than the all-Ukrainian
ones. Thus, among those who had a permanent residence
until February 24, 2022, 46% are satisfied with how local
authorities help IDPs, 11% are not satisfied. The similar
all-Ukrainian figure is 55% versus 11%. Among the IDPs
currently living in the Kyiv agglomeration, 47% are
satisfied with the assistance versus 22% who are not
satisfied. At the level of Ukraine as a whole, the indicators
are 64% versus 17%;

Local residents believe that, first of all, local
authorities should help IDPs with housing (43%), with
retraining (38%), and humanitarian aid (34%). This is
followed by such needs as benefits for children's education
(25.5%), preparation for winter (25%), generally facilitating
the provision of benefits (23%), treatment and
rehabilitation (20%). Residents of Kyiv and other
residential places have quite similar views on this issue.
Compared to the views of the population of Ukraine as a
whole, residents of the Kyiv agglomeration talk more about
retraining. At the same time, IDPs primarily talked
about humanitarian assistance (42%), facilitating the
provision of Dbenefits (33%), treatment and
rehabilitation (32%) and retraining (30%). Besides, 29%
of IDPs spoke about help with housing, and 21% — help
with preparations for winter;

10



4 out of every 5 local residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration in some way helped IDPs in their
community (at the level of Ukraine as a whole the
indicator is similar — 82%). The vast majority (71.5%) talk
about help with money / things / etc. In addition, 24.5%
shared important and useful information for IDPs. 11%
spoke about provision of accommodation, 8% of
respondents spoke about providing the opportunity to earn
or help find a job. Among the residents of Kyiv, in other
places of residence in the agglomeration, the indicators
are quite similar. At the same time, among IDPs, 17%
claim that they made some contribution to
development of the community (all-Ukrainian indicator —
39%).

GENDER EQUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS

The absolute majority — 92% — believe that the sex of
the community mayor is not related to the quality of
his/her performance under martial law (the all-Ukrainian
indicator — 85%). Only 5% believe that sex has some
effect, and of these, 2% say that a female mayor can
provide some advantages, while other 3% think that a
male mayor has more advantages;

72% believe that in their community (where they
currently live), the interests of various population
groups are taken into account when organising
measures under the martial law (the all-Ukrainian
indicator — 76%). Along with that, 16% do not think that the
interests of different groups are taken into account. The
indicators in the city of Kyiv and residential places across
Kyiv agglomeration are quite similar.

11



CHAPTER I. KYIV AGGLOMERATION

1.1 Attitude towards cooperation between the city of Kyiv and neighbouring
communities

Compared to 2020, support for the idea of cooperation between the city of Kyiv
and neighbouring communities in order to tackle common challenges has
increased from 45% to 95% of population of the Kyiv agglomeration
communities. In the city of Kyiv, support increased from 44% to 96.5%, in other
residential places of the Kyiv agglomeration — from 48% to 90%.

Chart1.1.1

Attitude towards cooperation between the city of Kyiv and neighbouring
communities: support or do not support

Hard to answer ® Do not support B Support

40.5 42.8

31.6

3.3 2.5

.0 .U
2020 2022 2020 2022 2020

Total City of Other

KA Kyiv settlements
Question wording: Overall, do you support the idea of cooperation between Kyiv and neighbouring

territorial communities with the aim to solve common issues??
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Meanwhile, 73% of residents of the city of Kyiv and 67% of residents of other
residential places of the Kyiv agglomeration (or 72% of the total agglomeration
population) believe that both the city of Kyiv and the neighbouring communities
will benefit from cooperation. Besides, among Kyiv residents, 11% believe that the
city will mostly benefit, while 10% think that mostly the neighbouring communities might
benefit from cooperation. Among residents of other settlements of the Kyiv
agglomeration, 15.5% believe that the city will mostly benefit, while 7% — neighbouring
communities.

Chart1.1.2

Attitude towards cooperation between the city of Kyiv and neighbouring
communities: who will benefit from the cooperation

Hard to answer
Mostly Kyiv

m Both Kyiv and neighboring
communities in equal measure

® Mostly neighboring
communities

7 6.3 9.9

Total KA City of Kyiv Other
settlements

Question wording: In your opinion, who is going to benefit from cooperation between Kyiv and
neighbouring communities?
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1.2 Priority areas for cooperation between the city of Kyiv and the neighbouring
communities

The majority of respondents — 52% - consider the restoration of destroyed
residential buildings, municipal institutions and infrastructure are to be priority
areas for cooperation. This is followed by areas such as development of the medical
facilities network (38%), addressing civil defence issues, accommodating shelters
(31%), and road construction (30%).

