IDPS’ HOUSING NEEDS,
INTENTIONS AND
OPPORTUNITIES.

DNIPROPETROVSKA, ZAPORIZKA
AND KHARKIVSKA OBLASTS

IDPS’ HOUSING NEEDS,
INTENTIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES.

DNIPROPETROVSKA, ZAPORIZKA, AND KHARKIVSKA OBLASTS

This publication has been produced with the assistance of the UN
Refugee Agency (UNHCR). The contents of this publication are the
sole responsibility of "Right to Protection" and can in no way be
taken to reflect the views of UNHCR.

CONTENTS

1

BACKGROUND
OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY
RESULTS OF THE IDP SURVEY
Respondents
Awareness on programmes and participation
Needs
Intentions
RESULTS OF THE HOUSING MONITORING
Location of the settlements
Types of objects
Ownership and status
Condition of identified objects
Other aspects
CONCLUSIONS
RECOMMENDATIONS

2
3
4
4
5
6
8
9
9
11
13
14
16
17
17

2

BACKGROUND
Since the armed conflict in the east of Ukraine broke out in 2014, hundreds of
thousands of people have been forced to displace from their permanent place of
residence in the areas non-government controlled or within the 20-km from the
contact line. As of 4 January 2021, 1,459,170 internally displaced persons (IDPs)
are registered all over Ukraine.
Housing has been a cornerstone for safety and resilience
for IDPs. Inadequate living conditions, discrimination
by place of origin, and high rent have become serious
obstacles for IDPs to rebuild their lives after displacement.
Throughout the following years, the state has not
managed to solve the issue of providing housing for IDPs
and continues to struggle with this challenge. The created
collective centres as temporary housing was a short-term
decision accommodating an insufficient number of the
affected population – about 7,000 in 2019 according to the
Ministry of the Temporarily Occupied Territories and IDPs.
The launched housing programmes are only accessible
to a small subset of IDPs of a limited profile, while the
vast majority are left to find housing on their own. Lack
of available housing stock and the imperfect procedures
of creating housing waiting lists aggravate the issue even
more. Durable housing solutions are therefore of crucial
importance for enhancing IDPs’ resilience and integration.
Since the conflict outbreak, the State has launched six
programmes to respond to the housing issue, which aim
to provide both short-term and long-term solutions1.
Each of the six programmes has a certain set of eligibility
criteria (age, income, statuses, vulnerabilities, availability
of eligible housing on the market, etc.), which create
numerous barriers for IDPs partaking in such programmes,
alongside low funding. For example, three of the existing
programmes, – “Affordable Housing” (“Dostupne Zhytlo”),
“3% Loan”, and “Own House” (“Vlasnyi Dim”) – envisage
loans, which demands a sufficient level of income
and financial stability as well as has age limitations2.
At the same time, people who had to flee from their
permanent place of residence often experience loss of

property and assets, as well as additional expenses for
moving. Moreover, about a half of the registered IDPs are
pensioners and are not eligible for loans. The programme
for compensation for buying housing is only for IDPs who
are veterans of the Antiterrorist Operation/Joint Forces
Operation that constitute an insufficient subset of IDPs.
In turn, the remaining two programmes – Social housing
and Temporary housing programmes – suggest only
temporary housing that cannot be treated as a full-fledged
durable solution. However, temporary housing may be an
important interim stage within the strategy of providing
housing for IDPs.
As for the material assistance for the owners of damaged
housing, it is currently envisaged only for those who have
not left the settlement of their permanent residence,
so is not applicable to the majority of IDPs. Meanwhile,
a compensation for destroyed housing can be granted
regardless to location of the residence.
Regarding the previously done analysis of existing
programmes, we can presume that they cannot fully
respond to the acute issue and that other solutions should
be sought out and implemented.
To date, no comprehensive housing analyses have
been conducted within Dnipropetrovska, Zaporizka,
and Kharkivska oblasts where almost a fifth of all IDPs is
registered3 (the biggest numbers after the conflict-affected
Donetska and Luhanska oblasts, and Kyivska oblast and
Kyiv). To address this, the Charitable Fund “Right to
Protection” (R2P) monitored settlements in these oblasts
with regard to available housing, and surveyed IDPs on
their needs and awareness.

