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1. Introduction  

E-PROTECT II was conceptualised as a project dedicated to enlarging the network of professionals 

working with child victims of crime in the partner countries and beyond, but also to further promote the 

Methodology for a rights-based individual assessment of the needs of child victims of crime designed as 

part of E-PROTECT implementation. To this end, four MeetUps were organised in Bulgaria in the course 

of E-PROTECT II project implementation welcoming 122 participants. Three of them were carried out in 

presence, while one (the 3rd one) was held online due to the restrictions against the spread of the COVID-

19 pandemic as well as the particular target audience (which was mainly students, who are more likely to 

be reached in an online environment). The first two MeetUps carried-out were organised at local level. The 

cities were selected based on statistics by the National Statistical Institute1 in terms of number of children 

who have become victims of crime during the recent years. The team has aimed to avoid the biggest cities 

in the country as some of them were visited during E-PROTECT and some of the key components of the 

Individual Needs Assessment Methodology (IAM)2 for child victims of crime have been already introduced 

there. In addition, there is a tendency that the majority of the events across the country are usually held in 

the biggest cities. The third one was held online and available for everyone interested to attend. The focus 

was on child victims in the online environment. The fourth one was organised at national level targeting 

policymakers in order to build up the results and findings from the local MeetUps and the desk research 

performed regarding the recent national policy and legislative changes in terms of children victims of crime. 

It was held face-to-face.  

All of the MeetUps aimed to reach multidisciplinary participation considering the fact that the effectiveness 

of the multidisciplinary cooperation is one of the cornerstones promoted by both E-PROTECT and E-

PROTECT II, as well as a vital element in the IAM. So, the need for gathering all relevant professionals 

working with childr victims from various fields has been seen as essential.  

The first two MeetUps were not promoted widely on social media due to the fact that they were held in 

particular cities in Bulgaria, identifying and inviting stakeholders from the respective region based on their 

professional affiliations and background. Thus, identified relevant participants have been invited via email 

and mail invitations. For the 3rd and 4th MeetUps the team of Law and Internet Foundation (LIF)  shared 

news on the upcoming event to relevant stakeholders at national level . For the first two MeetUps (in Stara 

Zagora and Pleven) the target groups were all professionals dealing with child victims of crime (e.g. 

regional representatives of the social services, judiciary, prosecution services, law enforcement, lawyers, 

service providers, psychologists, teachers, mediators and others). The third one was dedicated to 

representatives from academia - students, professors, lecturers from the relevant disciplines (including law, 

sociology, social work, pedagogy, psychology, police academy, therapy) with the aim to raise their 

awareness and improve their skills at an early stage of their professional development. The fourth one was 

aimed mainly at policymakers. The 3rd and 4th MeetUps were promoted on various communication channels 

such as the websites of both the project itself and LIF’s, the social media channels of both. In addition, 

registered mail and email invitations were sent out to identified relevant stakeholders.  

 
1 Available at: https://nsi.bg/en/content/766/statistical-data, last accessed 20/12/2021.  
2 Available at: http://api.childprotect.eu/media/5d9ef762adfa4.pdf, last accessed 20/12/2021.  

https://nsi.bg/en/content/766/statistical-data
http://api.childprotect.eu/media/5d9ef762adfa4.pdf
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All the foreseen MeetUps (four) in Bulgaria were conducted despite the challenges caused by COVID-19 

pandemic. Furthermore, three of them were held face-to-face, which is considered as a great achievement 

taking into account the unprecedented circumstances. There was a slight delay in carrying out those as the 

team LIF waited long enough to organise each of the MeetUps in the most suitable time avoiding the peaks 

of the pandemic and taking into account the overall workload and schedules of relevant stakeholders and 

their respective administrative units. The general feedback from participants in all MeetUps has been 

positive. The relevance of the discussed issued has been highlighted as well as the need of further trainings 

and multidisciplinary dialogues when it comes to protection of children rights, ensuring child’s best interest 

and putting him/her in the centre of all the processes related to the child.   

The table below shows that all of the participants who attended the MeetUps in Stara Zagora and Pleven 

have also completed the handed feedback forms. On the other side, not all of the attendees of the online 

MeetUp filled-in the form which was also distributed online. When it comes to the final MeetUp in Sofia, 

25 participants joined the event = but only 20 gave their feedback. 

 The overall number of participants The number of completed feedback forms 

MeetUp in 

Stara Zagora 

21 21 

MeetUp in 

Pleven 

15 15 

Online MeetUp 58 27 

Round table in 

Sofia 

25 20 

Table.1. The overall number of the participants and number of  completed feedback forms 

The online event proves to be more effective in terms of reaching a greater number of attendees but a 

significantly lower number of completed feedback forms is collected.  

The professional background of the respondents varies. Тhe majority of the professionals who took part in 

the MeetUps in Bulgaria are ‘Service providers in social service or child protection’, ‘Psychologists’, and 

representatives of the ‘Academia (including lecturers, professors, students in law, psychology, sociology, 

pedagogy)’. See the table below: 

 ‘Service providers in 

social service or child 

protection’ 

‘Psychologists’ ‘Academia (including lecturers, 

professors, students in law, 

psychology, sociology, pedagogy)’ 

MeetUp in Stara 

Zagora 

7 2 2 

MeetUp in Pleven 2 5 0 

Online MeetUp 2 0 14 
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Round table in 

Sofia 

5 6 1 

Table.2. The number of participants who represented the particular professional group per event 

Further, the results collected via the feedback forms prove that the MeetUps in Bulgaria addressed the 

expectations and needs of the attendees. Besides, the provided knowledge was considered to be useful and 

presented in an interesting and engaging way. Most importantly, the respondents point out that they had the 

chance to exchange experience, share their opinion and ask questions. The understanding of the 

professionals on Directive 2012/29 and the individual assessment of child victims of crime has been 

improved.  

The participants share that the most interesting topics were: ‘Child Sensitive Justice’, ‘The best interest of 

the child’, ‘Trafficking in human beings for the purpose of sexual exploitation’, ‘Multi-institutional and 

multi-disciplinary cooperation’, ‘Cybercrime’, the cases presented by the lecturers from General 

Directorate Combatting Organised Crime (GDCOC), and also the discussions that took place. Lastly, the 

recommendations of the invited stakeholders gravitate around conducting more events of that type and also 

of addressing more representatives of law faculties, the judiciary, the prosecution and state institutions.  
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2.  E-PROTECT II MeetUp in Stara Zagora  

The first MeetUp in Bulgaria was held in Stara Zagora on the 1st of September 2020. The event was held at 

a conference room of Forum Hotel at Stara Zagora. The organisation observed the necessary physical 

distance among the participants to meet the requirements, imposed by the government regarding the 

prevention of COVID-19. However, the creative ambiance of the meeting was maintained.  