Residents of the city of Kyiv and other settlements of the Kyiv agglomeration have fairly
close views on the top areas for cooperation. One may note that residents of the city
pay more attention to the construction of roads (31% in the city of Kyiv versus 26% in
other settlements), cleaning of rivers (28% against 19%) and intercepting parking lots
(14.5% versus 9%). Among residents of other settlements, there is a slightly greater
emphasis on the development of the educational institutions network (19% versus
25%).

Table 1.2.1

Priority areas for cooperation between the city of Kyiv and the neighbouring
communities
City of Other

% in column Total KA .
Kyiv settlements
1 _Restorlng ruined housing, utility facilities and 501 517 533
infrastructure
> Developing a network of_medlcal f:_:l_c!lltles 376 36.7 408
(ambulant clinic and stationary facilities)
3 Addressing civil defence issues, accommodating 306 314 274
shelters
4  Building roads and transport junctions 29.8 30.9 25.8
5 Cleaning rivers and reservoirs 26.1 27.9 19.1
6 Enforcing territorial defence forces 24.8 25.6 21.5
7  Routes for public transport 23.3 23.5 22.3
8 (F;_Iacemen_t of rubbish recycling plants or other 229 231 294
isposal sites
9 Developing a network of educational institutions 19.9 18.6 248

(kindergartens and schools)
10 Construction of new residential neighbourhoods 16.6 16.6 16.3
Designing industrial parks (planning economic

11 14.3 14.3 14.3
development)

12 Engineering green zones for recreation and 13.9 13.9 14.0
leisure (ecology)

13 Cons_tructlo_n of intercepting parking lots when 13.4 145 92
entering Kyiv

14 Management of grave sites (cemeteries) 55 5.5 5.7

15 Bikeway routes 53 4.9 6.6

--- | Hard to answer 4.6 3.9 7.0

Question wording: Both Kyiv and neighbouring communities have some shared areas of interest with strong
interconnections and interdependency. Which of these areas require immediate attention and solutions to
accommodate the interests of all parties.
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1.3 Commuting to the city of Kyiv

In 2020 79% of residents of other settlements of the Kyiv agglomeration visited the city
of Kyiv at least from time to time. Now the indicator is 72%. In case of more frequent
visits — at least once a week —in 2020 there were 41% of them, now — 38%.

Chart1.4.1

Frequency of trips to the city of Kyiv during the last 3 months among residents
of other settlements of the Kyiv agglomeration

m Every working day

® Every week
Once every 2-3 days
More rarely

® | do not go to Kyiv at all

27.7

20.8

2020.0 2022.0

Question wording: How often did you have to travel to Kyiv over the last 3 months (August-September
2022)?
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Among those who had visited Kyiv, the main reason for that was work — 46%.
This is followed by non-grocery goods shopping (24%) and food shopping (19%). 19%
visited Kyiv for healthcare services, 14% - adults’ leisure. Compared to 2020, the
structure of reasons for visiting Kyiv has not changed significantly, except for leisure
for adults (31% in 2020).

Table 1.4.1

Key reasons to visit the city of Kyiv during the last 3 months

% in column 2020 2022

1 Work 42.4 45.7
2  Shopping of non-food products 24.4 23.7
3  Shopping of food 22.7 19.2
4  Healthcare services * 18.9
5 Leisure for adults 31.2 14.4
6 Leisure for children and teenagers 10.0 8.4
7  Own education 5.0 7.4
g Participation in volunteer work, assistance to 73

territorial defence and the Armed Forces * '
9  Education of children or grandchildren at school 0.7 3.6
10 Kinderggrten attendance by children or 0.2 0.9

grandchildren
---  Other 7.7 6.2
---  Refuse 2.4 1.8

Question wording: What were the key reasons for your trips to Kyiv over the last 3 months?
Choose up to 3 options.
* These options were not present in the card shown to respondents in 2020.

16



52% of those who visit the city used their own car for the travel. The third (37%)
used minibus (marshrutka), 14% — suburban train, 9% —interregional bus.

Chart 1.4.2
Key ways to get to the city of Kyiv in the last 3 months

By long-distance minibus _ 36.6
By suburban train - 14.4

By interregional bus - 8.6

Hitchhiking [} 4.8

By neighbors’ / acquaintances’ car (car- I 27
sharing by prior arrangement) )

By bicycle I 1.3
Other I 1.3

Refuse 2.8

Question wording: How did you usually get to Kyiv over the last 3 months? Choose up to 3 options.
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CHAPTER Il. REFORM OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT AND

TERRITORIAL ORGANISATION OF POWER

2.1 Expediency of continuing the reform of local self-government and
decentralisation of power

The absolute majority of the Kyiv agglomeration residents (82%) believe that the
reform of local government and decentralisation of power should be continued
(83% in the city of Kyiv and 80% in other residential places of Kyiv agglomeration).
Only 9% believe that the reform should not be continued. Support for the reform is
even somewhat higher than at the level of the country as a whole (76.5%).