1 See the report at https://r2p.org.ua/zhytlovi-programy-dlya-vpo-oglyad-na-berezen-2020-roku/
2 35 years for “Own House”; and other loans may be impossible for people of preretirement age.
3 Statistics of the Ministry of Social Policy is available on the online dashboard maintained by UNHCR. https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoi
Y2RhMmExMjgtZWRlMS00YjcwLWI0MzktNmEwNDkwYzdmYTM0IiwidCI6ImU1YzM3OTgxLTY2NjQtNDEzNC04YTBjLTY1NDNkMmFmODBiZSIsImM
iOjh9
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OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY
The objectives of the survey were (a) to get general
understanding of IDP housing needs and awareness on the
existing programmes; (b) to identify existing and unoccupied
shelter or construction, which could be considered for
housing solutions for IDPs in need of adequate housing,
whether in their current conditions or after repair/
construction completion. The report aims to review
the findings of the housing mapping and IDP survey
with consideration of various housing policies and
legislations in Ukraine.
The monitoring covered Dnipropetrovska, Zaporizka,
and Kharkivska oblasts as they border with the oblasts
affected by the conflict and host a large number of IDPs.
The administrative division within the oblasts used for the
survey is the one before the implementation of Resolution
807-IX about creation and elimination of raions, so may
differ from the division enforced when this report was
released.
To investigate the peculiarities of IDPs’ needs regarding
housing, a survey was conducted with IDPs residing in
collective centres and in other types of housing. The
majority of respondents were our beneficiaries from
all years of our activities. The IDP survey form included
questions on respondents, their housing needs, intentions
for relocation and returning, awareness on the housing
programmes and participation in them.
For identifying housing opportunities, R2P representatives
sent 456 information requests to local authorities
regarding available housing and conducted monitoring
visits to local communities to meet with local authorities
and investigate the available options. 444 monitoring

visits were conducted from January until early September
2020. Two structured forms were used to collect the data.
The settlement profile form comprises information on
the location, infrastructure, employment potential, and
other information that might be important for considering
relocation. The housing objects form comprised
information on the location, condition, space, and other
characteristics of the housing objects. If the premises were
inhabitable at least after some repair, each lodging (a room
in a dormitory or a flat) was treated as a separate object;
if the premises needed structural repair or completion of
construction, such premises were treated as one object
regardless of the potential number of lodgings. The
mapping included objects of communal property as well as
escheat and State property. The objects were classified to
distinguish them by condition based on local authorities’
opinion and visual inspection where possible.
The collected information on housing objects is aimed
both at analysis and sharing housing opportunities with
IDPs, as well as assisting local authorities, NGOs, and
other stakeholders. The results of these surveys will be
presented in separate sections below.
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RESULTS OF THE IDP SURVEY
RESPONDENTS
In total 1,066 people were surveyed: 832 females and 234
males. Over three quarters of the interviewees on average
possessed up to UAH 4,000 per household member
compared to only 30% among population in general.
More than 64% were of productive age, and almost 36%
were aged 60 and more. Nearly 19% of the households
consisted of only one member, approximately a quarter
included four and more, whereas the size of over a half
varied between two and three members.

Majority of interviewees resided in collective centres or
modular settlements (about 69% of the residents were
either between 35 and 49 or over 60), some 34% – rented
accommodation privately (45% among 24 – 49 age group),
14% – stayed in the dormitories (45.3% of those were
over 60). Other options (host family, own property, social
housing, etc.) accounted for nearly 4.5% of the selection.

| AGE DISAGGREGATION

| HOUSEHOLD SIZE

4+15331236z 19
19+30+26178z
18-23
24-34
35-49
50-59
60+

41

3,8%
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35.6%
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| INCOME

MEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME PER CAPITA

QUANTITY

SHARE

NATIONAL AVERAGE

below 3,000

580

54,4%

10,7%

3,001-4,000

250

23,5%

19,2%

4,001-5,000

58

5,4%

20,6%

5,001-6,000

31

2,9%

16,6%

over 6,001

63

5,9%

32,9%

undisclosed
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7,9%

0,0%

TOTAL

1066

100,0%

100,0%
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| CURRENT PLACE OF RESIDENCE
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AWARENESS ON PROGRAMMES AND
PARTICIPATION
About 57% of the respondents were aware of at least
one of the targeted housing opportunities available to
IDPs. Affordable Housing and 3% Loans were among the
most known – about 48% and 42% of the interviewees
were familiar with them: 59% in 35 to 49 age bracket, yet
only 34.8% among the eldest. Based on the current place
or residence, those living in collective centres (CC) or
modular settlement (MS) were 1.5 times likely to be aware
than dormitory residents.