The MeetUp kicked-off with an ice-breaking activity (presentation of participants by using DIXIT cards) 

which was very engaging and interesting experience for most of the participants. They have expressed their 

positive attitude towards it. It encouraged the experts to be more creative, open and honest in their 

participations during the sessions, but also facilitated the networking component of the seminar during the 

breaks. 

The project itself was presented as well as the IAM. In order to provide practice-oriented exercise, the 

participants were divided into groups. Each group was assigned with the task to discuss the practical 

application of a particular element embedded in the IAM (i.e. the concept of vulnerability, the best interest 

of the child as a leading principle) along with the opportunities and challenges for its integration at national 

and local level. Finally, a case study was presented to the participants in order to apply the introduced IAM 

and their own expertise to improve their skills.  
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The highlight of this event was the guest lecturer – Denitsa Valkova who is judge at the Supreme Court of 

Cassation, and used to be the chairperson of the Burgas Court of Appeals. She shared her experience and 

one of the most notable and atrocious cases from her practice (931/2011). Participants demonstrated their 

interest by raising various questions.  

The MeetUp ended with questions and answers session, which was really insightful.  

Main points raised during the case study’s discussion 

During the MeetUp the participants commented on the fragmented nature of the Bulgarian Criminal 

Procedural Code alongside the lack of centralised approach in terms of coordination of activities among 

different actors involved in cases of child victims of crime. On the positive side, the practice of “Blue room” 

was as noted as a good practice, especially the methodology entailing clearly specified questions prepared 

by investigative police officer and a statement ready to be used in court is vital to be prepared. The new 

Social Services Act and the potential establishment of a new agency to control the quality of social services 

in Bulgaria has been mentioned.  

What did not go well  

Participants were relatively active during the group discussion. However, the direction of the debate 

derailed a bit from the intended one. Participants have started talking about various topics related to working 

with children rather than discussing the potential application of the IAM. 

https://ex-lege.info/%D0%92%D0%9A%D0%A1/%D1%80%D0%B5%D1%88%D0%B5%D0%BD%D0%B8%D0%B5/486558/
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2.2. Participants 

The Number of participants was 23, though only 21 of them filled the feedback form  

One third of the participants (7 out of 21 persons) were representatives of the group ‘Service providers in 

social service or child protection’. On the other hand, three of the questioned persons represented the group 

of ‘State agency or public authority at central, reginal, or local level’, while two people belonged to the 

group of ‘Law enforcement’ and another two were ‘Psychologists’. Further, the rest of the enumerated 

professional categories ‘Donor organisation’, ‘Teachers’, ‘Community or national organisation’ were 

each selected by a single individual. In the same vein, only one person did not indicate his/her professional 

occupation. Moreover, one of the participants chose three of the available options from the form regarding 

their professional affiliation. Indeed, the latter respondent answered by choosing: ‘Service providers in 

social service or child protection’, ‘Service provider in education’, and ‘Teachers’. Lastly, two of the 

invited people selected the option ‘Other’, where one of them wrote: “Community support center for 

children and parents - Haskovo” and the other one wrote: “Local Commission on Juvenile Delinquency”.  

2.3. Facilitators and speakers  

The Project Coordinator from LIF team - Snezhana Krumova acted as a moderator of the MeetUp.  

Zhivko Zhelyazkov from LIF team presented the E-PROTECT II project, its background, main aims and 

results so far. Petya Peteva, also from LIF, introduced the IAM (developed under the first E-PROTECT 

project), its context, aim, approach as well as key components.  

A Judge from the Supreme Court of Cassation – Denitsa Valkova was the distinguished speaker. She shared 

her experience on cases related to child victims. She also presented an overview of the relevant national 

legal framework.  
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2.4. Presentations  
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2.5. Photos 
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2.6. Feedback received 

Introduction  

Feedback was obtained via prepared, in advance, feedback forms. Each form comprises of 16 questions. 14 

of the questions are scaling, where the available options are: ‘Yes’, ‘Agree to great extent’, ‘Partially agree’, 

‘No’, and ‘Can’t decide’. The first question regards the professional occupation of the participants and there 

are 17 options from which the respondents can choose. At the end, question 15 and 16 are open and require 

the written responses of the persons who took part in the discussion. Overall, the aim of the feedback form 

is to improve the quality of the future events that are going to be held under the project. During the MeetUp 

in Stara Zagora 21 out of 23 participants filled out the form.  

Analysis 

For the purpose of the analysis each of the 16 questions is going to be discussed, separately. Indeed, the 

responses of the participants are counted, and conclusions are drawn.  

Question #1: You are a representative of one of the following groups of professionals, that are 

involved in the topic of protection of children victims of crime:  

o State agency or public authority at 

central, regional, or local level 

o Judiciary  

o Prosecution services 

o Law enforcement 

o Service provider in social services or 

child protection  

o Lawyers  

o Service provider in health care  

o Service provider in education  

o Teachers 

o Psychologists 

o Mediators 

o Academia (including lecturers, 

professors, students in law, psychology, 

sociology, pedagogy) 

o Research institute  

o Community or voluntary association  

o International or national organisation  

o Donor organisation  

o Other………………

 

One third of the participants (7 out of 21 persons) were representatives of the group ‘Service providers in 

social service or child protection’. Three of the questioned persons represented the group of ‘State agency 

or public authority at central, reginal, or local level’, while two people belonged to the group of ‘Law 

enforcement’ and another two were ‘Psychologists’. Further, the rest of the enumerated professional 

categories ‘Donor organisation’, ‘Teachers’, ‘Community or national organisation’ were each selected 

once. In the same vein, only one person did not indicate their professional occupation. Moreover, one of 

the participants chose three of the available options choosing: ‘Service providers in social service or child 

protection’, ‘Service provider in education’, and ‘Teachers’. Finally, two participants selected the option 

‘Other’, where one wrote: “Community support center for children and parents - Haskovo” and the other: 

“Local Commission on Juvenile Delinquency”.  
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Figure 1. The share of the representatives of the specified professional groups 

Question #2: The event met my expectations.  