Chart2.1.1

Does it make sense to continue the reform of local self-governance and
decentralisation of power?

Hard to answer mNo ®Yes

9.4 :
9.4 8.5 7.9 10.3
Total Ukraine Total KA City of Kyiv Other settlements

Question wording: Do you think we need or need not to continue reform of local self-government and
decentralisation of powers?

18



2.2 Impact of the reform on the ability to resist the large-scale Russian invasion

Respondents rather believe that the reform played a positive role in the
resistance to the large-scale Russian invasion. Thus, 52% of residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration believe that the reform generally had a positive impact on the resistance
(and only 8% believe that the impact was negative; the rest of respondents believe that
there was no impact or they did not decide on the answer) (indication at a total Ukraine
level — 49%). Almost identical assessments can be traced among residents of Kyiv and
among residents of other settlements of the agglomeration.

In addition to the results shown on the diagram, to assess the impact of the reform in
general, respondents were asked two additional questions about the impact of
establishing new districts and communities. The ratings are similar and rather positive.
Thus, at the level of the agglomeration as a whole, 63% see positive impact on ability
to resist in establishing new communities (negative — only 4%, indicators for Ukraine
as a whole — 53.5% and 9%). As for the districts, 46% see positive impact (and only
5% see negative impact, the figures for Ukraine as a whole are 42% and 9%).

Chart 2.2.1

Impact of the reform on ability to resist the large-scale Russian invasion

Hard to answer = Negative ®Noimpact = Positive

18.4 17.4 18.1 14.4

Total Ukraine Total KA City of Kyiv Other settlements

Question wording: Do you think that reform of local self-government and decentralisation of power
overall enhanced, weakened or not impacted at all the ability to resist the large-scale Russian invasion?
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CHAPTER Ill. CURRENT SITUATION IN THE COMMUNITY AND
FUTURE SCENARIOS IN UKRAINE
"3
= | ‘

3.1 Emergencies/war preparedness evaluation

Respondents have a cautiously positive evaluation of the communities’
readiness where they currently live for various challenges. In general, at least
half consider their community to be meet each 8 out of 9 criteria. At the same
time, assessments of Kyiv residents and other residential places of the Kyiv
agglomeration are quite similar. On the other hand, assessments of the Kyiv
agglomeration residents are similar to the to the national sample. The respondents of
the Kyiv agglomeration rated the communities’ capacity to inform local population the
best (90% consider the community to be ready), create special squads to respond to
emergencies (82%), provide backup sources of water supply (72%); local self-
government emergency protocol awareness (72%). Somewhat less respondents
positively assessed the ability to build the Territorial Defence Forces squads (68%)
and provide essential goods (67%).

Relatively few respondents positively evaluated the ability to provide critical
infrastructure facilities with backup electricity and heat supply (55%), equip
places of mass gathering of people with solid protection (55%), and set up clear
emergency evacuation plan (46%). (It is important to understand that the field stage
took place already after the beginning of mass shelling of the energy infrastructure of
Ukraine.)

Additional correlational and factorial analysis shows that the score according to 9
criteria is closely correlated with each other and “behind” them is one factor/score. That
is, in the minds of citizens, there is a certain integral perception of the readiness of
their community for emergencies. Accordingly, the scores for the 9 criteria were
combined into an integral index that varies from 0 to 100 score, where 0 means a
completely critical assessment of the community's readiness, and 100 - a completely
positive assessment of the community's readiness.

The average score for all respondents is 68 points, which corresponds to “they rather
consider the community to be ready for an emergency” (a practically identical average
score — 70 — is observed among the population of the country in general). 71% of
respondents have a score of 60-100, that is, they consider the community to be
more or less ready for an emergency. Along with this, 28% of them have a score
of 80-100, and 43% have a score of 60-79 (that is, a less confident version of a
positive assessment). Therefore, in general, it is more appropriate to talk about
a cautiously positive assessment of the community's readiness for an
emergency. Only 7% of respondents have negative evaluations, and the remaining
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22% have average evaluations. The views of the residents of Kyiv and other residential
places of the agglomeration are very close to each other.

Chart 3.1.1
Emergencies/war preparedness evaluation:
Integral score (index)
31.9 m Community prepared (80-100)

= Community rather prepared
(60-79)

m Average score (40-59)

= Community rather unprepared

(20-39)
- . ® Community unprepared (0-19)

[ 30
Total Total KA City of Kyiv Other
Ukraine settlements

The index is calculated as the arithmetic mean of scores for 9 criteria, where 0 means "absolutely no", 100 -
"absolutely yes”, a 50 - "hard to answer".