Yet only some 12% (75) of those aware decided to apply.
Social housing was more demanded among 50 – 59 and
60+ age groups (60% of the applied). Almost 54% of the
applicants for temporary accommodation were aged
between 35 and 49. Affordable housing and 3% Loans also
were most popular among this age group (nearly 53% and
65.2%) and those living in rented accommodation (64.7%
and 78.3%). Those living in CCs/MSs showed somewhat
greater interest in social housing (46.7%). Still, out of the
total number of applicants only 15 received any results: 12
had positive results and three had negative ones, as of the
day of the interview.

| APPLIED, BY PROGRAMME
34

Affordable Housing
23

3% Loans
15

Social Housing
13

Temporary Housing
Housing compensation for IDP
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2
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20%

40%

60%
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100%
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Among those who did not participate and provided a
reason (813), the most common issue was lack of financial
means: nearly two thirds of renters and informants aged
between 35 and 49. Almost a third acknowledged that
they were not aware about any opportunities. Among IDPs

residing in the dormitories the value approached 48%.
Some 24% of respondents were not eligible with those
below 35 citing this reason less often (9 – 15% of those
who provided any answer).

| REASONS FOR NOT APPLYING
447

Not enough money
211

Did not know

195

Were not eligible
78

Do not believe in success

64

Were not on the list
33

Do not need
Did not collect all the docs
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Did not manage in time

16

Lack of housing stock
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Other
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In summary, the data on reasons for non-participation in current housing programmes
and low income of IDP households confirm insufficiency of the programmes and
mismatch between them and IDP reality.

NEEDS
In general, the overwhelming majority of the households
picked apartment as optimal solution of their housing
needs, yet for some even a dormitory (6.3%) or co-living
rooms (4.6%) would be sufficient. Interviewees from the
24 – 34 age range and renters were more likely than on

average to choose a house (37% and 33.8%), while the
eldest group tended to mention a dormitory room (12%)
or co-living arrangement (10.6%). Respondents residing in
the dormitories were more likely to prefer apartments.

| MENTIONED HOUSING SOLUTIONS
891
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Co-living
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Further scrutiny revealed that by apartment most of
informants meant public property with option of further
privatization (60%). The share among dormitory dwellers
and those over 60 went over 76% while only 41% of renters
picked this option. Next most popular choice were either
subsidized mortgage or social housing with rent and utilities
payments not exceeding 20% of the household income. The
latter was more popular among those over 50 (>16.5%), the
former was favoured by 30.9% of renters, and less than 20%
for people in the 24 – 49 age bracket. Eight percent would
be satisfied with leasing opportunity: over 14% among 35 –
49 and 11.4% of those already renting.

Turning to houses, the situation was quite alike with public
property to be privatized later. This was the preferred
option for 58% of the interviewees, over 70% among 24 –
34 years-old and close to it among people in 60+ age range.
Leasing was preferred by nearly 14%, however only 4% of
dormitory residents would be satisfied with it. Subsidized
mortgage was most popular among renters (28%) and
35 to 49 age group (21%). At the same time, dormitory
dwellers completely ignored mortgage and opted for cofinancing as the second best choice (16%).

| TYPES OF PREFERRED APARTMENTS AND HOUSES
Public property with option of
further privatization
Subsidized mortgage

114

41

Social housing

13

Leasing
Temporary (up to a year) with
subsidized rent and utilities

2

50/50 co-financing
3
3
3
2

Independently procured
Other
Apartment
House

531

166

38
37

103
72

28
19

0

100

A dormitory room as a satisfactory solution was
predominantly chosen by those already living in CCs,
modular settlements or dormitories (88%). Also 67%
of all opted for it were over 60. The same pattern can
be observed for co-living arrangement, as about 82%
of those 49 persons checking this option were over
60 and given that it topped mostly among those
already residing in alike conditions (close to 90%).
Finally, the survey highlighted that with regard
to a land plot, 84% of respondents expected
that it has to come with an abandoned/
unfinished dwelling.
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Overall, the chief factors for a place of residence to be
deemed suitable were adequate transport connection
(91.6%) and presence of at least some medical facility
(86.6%). Besides, availability of jobs and schools had
considerable weight. Available job opportunities were
less important for the dormers (only 56% checked it)
and, obviously, lost its significance for those aged over 60