The event appears to have met the expectations of the participants. The latter stems from the fact that 9 of 

the respondents rated the question with ‘Yes’ and another 9 persons answered to it by selecting ‘Agree to 

great extent’. Only two of the participants ‘Partially Agree’ with the statement, while one person chose 

both ‘Yes’ and ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #3: The event corresponded to my professional needs in the discussed sphere. 

From the answers of the participants, it becomes evident that the event was in accordance with their 

professional needs in the discussed sphere. Indeed, this conclusion is drawn because 9 people answered to 

Question 3 with ‘Yes’ and 7 persons responded with ‘Agree to great extent’. The remaining 5 people 

‘Partially agree’ with the statement.  

Question #4: To me the topic, discussions and the content were relevant and helpful. During the event 

I learned novel and interesting information. 

8 people answered to this question with ‘Yes’ and 9 of the 21 participants responded with ‘Agree to great 

extent’, while only 4 persons ‘Partially agree’ with the statement. Hence, according to the respondents the 

topic, discussion and content of the event were relevant and helpful. Moreover, their answers indicate that 

they have learned novel and interesting information. 

Question #5: The individual topics were presented in an interesting, engaging, and professional 

manner. 

The share of the representatives of the specified professional 

groups 
Service providers in social service or

child protection
State agency or public authority at

central, reginal, or local level
Law enforcement

Psychologists

Donor organisation

Teachers

Community or national organisation

N/A

Service provider in education

Other
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13 out of 21 participants answered with ‘Yes’ to Question 5 or this means that the topics were presented in 

an interesting, engaging, and professional manner. Moreover, 6 persons responded with ‘Agree to great 

extent’, while only two of the persons questioned answered with ‘Partially agree’.   

Question #6: The event facilitated the sharing of information about professional experience and good 

practices. 

To this question 10 of the persons questioned answered with ‘Yes’, while 7 of the participants responded 

with ‘Agree to great extent’. Furthermore, another 3 people ‘Partially agree’ with the statement. 

Additionally, only one of the respondents did not answer to this question. Overall, the people who took part 

in the event consider that it managed to facilitate the sharing of information about professional experience 

and good practices.  

Question #7: The session was structured in a way to allow participants to ask questions and share 

opinions   

It appears that the great majority of the participants think that the event was structure in a way to allow 

them to ask questions and share opinions since 18 people answered to this question with ‘Yes’. On the other 

side, one person responded with ‘Agree to great extent’ and one with ‘Partially agree’.  In addition, only 

one individual did not answer to this question.  

Question #8: The duration of the different sessions of the event was well balanced 

From the responses of the participants, it becomes evident that the duration of the sessions of the event was 

well balanced since 17 of them answered to Question 8 with ‘Yes’. Indeed, the remaining 3 people 

responded with ‘Agree to great extent’, while only one individual did not answer to the question.  

Question #9: The event set-up (working environment, breaks and other organizational aspects) 

contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work atmosphere 

19 out of 21 participants responded to this question with ‘Yes’. Hence, it is evident that the event set-up 

contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work atmosphere. Indeed, only one of the persons questioned 

answered with ‘Agree to great extent’ and another one did not respond to the question.   

Question #10: The presented information and learning materials provided are well structured and 

can be used after the training 

16 of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’ to this question and 2 of them responded with ‘Agree to great 

extent’ which indicates that the presented information and leaning materials provided are well structured 

and can be used after the training. Additionally, one person answered with ‘Partially agree’, another one 

relied with ‘Can’t decide’ and only one individual did not respond to this question at all.   

Question #11: My understanding of the child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 has increased 

Most of the participants (10 persons) answered to this question with ‘Yes’, while another 7 people responded 

with ‘Agree to great extent’. On the other hand, 1 of the respondents answered with ‘Partially agree’ and 

two of the persons questioned replied with ‘Can’t decide’. Lastly, one of the invited professionals did not 

answer to this question. In sum, it becomes evident that the participants’ understanding of Directive 2012/29 

has been improved.  
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Question #12: My understanding of the individual assessment of children victims of crime has 

improved 

To this question 9 of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’, while 7 persons responded with ‘Agree to great 

extent’. Moreover, 3 people ‘Partially agree’ with the statement and one individual answered with ‘Can’t 

decide’. In addition, one of the persons who took part in the event did not answer to the question.  

Question #13: I will embed Directive 2012/29 in my daily work 

On question 13, 9 people answered with ‘Yes’, while 4 persons responded with ‘Agree to great extent’. In 

the same vein, 4 of the participants ‘Partially agree’, whereas 2 of them ‘Can’t decide’. Additionally, one 

of the individuals who took part selected two of the options: ‘Yes’ and ‘Agree to great extent’. Further, one 

of the respondents did not answer to the question. So, it seems apparent that most of the participants will 

implement the Directive in their work on a daily basis.  

Question #14: I will apply the content of the session/meeting in my day-to-day work 

On this question, 6 persons replied with ‘Yes’ and 8 people answered with ‘Agree to great extent’ which 

indicates that most of the participants will make use of the content of the meeting in their day-to-day work. 

On the contrary, 2 of the respondents answered with ‘Can’t decide’, while 4 of them ‘Partially agree’ with 

the statement. In addition, one person did not answer to question 14.  

Question #15: Which was the most interesting and valuable topic for you? 

According to 9 of the respondents, the discussion with the guest lecturer was the most interesting and 

valuable part of the meeting in Stara Zagora. At the same time, 5 persons found the discussion with the 

guest lecturer as interesting and valuable as well as the work in groups (2 people), the overview of the 

national laws and policies (1 person), the overall topics that were regarded during the meeting (1 person), 

and the fact that the methodology can be applied (1 individual). On the contrary, only one individual has 

appraised the topic that concerns violence against children from minority groups as the most appealing and 

valuable, while 2 people have answered by saying that all of the regarded topics were interesting. 

Furthermore, two individuals have written that the cases considered were the most intriguing, while one 

person has pointed out that the specifics in legal terms along with the concerned cases were the most 

captivating part of the meeting. Lastly, only one of the participants did not answer to this question.  