Table 3.1.1

Emergency preparedness evaluation:
evaluation according to separate criteria
Total City of Other

et
% in column Ukraine Total KA Kyiv settlements

% consider community ready according to the
following criteria:
System of informing local population has been

, 87.0 90.2 90.3 89.5
established
Community has put in place special units to respond 78.8 82 4 817 84.9
to emergencies
Community and population have additional backup 76.1 724 713 76.3
water sources
Communlty mayor, author!sed employees know what 76.6 718 790 711
to do in case of emergencies (emergency protocol)
Territorial defenqe units are put together and have 66.8 679 674 69.7
clear understanding what to do
Community is ablg to provide citizens with essential 705 66.8 66.7 675
food and commodity goods
Key infrastructure facilities in the community have
the backup power and heat supplies 589 55.0 531 623
All facn_ltles with mass attendance are equipped with 60.7 546 538 578
protection constructions
Community has a clear evacuation plan 51.2 46.0 44.9 49.7

Question wording: How well do you think the community where you currently live is prepared or not prepared to the
potential emergencies provoked by the large-scale Russian invasion?
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3.2 Priority areas for community for the nearest future

The top priorities for the community for the nearest future are the communal
service sector (44%), medical care (41%) and ensuring order and security (41%)
(and these areas are leading both in the city of Kyiv and other residential places of the
Kyiv agglomeration). This is followed by such areas as assistance programmes for
military personnel (33%, higher relevance in the city of Kyiv), jobs (30.5%, also higher
relevance in the city of Kyiv), housing for victims (28%), and repair / reconstruction of
destroyed buildings (27%).

Compared with the national sample, residents of the Kyiv agglomeration put more
emphasis on the communal area (44% versus 25% among the population of Ukraine
in general), order and security (41% versus 27%), housing for victims (28% versus
22%) and repair/reconstruction of destroyed objects (27% versus 19%). If to compare
the “rank” of areas at the all-Ukrainian level and at the level of the Kyiv agglomeration,
the level of correlation is very high, which means a generally close view of the order of
importance of various areas. Relatively the biggest difference is the communal area,
which is more acutely felt in the Kyiv agglomeration.

Table 3.2.1
Priority areas for community for the nearest future
- Total City of Other
% in column Ukraine Total KA Kviv ettlements

1 Communal services 25.2 44.1 45.4 39.2
2 Medical supplies 37.1 41.2 41.9 38.8
3  Order and protection 26.9 41.2 41.7 39.2
4  Support programmes for combatants 28.3 331 34.5 27.8
5 Provision of wo_rk places and 298 305 32.0 250

entrepreneurship
6 Housing for victims 22.0 28.2 28.8 25.8
7 Repg_lr/ reconstruction of the ruined 18.9 6.8 8.1 216

facilities
8 School and preschool education 23.6 23.6 23.9 22.4
9 Social protection 20.9 22.5 22.7 21.8
10 Transportation provision 17.2 15.2 16.2 11.2
11 Integration of IDPs into the community 15.0 11.8 11.6 12.4
12 Ret.urn and involvement of local 10.2 93 96 8.0

residents
13 Provision of administrative services 8.2 6.8 6.3 8.8
14 Culture and sports 52 2.2 1.7 3.8
--- | Hard to answer 10.1 51 4.4 8.0

Question wording: What activities are of the highest priority right now in the community where you currently live?
Choose up to 5 answers.
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3.3 Expectations for the future

The population of the Kyiv agglomeration, like the population of the country in
general, is optimistic about the future of Ukraine and their community: 85%
expect the situation in Ukraine to improve within 12 months, and 78% expect
improvement in their community. Only 8% and 6%, respectively, expect the situation
to worsen (5% and 13% believe that there will be no changes in the next 12 months).
Almost the same level of optimism can be traced both in the city of Kyiv and other
residential places of Kyiv agglomeration.

Chart 3.3.1

What changes are expected in Ukraine and in their community in the upcoming
12 months

Hard to answer ®Forworse ®None ®For better

15

Ukraine  Community: Ukraine  Community: Ukraine  Community 1 Ukraine ~ Community

Total Total City of Other

Ukraine KA Kyiv settlements
Question wording: What changes do you expect to see in Ukraine in the upcoming 12 months? What
changes do you expect to see in the community where you currently live in the upcoming 12 months?
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Respondents who are optimistic about the future of their community base their
optimism primarily on successful national level reforms (40%), sufficient number of
educated and active residents in the community (35%), and financial assistance from
the international partners (35%).