(26%). Healthcare on the contrary was important only to
every second among 18 – 23 age cohort, while more than
92 percent of those aged over 50 paid closer than average
attention to its availability. Accessibility mattered most to
over the eldest, schools - to those aged between 24 and
49 (>76%), kindergartens – to 24 – 34 age group (49.4%).

| IMPORTANT FACTORS FOR RELOCATION
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INTENTIONS
About 42% of IDPs acknowledged that they were not going
to return, the youngest were most hesitant (78%) and the
eldest – least (30.3%). Prevailing majority may consider
this option under certain conditions. Almost every third
IDP admitted possibility of coming back provided there
are safety guarantees and Ukrainian sovereignty over
the territory. A bit over a quarter would expect their
abandoned properties to be still habitable. Opportunities
of decent livelihood turned out to be somewhat more
relevant than respect for their civic rights: 20.6% and
13.9% respectively. Also, reconstruction of infrastructure
(13.1%) and access to healthcare (11.6%) were also
mentioned. Property restitution and/or compensation
for its loss were significant for less than 10 percent of the
respondents.

Nearly 80% did not plan to move within the next year,
while approximately 17% were not sure. Those who
did intend to move, mentioned living in unsatisfactory
conditions (30.8%), the fact of their friends and relatives
living elsewhere (33.3%), lack of livelihood opportunities
(25.6%), expensive rent and utilities (17.9%).
Only eight households (less than 1%) demonstrated
absolute readiness to relocate to a smaller settlement for
the sake of homeownership, whereas 414 (39%) could
consider this option under certain conditions such as
availability of livelihoods and/or infrastructure. Renters and
dormitory residents were somewhat more eager (> 43%).
The youngest tended to be most unlikely to move (73.5%).
They, as well as the eldest and dormitory dwellers, were
also most uncertain (>11%).
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RESULTS OF THE HOUSING
MONITORING
LOCATION OF THE SETTLEMENTS
| OBJECTS BY OBLAST

R2P representatives have conducted 444
monitoring visits to 282 settlements in 79
raions of Dnipropetrovska, Zaporizka, and
Kharkivska oblasts.
As a result, 898 objects were identified in
170 settlements of 68 raions of the three
oblasts. The majority of objects are located
in Dnipropetrovska Oblast.

210
619

The vast majority of the settlements where
objects were identified (86%) are various
types of villages while cities comprise 14%.
Almost every fifth settlement is a city or a raion
centre, so the distance to raion or community
centre is not relevant (0 km). Most of other
settlements (97%) are connected to raion
or at least nearest bigger settlements with
public transport. A fourth of the settlements
have their own public transport.

69

Dnipropetrovska
Kharkivska
Zaporizka

| TYPE OF SETTLEMENT BY OBLAST
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| OBJECTS BY TYPE OF SETTLEMENT
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| SETTLEMENTS BY DISTANCE TO RAION/COMMUNITY CENTRE

32

28

0 km

1-10 km

53

11-20 km

30

21-30 km

18

9

31-40 km

41-55 km

| OBJECTS BY SETTLEMENT REMOTENESS

495

77

0 km

1-10 km

127

11-20 km

Availability of basic infrastructure is an important factor
that should be taken into account when suggesting
relocation as it is one of the crucial needs of IDPs (see
IDP Survey section). Most of the settlements have basic
services such as medical facilities, pharmacies, food stores,

100

21-30 km

67

31-40 km

32

41-55 km

etc. Those that lack services commonly have transport
connection to other settlements. Only one settlement
in Kharkivska Oblast lacks both most of the services and
public transport.
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| AVAILABLE INFRASTRUCTURE
Medical facility
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22

School

137

32

Kindergartens

129

Food store
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10%
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Another factor, specifically for households with members
of working age, is the availability of enterprises where
IDPs could get employment to earn a living. The majority

37
6
48
60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

of settlements (66%) offer some access to jobs – in
industrial, agricultural, and food sectors, as well as the
social sphere.