Question #16: Additional comments and Recommendations  

One of the participants recommends that in future events there should be more representatives of the 

institutions that are responsible for the rights of child. Further, another respondent recommended that 

institutions should always collaborate with NGOs in relation to such concerns. On the contrary, one of the 

respondents commented on the delivered presentations by saying that it was boring because it was based 

on quotations and conclusions from normative documents. Nevertheless, another participant claims that 

such meetings are extremely valuable and should be held more frequently in order to reach out more 

individuals and professionals. Two respondents mentioned that the knowledge shared was relevant and 

valuable. On this account, two of the respondents added that they hope there will be further elaboration on 

the concerned topics. Lastly, two people expressed their gratitude and one of them suggested that during 

such meetings the participants should be grouped depending on their professional fields. Overall, 9 people 

have not given an answer to this question at all. 
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Conclusion  

From the analysis of the feedback forms, it becomes evident that the overall sentiment from the meeting in 

Stara Zagora is positive and that people from various professional groups were reached. The analysis has 

proven that a third of the participants (7 out of 21 persons) represented the group of ‘Service providers in 

social service or child protection’. The analysis also shows that the event met the expectations and 

professional needs of the respondents, while its content was interesting and well presented. Moreover, the 

meeting enabled the exchange of experience and good practices while allowed the respondents to participate 

actively. Further, the sessions were balanced, the set-up was pleasant, and the provided materials appear as 

useful even after the training. Positive was also the impact on the respondents’ understanding of Directive 

2012/29 and on the individual assessment of children victims of crime. Most importantly, the analysis of 

the feedback forms proves that the participants will make use of Directive 2012/29 and will apply the 

content of the various sessions in their everyday work. In addition, the answers to the open questions show 

that the most compelling part of the meeting was the discussion with the guest lecturer. At last, a great part 

of the respondents did not make any suggestions and/or comment, whereas most of them appraised the 

meeting as valuable and recommend that there should be more representatives of the institutions. Herein, 

they add that the latter should collaborate more actively with NGOs especially in relation to such topics.  

On the other hand, participants have provided feedback, verbally, to the organisers and expressed their 

satisfaction with the logistic and content of the MeetUp. They emphasised on the need to have more events 

at local and regional level in order to strengthen the multidisciplinary approach.  

3. E-PROTECT II MeetUp in Pleven 

The MeetUp in Pleven was held as a face-to-face even on 10th of September 2020. It was held outdoors, 

which was accepted quite well from the participants. Due to the situation caused by COVID-19 pandemic, 

it made participants and organisers feel much more comfortable. The event was held at the garden of the 

Regional History Museum of Pleven. It provided for the necessary physical space and distance, while 

maintaining the creative ambiance. The venue was highly appreciated by the participants. It encouraged the 

experts to be more open and honest in their participations during the sessions, but also facilitated the 

networking component of the seminar during the breaks. 

From LIF team’s perspective the highlight of the event was the opportunity for stakeholders from various 

relevant sectors to come together and discuss common issues regarding children’s individual needs and 

their particular need of protection.  

The discussed case-study was related to trafficking of human beings for the purpose of sexual exploitation. 

It has encouraged the participants to share their own knowledge and experience. Most of them were 

proactive and engaged throughout the whole day. 
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Main points raised during the case study’s discussion  

When discussing the case study, the participants noted certain shortcomings as lack of information where 

the child is accommodated, where was the child born, what is covered by the term ‘extended family’ and 

does it include also the ‘godfather’, to what extent parental rights are applied. They further noted that the 

circumstances of the initial assessment of the needs and situation are unknown as well as if the child is 

going to school, and that there is no involvement of a psychologist which participants deem crucial. They 

commented that it is important for the child to have a role model, and that it is not clear if there is an official 

request from the ‘suggested godfather’ to visit the girl (if there is such, a check on his identity should have 

been conducted). The MeetUp participants further mark that there should be a court order for the visits, for 

taking her with him and follow-up actions (thorough research and check, the possibility of corruption). 

They concluded that there is a gap within the coordination regarding the fact that her brothers and sisters 

are in different places across the country. The participants identified attachment deficit and pointed out that 

resources how to deal with it at such an early age are needed. They recommend an examination in front of 

a judge, social worker, psychiatrist, and psychologist all together to avoid repeated hearings on couple of 

occasions, which usually affects the vulnerability of the child and might make it reluctant to further 

collaborate (avoid talking one and the same thing in front of each organisation, separately), while the initial 

preparation prior to the hearing is hearing. The participants underlined the crucial importance of the victim’s 

perception and empathy as a way of overcoming communication borders. 

The discussion took a course also in view of the status quo in Bulgaria. The made commentary that the 

victim is not a party during the pre-trial phase in Bulgaria, while police protection is applicable to children 

above 10 years. They discussed that there is a coordination mechanism established at national level and 

most of the participants mentioned that it works very well and effectively at the regional level. They made 

the observation that the juggling between institutions is a ‘ego fight’, there is a fight for power and 

dominance to some extent or avoid responsibility. They agreed that junior magistrates should be trained on 

procedural guarantees rights of the victim, and that the State Agency for Child Protection should have 

enhanced competences (a legal ground to require certain documents, request expert witness, check specific 

registers and protocols, if necessary, for a given case).  

What did not go well  

The number of participants was less than the expected. This might be due to the fact that the event was held 

at the very end of the summer holidays and people might be overwhelmed catching-up with their regular 

workload.  
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3.1. Agenda  
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3.2. Participants 

The number of participants was 16, however 15 of them provided their feedback forms filled.  

One third of the respondents (5 people) that took part in the event were representatives of the professional 

groups of ‘Psychologists’. Another 3 experts represented the group of ‘Law enforcement’ authorities, while 

2 of the participants were ‘Service providers in social services or child protection’. Further, the following 

groups were chosen by a single person each: ‘State agency or public authority at central, regional, or local 

level’, ‘Service provider in education’, and ‘Prosecution services’. In addition, 2 of the participants chose 

2 of the available options. Actually, one of them selected ‘Psychologists’ and ‘Service provider in 

education’, while the other selected ‘Psychologists’ and ‘Service providers in social service or child 

protection’.  

3.3. Facilitators and speakers  

The moderator of the event was the coordinator of the E-PROTECT II project from LIF – Snezhana 

Krumova. During the second MeetUp there was no guest speaker. Therefore, the structure was slightly 

changed from the previous one by reflect upon what went well and keep it and which aspects needed an 

improvement.   