Compared with the national sample, residents of the Kyiv agglomeration rely more on
pro-active local residents (35% versus 25% among generally optimistic Ukrainians)
and financial assistance from abroad (35% versus 21.5%).

Chart 3.3.2

Why do you expect changes for the better?
% out of those who expect changes in the community for better

Necessary government reforms will take [N 36.2
place T 39.8

e citi I 25.0

I 21.5
I 34.6

. 18.5
I 211

Financial support from the central [N 21.2

Financial support from international partners

Have skillful local authorities

government - 18.5
Local citizens, who moved after February 24, NN 21.7
will return . 18.3
® Total Ukraine
Have active businesses ES:LB 2
: iy _ : E Total KA
Cooperation between authorities, business, NG 14.4
and civil society I 16.5
Private investor will join the community = 1%445
Enough natural resources =812'9
| 0.3
Other | 0.4
Hard to answer -397'7

Question wording: If you expect changes for the better in the community, please share your reasons for
such expectation? Choose up to 3 answers that match your expectation the best.
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3.4 Role of a community in the recovery decision-making

The population of the Kyiv agglomeration (as well as the population of the country in
general) does not yet have a consensus on the role of communities in the recovery
decision-making. The diagram below illustrates a comparison of the national sample
and the Kyiv agglomeration opinions regarding who should determine the priorities
for restoration processes.

In general, 75.5% of the population of the Kyiv agglomeration would like to
determine the priorities of cooperation between the state and the community,
although some speak of a greater role of the state, others — a greater role of the
community. Of these 75.5%, in particular, 44% assign a greater role to the state, 32%
to the community. Compared to Ukraine in general, the majority also support
cooperation, although in the Kyiv agglomeration there are more people who place a
greater role on the state. Similar trends are taking place in relation to the development
of plans/projects and their implementation.

Chart3.4.1

Role of a community in the recovery decision-making:
Who should decide about the recovery priorities?

E Government authorities in a centralized manner
Government authorities holding consultation with the communities
Communities in coordination with the government authorities

m Communities independently
Hard to answer

Total Ukraine [k 5.9
Total KA KRS 3.9
City of Kyiv [l .2

Question wording: Part of the Ukrainian territory, its communities to this or that extent suffered damage
because of the large-scale Russian invasion — damaged or ruined social, cultural, housing, and other facilities.
How, in your opinion, should the recovery process be planned and organised in the community? What are the

roles of the government and communities in these processes?

©
w

Other settlements
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Table 3.4.1

Role of a community in the recovery decision-making:
aspects breakdown
Total City of Other

.
% in column Ukraine Total KA Kyiv settlements

Setting priorities
Government authorities in a centralised

11.2 10.8 11.3 9.3
manner
Governm_ent agthorltles holdln.g_ 370 43.9 46.3 349
consultation with the communities
Communities in coqrdmatlon with the 341 316 300 377
government authorities
Communities autonomously 11.8 9.7 9.1 11.8
Hard to answer 5.9 3.9 3.2 6.2
Development of plans and projects
Government authorities in a centralised 99 85 75 12.0
manner
Governm_ent a_uthorltles holdln_g_ 38.2 435 46.0 34.0
consultation with the communities
Communities in coqrdlnatlon with the 35.6 317 30.2 374
government authorities
Communities autonomously 10.8 11.1 11.3 10.1
Hard to answer 55 52 49 6.5
Provision of financing
Government authorities in a centralised 19.2 0.3 220 13.8
manner
Governm_ent a_uthorltles holdln_g_ 11 48.6 48.9 47 4
consultation with the communities
Communities in coc_)rdlnatlon with the 8.0 213 20.0 25 g
government authorities
Communities autonomously 6.1 4.9 4.6 6.1
Hard to answer 5.6 49 4.4 6.8
Implementation of plans
Government authorities in a centralised 11.2 10.7 10.7 10.6
manner
Governm_ent a_uthorltles holdln_g_ 39.3 433 46.8 29.9
consultation with the communities
Communities in cogrdlnatlon with the 346 30.9 8.1 414
government authorities
Communities autonomously 9.8 10.1 9.5 12.4
Hard to answer 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.8
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CHAPTER IV. ACTIVITY OF THE LOCAL DEPUTIES FROM BANNED
PRO-RUSSIAN PARTIES

4.1 Activity of local deputies from banned pro-Russian parties

Residents of the Kyiv agglomeration, as well as residents of Ukraine in general,
have a tough attitude towards deputies from banned (pro-Russian) parties and
local councils, where such deputies make up the majority. Thus, in case of
deputies, 74% believe that they should be deprived of their mandate, and 15% are in
favour of suspending their powers for the period of martial law (for comparison, at the
level of Ukraine as a whole, the figures are 65% and 21.5%). Only 5% believe that
deputies should simply become non-factional or join other faction.