TYPES OF OBJECTS
All objects were classified into five groups:
INCOMPLETE CONSTRUCTION OR
NON-HOUSING STOCK
Such premises need either reconstruction or completion
of construction in order to create housing for IDPs. The
major possible issues with such premises are the necessity
to rebuild utility systems (electricity, gas, water supply,
sewage) and renovate or build a roof. It should be noted
that reconstruction is the matter for further careful
consideration from engineering perspective.
FLATS IN DORMITORIES
Such housing usually demands considerably smaller
investments compared to the first group. They may need
structural repair or renovation: substitution of windows,
electrical wiring, communications, floor, decoration, etc.

ROOMS IN DORMITORIES
Similarly to the previous group, such premises may need
structural repair or renovation. They are less preferable for
dwelling than flats as they usually have common kitchens
or bathrooms and provide temporary rather than durable
solutions. At the same time, they may have a possibility of
redesigning into flats.
FLATS IN HOUSES
Similar to flats in dormitories with the only difference that
they are in a residential block of flats and are often to some
extent more spacious than those in dormitories.
SEPARATE HOUSES
Premises of this type are mostly located in villages and often
demand renovation, structural repair or reconstruction.
As they have often been uninhabited for a long period of
time, their condition is deteriorating faster than that of
flats and rooms in dormitories and blocks where at least
several people continue residing. Heating is a common
issue in such premises, as well as electric wiring, water
supply, window and roof issues.
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| TYPES OF OBJECTS

Rooms in dormitories and flats in houses were
the most common types of objects in general
and dominating types in Dnipropetrovska
Oblast.
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| OBJECTS BY TYPE OF SETTLEMENT
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| OBJECTS BY OBLAST AND TYPE
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Floor space of the premises varies greatly. Rooms in
dormitories range from about 8 to 50 m2 with the most
common 16-19 m2 and 30 m2, flats in dormitories – from
10 to 54 m2 with the most common 18 and 25 m2, flats
in houses – from 29 to 74 m2 with the most common
space 39-50 m2, and separate houses – from 25 to 120
m2. Number of rooms in flats suitable for dwelling ranges
from 1 to 4.

Premises of incomplete construction or needed
reconstruction range from small (30 m2) to large (over 4800
m2) and can be separate houses, blocks of flats or premises
of non-housing stock that could be reconstructed.

OWNERSHIP AND STATUS
The vast majority of the identified objects (85%) belong to
local communities while a few to the state or are escheat.
Each type of ownership has its own unique traits.
COMMUNAL PROPERTY has no obstacles for co-operation
between asset holders and funding entities/donors, as well
as for further determination of the type of housing stock.
In addition, objects of communal property are eligible for
state subventions targeted at reconstruction and provision
of housing for IDPs (for further detail see Other aspects
section below).

STATE PROPERTY does not offer possibilities for local
communities to manage them, including applying for a
state subvention. The right to operate in state property
belongs exclusively to the central state bodies, e.g.
Ministries. In this case, they have a strictly designated use
and therefore are harder to be involved in the process.
ESCHEAT4 and ownerless objects require profound and
time-consuming preliminary activities to acquire them into
communal property. Only after this, local communities can
manage them and use them for creating housing for IDPs
(more detail in Other aspects section below).

R2P suggests legal assistance for acquiring escheat and ownerless objects into
communal property and a roadmap for the process, provided that local communities
intend to use those objects as housing for IDPs.

| STATUS OF OBJECTS
543

General housing stock
155

Non-housing stock

126

Temporary housing
74

Social housing
0%
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4 Escheat housing is the housing left without recognized ownership after its owner’s death.
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The premises may have different LEGAL STATUS: general
housing stock, temporary housing, social housing, and
non-housing stock that needs reconstruction and reregistration to become available for dwelling.
OBJECTS OF HOUSING STOCK (officially envisaged
and listed for residence purposes) – EITHER GENERAL,
SOCIAL OR TEMPORARY – create no obstacles for further
provision of housing for IDPs. General housing stock of
communal ownership can be provided to IDPs on locally
determined terms with further possibility to privatize the
lodging. Social housing can be provided to IDPs as well as
other categories of population of vulnerable categories
who are on the waiting list for social housing with a charge
of a locally determined fee that cannot exceed 20% of the
family income5. Temporary housing is provided specifically
to IDPs with a charge only for utilities used6. Both social