Zhivko Zhelyazkov from LIF presented the project itself, its aims and already achieved results. The IAM 

introduction was organised as a panel session during which the main parst of the IAM were presented by 

different speakers as following:  

- Child-sensitive justice and procedural safeguards – Zhivko Zhelyazkov (LIF) 

- The concept of vulnerability – risk and resistance – Petya Peteva (LIF) 

- The best interest of the child (its recognition and determination) – Denitsa Kozhuharova (LIF) 

- Multidisciplinary and interagency cooperation in the individual assessment – Snezhana 

Krumova (LIF) 

Afterwards, the participants were divided into groups and the practical application of the IAM at national 

and local level was discussed. The format of a ‘world cafe’ was used this time to encourage the participants 

to be more active and engaged. The last substantive part was case study which the participants discussed 

and had to come up with a solution.  

Questions and answers session closed up the MeetUp.  
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3.4. Presentations  
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3.5. Photos  
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3.6. Feedback received 

Introduction 

The feedback form comprise of 16 questions. 14 of the questions are scaling, where the available options 

are: ‘Yes’, ‘Agree to great extent’, ‘Partially agree’, ‘No’, and ‘Can’t decide’. The first question regards 

the professional occupation of the participants and there are 17 options from which the respondents can 

choose. At the end, question 15 and 16 are open and require the written responses of the persons who took 

part in the MeetUp. Overall, the aim of the feedback form is to measure the impact of the MeetUp but also 

to support improving the quality of the future events that are going to be held under the project. The number 

of participants was 16, however 15 of them provided their feedback forms filled. 

Analysis  

For the purpose of the analysis each of the 16 questions is going to be discussed. Indeed, the responses of 

the participants are counted, and conclusions are drawn.  

Question #1: You are a representative of one of the following groups of professionals, that are 

involved in the topic of protection of children victims of crime:  

o State agency or public authority at 

central, regional, or local level 

o Judiciary  

o Prosecution services 

o Law enforcement 

o Service provider in social services or 

child protection  

o Lawyers  

o Service provider in health care  

o Service provider in education  

o Teachers 

o Psychologists 

o Mediators 

o Academia (including lecturers, 

professors, students in law, psychology, 

sociology, pedagogy) 

o Research institute  

o Community or voluntary association  

o International or national organisation  

o Donor organisation  

o Other………………



 

76 

 

 

This deliverable was funded by the European Union’s Justice Programme (2014-2020) under Grant Agreement 878593. The 

content of this report represents the views of the author only and is his/her sole responsibility. The European Commission does 
not accept any responsibility for use that may be made of the information it contains. 

 

One third of the respondents (5 people) that took part in the event were representatives of the professional 

groups of ‘Psychologists’. Another 3 people represented the group of ‘Law enforcement’ authorities, while 

two of the participants were ‘Service providers in social services or child protection’. Further, the 

following groups were chosen by a single person each: ‘State agency or public authority at central, 

regional, or local level’, ‘Service provider in education’, and ‘Prosecution services’. In addition, 2 of the 

participants chose two of the available options. Actually, one of them selected ‘Psychologists’ and ‘Service 

provider in education’, while the other selected ‘Psychologists’ and ‘Service providers in social service or 

child protection’.  

 

Figure 2. The share of the representatives of the specified professional groups 

Question #2: The event met my expectations. 

From the results it becomes evident that the MeetUp in Pleven has met the expectations of the participants. 

The latter stems to the fact that 13 of the respondents have answered with ‘Yes’, while 2 persons answered 

with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #3: The event corresponded to my professional needs in the discussed sphere. 

On this question 13 persons responded with ‘Yes’, one person selected ‘Agree to great extent’, while one 

answered with ‘Partially agree’. In other words, the participants believe that the meeting corresponds with 

their professional needs.  

Question #4: To me the topic, discussions and the content were relevant and helpful. During the event 

I learned novel and interesting information. 

The share of the representatives of the specified 

professional groups 
State agency or public authority at central,

regional, or local level

Law enforcement

Service provider in education

Service provider in social services or child

protection

Prosecution services

Psychologists
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12 of the respondents, answered with ‘Yes’ to question 4, whereas 3 people responded with ‘Agree to great 

extent’. In sum, according to the participants, the topic, discussion, and content of the meeting were relevant 

and helpful. In addition, they have learned new and compelling information. 

Question #5: The individual topics were presented in an interesting, engaging, and professional 

manner. 

The answers of the respondents show that the topics were presented in an interesting, engaging, and 

professional manner. The latter stems from the fact that 14 of the persons questioned answered with ‘Yes’, 

while only one person responded with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #6: The event facilitated the sharing of information about professional experience and good 

practices. 

Since 13 of the participants answered with ‘Yes’ and two persons responded with ‘Agree to great extent’, 

it is obvious that the meeting in Pleven facilitated the exchange of information about professional 

experience and good practices.  

Question #7: The session was structured in a way to allow participants to ask questions and share 

opinions   

All of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’ to this question which indicates that the meeting was structured 

in a way to allow and encourage the participants to ask questions and share their opinion.  

Question #8: The duration of the different sessions of the event was well balanced 

All of the participants answered to Question 8 with ‘Yes’ and, thus, the duration of the sessions appears to 

be well balanced.  

Question #9: The event set-up (working environment, breaks and other organizational aspects) 

contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work atmosphere 

According to the respondents the event set-up contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work 

atmosphere. The latter stems from the fact that all of the participants answered with ‘Yes’ to Question 9.  

Question #10: The presented information and learning materials provided are well structured and 

can be used after the training 

To this question, 10 of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’, while the remaining 5 people responded with 

‘Agree to great extent’. This leads to the conclusion that the presented information and learning material 

provided were well structured and can be used after the training.  

Question #11: My understanding of the child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 has increased 

The majority of the respondents (12) answered to this question with ‘Yes’, while the remaining 3 

respondents selected ‘Agree to great extent’. In sum, the understanding of the participants when it comes 

to child’s rights, as defined by Directive 2012/29, has increased.  

Question #12: My understanding of the individual assessment of children victims of crime has 

improved 
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The understanding of the respondents in relation to the individual assessment of child victims of crime has 

improved. The latter conclusion is made on the basis of the fact that all of the respondents have answered 

with ‘Yes’. 

Question #13: I will embed Directive 2012/29 in my daily work 

To this question 11 people answered with ‘Yes’, while 2 of the persons questioned responded with ‘Agree 

to great extent’. On the other hand, one of the participants selected ‘Can’t decide’ and one ‘Partially agree’. 