If the majority in the local council is made up of deputies from banned parties, then in
such cases, according to 78.5%, the local council should be dissolved, and a military
administration established instead (at the level of Ukraine as a whole, the indicator is
75.5%). Only 15% are of the opinion that in such cases the deputies should simply
leave the banned parties and the council should continue its work.

Chart4.2.1

Activity of local deputies from banned pro-Russian parties:
policy towards deputies

~ 53 |
5 5.2

® Have their deputy’s seat taken away

Powers should be put on hold during the
martial law

m Become non-affiliated deputies or join
other faction

Hard to answer

7.7 7.3
Total Total KA City of Kyiv ~ Other
Ukraine settlements
Question wording: Local council deputies, who were elected from the banned (pro-Russian) political parties,
have to...?
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Chart 4.2.2

Activity of local deputies from banned pro-Russian parties: policy towards
local councils where majority is from banned parties

® Must be dissolved and military
administration established

75.5
m | eave forbidden parties and continue to

work

Hard to answer

15.0

6.7 6.1 8.8

Total Total KA City of Kyiv ~ Other

Ukraine | ) settlements _ _
Question wording: Local councils, where the majority of elected deputies represent the banned (pro-Russian)

political parties, have to...?
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CHAPTER V. PLACES OF RESIDENCE AND POTENTIAL
MIGRATION

Al

5.1 Population migration after February 24, 2022

Among the respondents from the Kyiv agglomeration, the experience of
changing their place of residence as a result of the Russian invasion is quite
common: after February 24, 2022, 36% had moved (mostly) to other residential place
or (less often) abroad, but returned home already (the experience is equally common
among residents of Kyiv, and among residents of other settlements of Kyiv
agglomeration). Other 4.5% of respondents are IDPs who lived in other residential
place until February 24, 2022.

Compared to the population of the country as a whole, the experience of displacement
as a result of the invasion is more common among the residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration. Thus, among the population of Ukraine, 77% did not move anywhere
after February 24, 2022, while among the population of the Kyiv agglomeration — 60%
moved (in the city of Kyiv — 59%, in other residential places of Kyiv agglomeration —
63%).

Chart5.1.1

Did respondents move after February 24, 2022

m |'ve lived in this settlement on a
permanent basis and haven’t moved
anywhere else

® |'ve moved for some period of time to
another settlement in Ukraine, but has
already come back home

® |'ve moved for some period of time
abroad, but has already come back
home

10. — 24 B 33 | ® I've moved to another settlement in
MW BN mmGSES iraine and hasn't come back home yet

Total Total KA City of Kyiv ~ Other
Ukraine settlements

Question wording: Where have you lived after February 24, 2022...7
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5.2 Identification, directions, and reasons for the potential migration

9 out of 10 respondents (92%) are not going to move from their current place of
residence (a similar indicator for Ukraine in general — 91%). 3.5% are going to move
(among the population of Ukraine in general — 6%). Among those interviewed in the
city of Kyiv and other residential places, migration "attitudes" are practically identical.

Since only 27 respondents (out of total 801) plan to move to other place, the data on
the directions and reasons for potential migration is not representative and can only be
considered indicative. Thus, among these respondents, 58% plan to move within
Ukraine (mostly to the West), and 23% wish to return home. 17% plan to move abroad.
The main reasons for potential migration: a place to live in winter (51%), moving to a
safer place (28%), the threat of occupation (21%), shelling (17%).

Chart5.2.1

Planning to move from the current place of residence

Hard to answer ®Do not plan ®Plan

Total Ukraine Total KA City of Kyiv Other settlements

Question wording: Do you plan to move or not to move from your current residential place to somewhere
else?
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CHAPTER VI. INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS

During the survey, separate sections were set for IDPs and for those who permanently
lived in this community until February 24, 2022. At the same time, the questions were
“‘mirrored”, that is, IDPs described their experiences and views and those who lived
permanently — their attitude / perception of IDPs. Among respondents, there were
only 33 IDPs (Kyiv — 17, other residential places of the Kyiv agglomeration — 16),
so the data for IDPs are indicative for general understanding of trends.

6.1 Attitude towards IDPs

As among the population of the country in general, residents of the Kyiv
agglomeration who lived there permanently until February 24, 2022, mostly
(73%) have positive attitude towards IDPs. At the same time, IDPs have a
“mirrored” feeling of positive attitude towards themselves (86%). At the level of
the country as a whole, the indicators are, respectively, 72% and 77.5%.