and temporary housing stock can only be provided for a
definite period of time with possible prolongation and are
not eligible for privatization.
Objects of NON-HOUSING STOCK require preliminary
transition to the housing stock, otherwise they cannot be
designated for dwelling as it is not envisaged by legislation.
This process includes a sequence of actions such as getting
a resolution from the local authorities, preparation and
approval of project documentation, reconstruction,
object commissioning, and ownership formalization.
There are a number of limitations for this process: lack of
conditions necessary for the transition (e.g. absence of a
separate entrance, the premise is a communal area, etc.),
ownership issues. Moreover, feasibility of reconstruction
and transformation into residential premises should be
considered thoroughly before taking any actions.

R2P recommends that legal assistance is provided to local communities to obtain
the transfer of objects from non-housing stock into housing, provided that local
communities intend to use those objects as housing for IDPs.

CONDITION OF IDENTIFIED OBJECTS
All objects were classified based on their condition. No
renovation needed supposed functioning of all utilities and
good condition of the premises. Slight renovation included
fixing small drawbacks (e.g. changing a pipe in the kitchen,
insert glass in a window). Medium renovation supposed
repair of utility supply systems (e.g. making electric wiring
in a room, repairing heating system). Structural repair
envisaged essential efforts like repairing roof, change the
whole supply systems, restore floor, etc.).

| CONDITION OF OBJECTS

Only a limited number of the identified objects – 94 (10%)
– needs from none to medium renovation and therefore
is suitable for dwelling in Lozova, Derhachi, Koziutivka,
and Nikopol of Kharkivska Oblast, Zhovti Vody, Vilnohirsk,
and Tomakivka in Dnipropetrovska Oblast, Novomykolaivka
in Zaporizka Oblast. Regarding the principle of privacy,
these objects can host only 94 IDP families (one family
per lodging). As the floor space varies greatly, the number
of people hosted may vary from two to five per object,
amounting to approximately 260 people.

Need reconstruction or
completion of construction

467
337

Need structural repair
48

Need no renovation

40

Need slight renovation
Need medium renovation

6
0%

20%

5 According to Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine №682.
6 According to Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine №582.
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Utilities and amenities are important for arranging
adequate living conditions. Almost all premises suitable
for dwelling have all or most of the utilities: gas, electricity,
water, sewage, heating. As for available heating types,
both central heating and various autonomous systems (on
gas, solid fuel or electricity) are widespread.

The remaining objects require structural repair (337 objects,
38%), reconstruction or completion of construction (467
objects, 52%) to create adequate living conditions. The
former are easier to prepare for living as they belong to the
housing stock and do not need reconstruction or transition
from the non-housing stock or putting into operation as
residential premises, while the latter require more efforts
compared to all other types of the identified objects, in
particular with regard to available utilities in the buildings.

| AVAILABLE UTILITIES INSIDE OBJECTS
Sewage

390

Power supply

390

Water supply

313

Heating

289

Natural gas supply

102
406

No information
0%

20%

The situation differs for the premises of incomplete
construction, needing reconstruction or structural repair – they
lack access/connection to one or several utilities inside,
although some may have utility lines already in place by
the premises. In many cases, where it was impossible to
get inside the premises of incomplete construction or for
which R2P did not receive sufficiently detailed information

40%

60%

80%
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from the authorities, we can suppose that such premises
mostly lack inner utilities.
However, a number of such objects have utility lines in the
vicinity, so it is quite possible to establish proper amenities
in the premises if needed.

| UTILITIES IN OBJECTS THAT NEED STRUCTURAL REPAIR,
RECONSTRUCTION OR COMPLETION
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OTHER ASPECTS
State subvention7 is envisaged by Resolution of the
Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine №769. Remarkably, the
subvention might be issued only if local authorities have
project documentation8, can co-finance the activities for
at least 30% and the project realisation does not exceed a
year. Besides, following the resolution of the CMU №582,
municipal authorities and military-civil administrations are
advised to envisage the budget funds for the formation of
housing funds for temporary residence of IDPs.

recognize some property to be ownerless if the procedure
is followed. ln most cases, those verdicts are not exposed
to appeals. Yet, some of those verdicts about recognition
of ownerless status of the property can be cancelled in one
and even ten years after the trial.