It is clear that most of the respondents will embed the Directive in their everyday work.  

Question #14: I will apply the content of the session/meeting in my day-to-day work 

From the results on this question, it is evident that most of the participants will apply the content of the 

meeting in their daily work. Indeed, the latter stems from the fact that 12 people answered with ‘Yes’ and 

2 of the respondents answered with ‘Agree to great extent’. In addition, only one of the persons questioned 

responded with ‘Partially agree’.  

Question #15: Which was the most interesting and valuable topic for you? 

Four of the respondents answered that the cases were the most interesting and valuable part of the meeting. 

One of them even specified that the most intriguing case was the one that concerned the work at national 

level. Further, another participant wrote that the exchange of experience with other professionals along with 

the cases’ discussion was the most interesting part of the meeting. On the other hand, the following topics 

were considered to be the most intriguing and mentioned by a responded each: ‘Child Sensitive Justice’, 

‘The best interest of the child’, ‘Trafficking in human beings for the purpose of sexual exploitation’, and 

‘Multi-institutional and multi-disciplinary cooperation’. Moreover, one of the respondents claimed that all 

of the topics were captivating, while another one wrote that the mechanism for coordination between the 

institutions and the chance to exchange experience with other professionals were the most valuable aspect. 

In addition, one participant argued that the comprehensiveness of the information provided was the most 

compelling aspect of the event. Herein, the respondent recommends that this information should become 

available to as much professionals that work in this sphere as possible. In addition, according to another 

participant, the most valuable was the individual approach in preparing the work in cases of child victims 

of crime. Lastly, only two people did not answer to this question. 

Question #16: Additional comments and Recommendations  

One of the respondents commented that the event created an opportunity for discussion which according to 

them is the most important part of his/her profession (the respondent selected the professional group of 

‘Psychologists’). On the other side, another participant recommended that during such meetings there 

should be representatives from the Departments of Child Protection (unfortunately this is beyond our scope 

of the organiser). Furthermore, one person wrote that the team that hosted the meeting was positive, well-

informed and open to learn from the professional experience of the guests. On this account, another person 

claimed that the provided information in relation to assistance ad cooperation was useful. A respondent 

expressed his/her gratitude, while 5 people wrote that they have no recommendations. Additionally, 5 of 

the participants did not answer to this question at all.  
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Conclusion  

In conclusion, the analysis of the feedback forms shows that a third of the participants were ‘Psychologists’. 

The analysis has proven that the event met the expectations and corresponds to the professional needs of 

the participants. Further, the topic, discussions and the content were relevant and helpful, and presented in 

an engaging manner. Moreover, the results show that the meeting allowed the active participation of the 

invited professionals, the exchange of experience and the sessions were well-structured. In addition, 

according to the answers of the respondents, the set-up contributed to creating a pleasant atmosphere and 

the provided material can be used after the meeting. Most importantly, the understanding of the participants 

when it comes to child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 has increased along with the individual 

assessment of children victims of crime. Additionally, the professionals who were part of the event will 

make use of Directive 2012/29 and apply the presented content in their everyday work. Overall, the 

respondents claimed that the most intriguing part of the discussion in Pleven were the case studies, while 

some of the participants have pointed certain topics. Lastly, the suggestions given on question 16 are various 

but the most important are that the provided information should be shared with more professionals and that 

Child Protection Departments should be engaged in such meetings. In sum, the MeetUp in Pleven seems to 

be successfully implemented, since the feedback of the participants is positive and constructive.  

4. E-PROTECT II Online MeetUp  

The event was held online due to the aggravated situation in the country caused by COVID-19 pandemic 

on the 19th of November 2020, while each participant when speaking was kindly asked to have his/her 

camera on to ensure a more personal experience and interaction. The date of the event was not randomly 

chosen but was related to the World Children’s Day - the 20th of November each year since 1954. 

Furthermore, the day before that - 18th of November is the European Day on the Protection of Children 

against Sexual Exploitation and Sexual Abuse since 2015 onwards.  

The concept of this MeetUp was slightly different – no thematic modules were used nor slides. 
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4.1. Agenda 
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4.2. Participants  

The number of participants was 58, which is considered as great success. This particular national MeetUp 

addressed mainly students, professors, lecturers from the relevant disciplines (including law, sociology, 

social work, pedagogy, psychology, police academy, therapy). However, teachers, university lectures and 

other professionals also joined as participants. Therefore, the participants were from academia sector.   

4.3. Facilitators and speakers  

The event was kicked-off by the moderator Snezhana Krumova from LIF who started the meeting and 

introduced the agenda. Then, Zhivko Zhelyazkov - a team member of LIF presented the project, its’ goals 

and expected results. 

Distinguished experts from the General Directorate for Combating organised crime (GDCOC) to the 

Ministry of Interior of Bulgaria were the guest speakers. The Commissioner Vladimir Dimitrov, Head of 

the Bulgarian Cybercrime Unit, to the GDCOC and Miroslav Hutev from the same Unit) presented their 

work and structure. Afterwards, they provided the participants with insights regarding their work. They 

shared some hideous cases from their practice. The whole MeetUp was facilitated by the moderator. Thus, 

questions from the audience were answered by the speakers in a timely manner. The questions were posed 

either within the chat box or by participants themselves raising their hand and being given the floor.  

4.4. Reflections on the event  

The Law Enforcement representatives began with presenting some of the most reoccurring cybercrimes. 

Namely:  

- Dissemination of child pornographic materials online (paedophiles) 

- Online grooming  

- Materials created by children  

Both speakers have expressed their opinion that the legal and regulatory framework in Bulgaria is not 

sufficient to respond adequately and effectively to criminals’ behaviour and victims’ needs. The foreseen 

sentences are low (understated). They further shared that the hearing of the child victim of crime is essential 

element. Therefore, it should be conducted, carefully, by specifically trained professional. 

The participants had quite a lot of questions to the speakers and a long discussion followed their 

presentation.  