Chart 6.1.1
Attitude to IDPs among the community population

Hard to answer ®Negative = Neutral ®Positive

13.0

Community How IDPs ; Community How IDPs ;Community How IDPs ; Community How IDPs

attitude feel attitude feel attitude feel attitude feel
Total Total City of Other
Ukraine KA Kyiv settlements

Question wording: How do you treat internally displaced person in your community? / How would you
describe the attitude from local residents?
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The diagram below shows the reasons for positive attitude according to the
respondents themselves. Among those who permanently lived in the community,
the following explanation of positive attitude dominates - IDPs found
themselves in a difficult situation (77% of those who have positive attitude say this).
This is followed by reasons such as maintaining public order (32%), hard work (30%),
using the Ukrainian language (28%), observing rules of conduct (26%). Compared to
the population of the country as a whole, the structure of reasons is approximately the
same.

Among the IDPs, who feel positive attitude towards themselves, the majority explain
this based on tolerant attitude towards the use of the Russian language (53%) and
compassion (51%).

Regarding the reasons for negative attitude towards IDPs, there were a total of 24
respondents who permanently lived in the current community until February 24, 2022
and who still have negative attitude towards IDPs. Most often, they explained negative
attitude by the fact that IDPs do not seem like people in difficult circumstances and
they do not use the Ukrainian language. In addition, IDPs seem to demand a lot of
attention (and they want everything for free), not want to work, behave improperly, and
men from IDP do not register for the service.

Chart 6.1.2

Reasons for the positive attitud towards IDPs
% out of those who has positive attitude towards IDPs / feel positive attitude

Permanently lived

also before 02/24/22 IDPs
g S 72,0 Tolerate those who speak S 39.3
Ended U N U S A O e 76.6 Russian I 53,1
Don’t break public peace = %%8 Treat us with compassion I 49 7 69.2
Hard-working and do their best [N 23.8 , . I 50.8
to help the community s 29.8 Ve U AN O e 30.9
Try to use Ukrainian more [ 23.3 Locals take interestin our [l 16.9
frequently . 27.8 customs I 26.9
) . 26.7 Tell us that we do not break [N 26.8
Stick to the accepted rules s 26.4 public order W 13.7
Value our attention to them = 12%76 Offer us housing -_90 27.4
. e 128 Tolerate those who do not [l 16.7
Started business gy 20.6 accept local culture I 85
Brought new useful knowledge -1]1'94 Give us employment -_69 22.6

; | 13.2 Offer us to participate in the life 1l 14.8

Domesticate local customs 149 of community 123
i ice I 138 Say men do not defer from [l 13.8

Men registered for service |l 14.2 military registration 122
i . Il 155 Give us tips as to the accepted Ml 15.2

Fixed housed where live B 99 behavior 118
Assortment of local stores [l 9.2 m Total Assortment of local stores [l 12.1

improved I 8.9 Ukraine improved | 0.6

1 1.0 | 0.8

Other | 07 Other 0.0

: ® Total KA :
Hard to answer u g% Hard to answer 1 %8

Question wording: Why the attitude to IDPs in your  Question wording: In what ways do you feel positive
community is positive? attitude?
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6.2 Evaluation of the level of support to IDPs and their needs

Both residents of the Kyiv agglomeration, who lived permanently until February
24, 2022, and IDPs are generally satisfied with the assistance provided by local
authorities to IDPs, although the indicators are somewhat lower than the all-
Ukrainian ones. 46% of locals are satisfied with how local authorities support IDPs,
11% are not satisfied. The similar all-Ukrainian figure is 55% versus 11%. Among the
IDPs currently living in the Kyiv agglomeration, 47% are satisfied with the assistance
versus 22% who are not satisfied. At the level of Ukraine as a whole, the indicators are
64% versus 17%.

Chart6.2.1

Evaluation of the level of support to IDPs in the community

Hard to answer m®Dissatisfied ®To the same extent m Satisfied

25. 25.9
16.5 5.5 24.0 17.1
7.1 :
Community IDPs' Community IDPs' Community IDPs' Community IDPs'
satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction satisfaction
Total Total City of Other
Ukraine KA Kyiv settlements

Question wording: Are you satisfied or not with the level of support that the local authorities provide to
IDPs in your community? | Are you satisfied or not with the level of support that the local authorities
provide to you in the community where you currently live as an IDP?
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Local residents believe that, first of all, local authorities should help IDPs with
housing (43%), with retraining (38%), and humanitarian aid (34%). This is followed
by such needs as benefits for children’s education (25.5%), preparation for winter
(25%), generally facilitating the provision of benefits (23%), treatment and rehabilitation
(20%). Residents of Kyiv and other residential places have quite similar views on this
issue. Compared to the views of the population of Ukraine as a whole, residents of the
Kyiv agglomeration talk more about retraining.