The subvention can be allocated for:

1. It is difficult to define the potential circle of inheritors on
the initial stages of pre-trial litigation.

• reconstruction or structural repair of communal objects
of housing stock for social and temporary housing;
• acquisition of housing into communal property to
provide temporary housing for IDPs.
The ownerless immovable property and escheat could be
rearranged into liveable housing for IDPs through further
reconstruction and structural repair. To employ those
options, the ownerless immovable property and escheat
need to be recognized as community property. Once
those assets recognized as communal property, additional
opportunities open up:
1. Elimination of obstacles between financing entity/donor
and asset holders;
2. Alleviation of specification of the housing fund where
the assets belong;
3. Communal property might participate in the contest
for obtaining state subvention for settling the
accommodation for IDPs.
The main challenge with the formalization of ownerless
immovable property is the recognition of its ownerless
status. By our assessment of regional arbitrage practice,
courts usually satisfy the claims of municipal authorities to

Analysing the regional arbitrage practice one may conclude
that municipal authorities often have their claims about
escheat rejected and even cancelled upon reconsideration.
Two major challenges may be pointed out here.

2. Sometimes municipal authorities cannot affirm correctly
the ultimate owner since the formalization of the
property had not been carried out properly in terms of
formal norms. As a result, the property formally may
belong to another person than a deceased one. Similarly
to the situation with ownerless immovable property,
verdicts about escheat can be cancelled in some cases.
Indeed the role of local authorities should not be
downplayed since the willingness and activity of municipal
officials might define whether those properties might be
adapted for housing needs of IDPs. Besides, the amount
of housing opportunities largely depends on the capability
of local authorities to attain fundraising campaigns mainly
subventions. It should be noted, ownerless immovable
property and escheat are dead economic assets that do
not generate value. With more of such properties around,
the whole living environment and urban district tend to
degrade. In turn, with IDPs living in those properties, more
budget receipts would income whereby property taxes.
Also, it may positively contribute to the development of
the entire neighbourhood since less abandoned houses
would be around.

7 No financing is envisaged for this programme in the state budget of 2021, while a sum of 485 million UAH was envisaged in 2020.
8 The project documentation shall meet the requirements stated in the order in Resolution of the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine №560
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CONCLUSIONS
Not all of the housing programmes existing in Ukraine are
aimed at durable solutions on provision housing to IDPs.
The launched housing programmes are only available to
certain subsets of IDPs, while the vast majority, especially
the most vulnerable ones, are left alone with the issue
of finding housing.
Lack of eligible housing objects within housing stock
and an imperfect procedure of managing housing
waiting lists aggravate the issue even more.
Durable solutions in this field play a crucial role for
resilience and integration of different categories
of IDPs.

RECOMMENDATIONS
DONORS AND MULTILATERAL FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS
• Support housing programmes that offer durable
solutions for vulnerable categories of IDPs;
• Prioritise reconstruction of objects as flats instead of
dormitory rooms;
• Direct support to housing programmes for IDPs in
settlements already offering the most adequate
economic and infrastructural profile;
• Prioritize for reconstruction and renovation objects of
communal instead of state ownership;
• Consider support of local communities for participation
in the state subvention (70/30) (Resolution 769);
• Develop Grant programmes to support local housing
programmes.

LOCAL AUTHORITIES
• Develop information campaigns for IDPs about available
housing opportunities;
• Develop local housing programmes aimed at IDPs
and seek out for opportunities to participate in the
international programmes of technical and donor
support;

• Conduct audit of non-housing stock to identify potential
objects for cost effective reconstruction and transition
to housing stock;
• Introduce procedures of providing new premises for
IDPs for housing and improve procedure of forming
housing queues;
• Seek support and opportunities for improvement of the
local infrastructure nearby new objects identified for
housing purposes;
• Track escheat objects and consider their use by IDPs.

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT
• Implement housing programmes that offer durable
solutions to the most vulnerable categories of IDPs:
pensioners, low-income households, people with
disabilities, etc.
• Diversify housing solutions for IDPs, in particular
implement programmes of affordable and social
housing (for instance loans with low interest);
• Provide sufficient financing of housing programmes for
IDPs.