The next part of the MeetUp included a go through a case-scenario (inserted below along with the posed 

questions), which was sent to registered participants prior to the event along with the agenda, IAM and the 

translated thematic modules (containing the main elements of each chapter of the methodology). So, 

participants have had the opportunity to prepare in advance by familiarising themselves with both the case-

scenario and the methodology and its key features. The moderator presented the case-scenario to 

participants and started sharing questions using slido.com in order to generate results immediately and make 

the overall experience a bit more interactive despite the online format. The questions posed were closely 

related to the presented online grooming case-scenario. The number of questions towards the participants 

was only 8 to avoid boring the audience. It is impressive that all participants were active till the very end 

of the session and took active part in responding and discussing the correct answers. After the vote to each 
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question, a member of LIF team explained why this is or not the right answer. There was a small technical 

hiccup that after the 3rd question - they have stopped to appear via slido. However, the team reacted quickly 

and efficiently and just shared the screen with a word file, containing the questions with the participants.  
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At the end, a link to a feedback form was shared with participants to express their experience and opinion 

regarding the MeetUp. A follow-up email containing the PPTs and the feedback form was sent on the next 

day, thanking participants for their contribution. Additionally, certificate for participation was prepared and 

sent in the next few weeks. It has been done, individually, to respect privacy and data protection rules.  

A recording of the meeting is available and uploaded to the YouTube channel of the project in Bulgarian 

language. 

4.5. Photos  
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4.6. Feedback received   

Overall, the received feedback was positive. Most of the participants highlighted the high-level speakers 

and the insights, which they shared as one of the most interesting and engaging part of the discussion. No 

particular thematic modules have been touched upon due to the practical focus of the event.  

Introduction 

The feedback form consists of 16 questions. 14 of the questions are scaling, where the available options 

are: ‘Yes’, ‘Agree to great extent’, ‘Partially agree’, ‘No’, and ‘Can’t decide’. The first question regards 

the profession of the respondents and there are 17 options from which they can choose. On the other hand, 

questions 15 and 16 are open and require written responses of the participants. The aim of the feedback 

form is to improve the quality of the future events that are going to be held under the project. The online 

MeetUp was attended by 58 persons in total, while only 27 of them completed the online feedback form.  
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Analysis  

For the purpose of the analysis each of the 16 questions is going to be discussed. The answers are counted 

and then conclusions are drawn. The analysis is based on the answers of 27 persons.     

Question #1: You are a representative of one of the following groups of professionals, that are 

involved in the topic of protection of children victims of crime:   

 

o State agency or public authority at 

central, regional, or local level  

o Judiciary   

o Prosecution services  

o Law enforcement  

o Service provider in social services or 

child protection   

o Lawyers   

o Service provider in health care   

o Service provider in education   

o Teachers  

o Psychologists  

o Mediators  

o Academia (including lecturers, 

professors, students in law, psychology, 

sociology, pedagogy)  

o Research institute   

o Community or voluntary association   

o International or national organisation   

o Donor organisation   

o Other………………  

  

  

According to the results, the majority (14 out of 27) of the participants were representatives of the 

‘Academia (including lecturers, professors, students in law, psychology, sociology, pedagogy)’There 

were 2 people who belong to the professional group ‘Service provider in social services or child 

protection’, 1 who marked ‘State agency or public authority at central, regional, or local level’ and in 

total 10 people who chose ‘Other’. In regard to the latter, the event was attended by 1 student of Law, 5 

students of Social Pedagogy and 1 who is specializing in social work with children. In addition, there were 

another 3 university students who did not indicate their field of study.  
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Figure.3. The share of the participants who belong to the particular professional group 

Question #2: The event met my expectations. 

21 of the participants answered with ‘Yes’ to this question, while 5 of the participants chose ‘Agree to great 

extent’. Only one respondent marked ‘Partially agree’. 

Question #3: The event corresponded to my professional needs in the discussed sphere. 

The event corresponded to the professional needs of 20 attendees. Besides, one person answered with 

‘Partially agree’ and the remaining 6 participants with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #4: To me the topic, discussions and the content were relevant and helpful. During the event 

I learned novel and interesting information. 

To this question 23 people chose the ‘Yes’ option, while another 3 marked ‘Agree to great extent’. In 

addition, one attendee responded with ‘Partially agree’.  

Question #5: The individual topics were presented in an interesting, engaging, and professional 

manner. 
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The topics were presented in an interesting, engaging and professional way, according to 21 of the 

participants. On the other hand, 5 persons marked ‘Agree to great extent’ and 1 answered with ‘Partially 

agree’.  

Question #6: The event facilitated the sharing of information about professional experience and good 

practices. 

22 people answered with ‘Yes’ and consider that the event enabled them to exchange information and 

professional experience. Moreover, the remaining 5 participants chose ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #7: The session was structured in a way to allow participants to ask questions and share 

opinions   

24 out of the 27 respondents answered with ‘Yes’. The latter indicates that the sessions of the event were 

structured in a way to allow them ask questions and share their opinion. The other 3 attendees responded 

with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #8: The duration of the different sessions of the event was well balanced 

23 of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’ to this question and think that the duration of the different 

sessions was well balanced, while the other 4 participants marked ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #9: The event set-up (working environment, breaks and other organizational aspects) 

contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work atmosphere 

25 answered with ‘Yes’ to this question and consider that the set-up contributed to the pleasant and efficient 

work atmosphere of the event. The remaining 2 people responded with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #10: The presented information and learning materials provided are well structured and 

can be used after the training 

According to 24 of the attendees, the information and the materials are well structured and can be used after 

the training. The other 3 people answered with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #11: My understanding of the child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 has increased 

17 people answered with ‘Yes’ and, thus, this shows that their understanding of the child’s rights as defined 

by Directive 2012/29 has increased. Another 9 of the attendees marked ‘Agree to great extent’, while 1 

person chose ‘Partially agree’. 

Question #12: My understanding of the individual assessment of children victims of crime has 

improved 

To this question 20 of the respondents answered with ‘Yes’, 6 with ‘Agree to great extent’ and 1 responded 

with ‘Partially agree’.   

Question #13: I will embed Directive 2012/29 in my daily work 

16 of the attendees claim that they will embed Directive 2012/29 in their daily work, while 7 of them marked 

‘Agree to great extent’. On the other side, 3 people chose ‘Partially agree’ and 1 responded with ‘No’.  
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Question #14: I will apply the content of the session/meeting in my day-to-day work 

14 of the attendees will make use of the content of the meeting in their day-to-day work. Besides, 10 people 

marked ‘Agree to great extent’, 2 ‘Partially agree’ and 1 ‘No’.  

Question #15: Which was the most interesting and valuable topic for you? 