At the same time, IDPs respondents primarily talked about humanitarian
assistance (42%), facilitating the provision of benefits (33%), treatment and
rehabilitation (32%) and retraining (30%). Besides, 29% of IDPs spoke about help
with housing, and 21% — help with preparations for winter.

Chart 6.2.2

What should local authorities do for IDPs in the community?

Total City of Other

= = = =
% in column = = = =
S S S S
£ S S S
o o o o
O O O @)
1  Support with housing 41.3 413 433 289 429 322 445 125
2  Retraining of IDPs 274 282 379 302 392 349 332 64
3 Humanitarian aid 358 38.8 338 416 337 399 341 50.2
4 Benefisfortheschools 55 506 255 139 257 129 248 188
and pre-schools
5 Help for winter 252 203 247 214 250 224 234 161
g Fasetheprocesstoget )4 163 209 330 226 349 238 230
social payments
Cover medication and 184 152 201 319 197 381 216 0.0
rehabilitation
Own business 93 87 125 85 131 89 101 6.2
Ease the processtoget 1,9 155 120 127 120 105 119 239
financial support
10 'mprove information 9.1 189 108 122 114 128 86 9.3
sharing
11 Provide a land lot 43 36 30 00 28 00 37 0.0
g Participation in the 34 31 30 75 26 89 44 00
decision-making
13 Other 03 03 00 10 00 00 00 6.3
14 Nothing 1.0 15 0.1 87 0.0 8.9 0.6 7.7
--- Hard to answer 55 45 53 38 48 00 73 233

Question wording: What, in your opinion, should the local authorities do for IDPs in your community in the first
place? Choose 3 options that best match your opinion.
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6.3 Support to IDPs from local residents; IDPs’ contribution to the community
development

4 out of every 5 local residents of the Kyiv agglomeration (80%), in some way
helped IDPs in their community (at the level of Ukraine as a whole the indicator is
similar — 82%). The vast majority (71.5%) talk about help with money / things / etc. In
addition, 24.5% shared important and useful information for IDPs. 11% spoke about
provision of accommodation, 8% of respondents spoke about providing the opportunity
to earn or help in finding a job. Among the residents of Kyiv, in other places of residence
in the agglomeration, the indicators are quite similar.

At the same time, among the IDPs, 17% claim that they made some contribution
to the development of the community (all-Ukrainian indicator — 39%).

Chart 6.3.1

Support to IDPs from local residents; IDPs’ contribution to the community
development

Hard to answer ENo EYes

17.6
Support IDP Support IDP Support IDP Support IDP
from contribution from contribution from contribution from contribution
community community community community
Total Total City of Other

Ukraine KA Kyiv settlements
Question wording: Some residents in your community have the opportunity and do support IDPs (apart
from their professional duties). How about you? / Some IDPs have the opportunity and make their
contribution into the community. How about you?
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CHAPTER VII. GENDER EQUALITY AND INCLUSIVENESS

7.1 Gender equality

The absolute majority — 92% — believe that the sex of a community mayor is not
related to the quality of his/her performance under martial law (the all-Ukrainian
indicator — 85%). Only 5% believe that sex has some effect, and out of these, 2% say
that a female mayor can provide some advantages, while other 3% think that a male
mayor has more advantages.

Chart 7.1.1

Who (person of what sex) can best organise the local government work during
the martial law?

1.4 27

Female
= Male
H |t depends on the professional

gualities, not the sex

Hard to answer

0 . 4.3

Total Total KA City of Kyiv  Other
Ukraine settlements

Question wording: Who (person of what sex) do you think can best organise the local government work
during the martial law?
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7.2 Inclusiveness

72% believe that in their community (where they currently live), the interests of
various population groups are taken into account when organising measures
under the legal regime of martial law (the all-Ukrainian indicator — 76%). Along with
that, 16% do not think that the interests of different groups are taken into account. The
indicators in the city of Kyiv and residential places across Kyiv agglomeration are quite
similar.

Chart 7.2.1

Taking into account the interests of different population groups in the
community

Hard to answer  ® Not taken into account B Taken into account

11.1 12.0 10.9 15.9

Total Ukraine Total KA City of Kyiv Other settlements

Question wording: Do you think that needs and interests of various groups of community population are
taken into account?
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The survey was carried out by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology in E E
October-November 2022. It was commissioned by the Council of Europe within its

Programme "Enhancing decentralisation and public administration reform in
Ukraine" in co-operation and co-ordination with the Council of Europe’s consultants,
local experts and the local government association “Kyiv Agglomeration”. -

This report is published at http://www.slg-coe.org.ua E
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