According to 6 of the respondents, all covered topics were interesting and valuable to them. Furthermore, 

the cases that were presented by the lecturers from GDCOC were also appraised highly by the participants 

and considered as appealing and valuable. On the other side, 1 of the attendees wrote that the Q&A session 

was of interest to him/her, whereas another respondent turned to the different types of cybercrime and the 

variety of methods/approaches in which the police investigate them. In addition, one attendee indicated that 

the topic of child victims of crime was engaging, while the remaining one person wrote that the role of the 

parent in the protection of children from such crimes was the most intriguing.  

Question #16: Additional comments and Recommendations  

On this question one of the attendees commented that the topic should be considered more broadly. 

Moreover, 5 people expressed their gratitude towards the team of Law and Internet Foundation, while 

another two wrote that they would be glad to be invited to other events. On the other side, one of the 

participants shared his/her expectations that the MeetUp would have a more legal focus.  

Conclusion  

The conclusion which can be drawn from the analysis of the results is that the attendees were satisfied by 

the online MeetUp. Furthermore, the majority of the respondents to the feedback form represented the 

professional group of the ‘Academia (including lecturers, professors, students in law, psychology, 

sociology, pedagogy)’ and, in particular, they were students. Most importantly, the online event 

corresponded to the expectations of the participants and met their professional needs. The analysis proves 

that the overall contents, the cases covered by the lecturers and the discussions were interesting, appealing, 

and valuable.  

Even though the MeetUp was held in an online setting, it did not affect the creation of a pleasant and 

efficient work atmosphere. In general, the understanding of the respondents in regard to Directive 2012/29 

and the individual needs assessment of child victims of crime was enhanced. At last, the attendees suggested 

organising more events of that type and on the same topic.  

5. E-PROTECT II MeetUp in Sofia 

The final E-PROTECT II MeetUp was held in Sofina on the 17th of May 2022. The format of the final 

MeetUp in Bulgaria was shifted a bit in comparison to the previous MeetUps, meaning that the event was 

organised as a roundtable discussion, focusing on the matters related to the practical implementation of the 

provisions of Directive 2012/29 in Bulgaria. In particular, the focus was on the question whether there are 

expected changes in this direction in the Criminal Procedure Code, the implementation of the European 

Child Guarantee in Bulgaria, as well as other related issues and policies in the field of rights of the child 

(e.g. the current state of play of the National Strategy for the Child).  
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The event started presenting the main results of the E-PROTECT II project along with a critical review of 

the Methodology for a rights-based individual assessment of the needs of child victims of crime (developed 

under the 1st E-PROTECT project) - three years later. The wider application of the IAM to various cases 

including children at risk has been highlighted (children in conflict with the law, unaccompanied minors 

and others rather than only victims of crime). 

The MeetUp continued with an intervention from a representative from the Bulgarian State Agency for 

Child Protection – Marga Stoyanova, and Nadia Kozhouharova from the "Animus Association" Foundation 

(Centre for rehabilitation, counselling and psychotherapy – Zona ZaKrila). Marga Stoyanova provided an 

overview of the legal framework and what is in the loop in terms of policy proposals and expected outcomes 

at national level, while Nadia Kozhouharova emphasised on their continuous work in the field of individual 

assessment of child victims and the existing obstacles in front of the work of the psychologist in this area. 

The regarded topics triggered interested and insightful discussion. The benefits of the implementation of 

the methodology for individual needs assessment of child victims of crime, created under the E-PROTECT 

project has been discussed. 

Main points raised during the case’s discussions 

The discussions included commentary regarding the newly adopted Social Services Act noting that it 

provides for individual assessment however its quality and the lack of recognition by the courts have been 

outlined as a shortcoming. Another voiced opinion in this direction was the identified lack of centralised 

approach in terms of coordination of activities among different institutions involved alongside the lack of 

mandate for social service providers to initiate the coordination mechanism procedure. On a more general 

note, the participants shared that there’s a need for capacity building to enhance the capabilities of social 

workers and to provide further specialisation of expert witnesses. What is more they recommended that all 

actors dealing with child victims of crime to be trained together, underlining the importance of a meaningful 

judiciary’s participation. This point was ended by participants expressing their opinion that a specialisation 

of courts and judges is necessary. The debate also acknowledged that stakeholders need to pursue a more 

active work with parents to put the interests of the child at the centre of all processes, and how more 

awareness in the society as a whole is necessary with regards to novel concepts such as 'parental alienation'. 

Last but now least, it should be mentioned that the role the Children's Council to the State Agency for Chid 

Protection was discussed, mainly in line with their consultation on legislative acts which concern child 

rights.  

What did not go well  

Participants were active during the group discussion. However, not many novel issues have been identified 

rather than the already known ones. 
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5.1. Agenda  
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5.2. Participants  

The event welcomed 25 participants. 6 participants who attended the round table in Sofia, Bulgaria, were 

representatives of the group ‘State agency or public authority at central, regional, or local level’. 

Furthermore, 5 of the respondents answered by choosing the professional group of ‘Service provider in 

social services or child protection’, where 2 of them also indicated that they belong to the group of the 

‘Psychologists’ and 1 also marked the group of the ‘Psychologists’ along with that of the ‘Mediators’. 

Following, 1 of the attendees responded to Question 1 by choosing four of the proposed professional 



 

 

 

 

This deliverable was funded by the European Union’s Justice Programme (2014-2020) under Grant Agreement 878593. The 

content of this report represents the views of the author only and is his/her sole responsibility. The European Commission does 
not accept any responsibility for use that may be made of the information it contains. 

95 
 

occupations: ‘Academia (including lecturers, professors, students in law, psychology, sociology, 

pedagogy)’; ‘Law enforcement’; ‘Psychologists’, ‘Research institute’. The professional bunch of 

‘Lawyers’ was represented by 2 participants as well as that of the ‘International or national 

organisations’. On the other hand, the group ‘Donor organisation’ was chosen by 1 person. Additionally, 

there were 2 participants who marked only the option ‘Psychologists’ and 1 who chose only ‘Research 

institute’. At last, there were 2 professionals who answered by choosing ‘Other’, where one of them is an 

employee at a municipality and other one works at an organization that offers legal support. 

5.3. Facilitators and speakers  

The moderator of the discussion was Snezhana Krumova (from LIF team), Coordinator of the project.  

Denitsa Kozhuharova (LIF team) presented a critical review of the IAM for a rights-based individual 

assessment of the needs of child victims of crime (developed under the 1st E-PROTECT project) - three 

years later.  

In addition, two external speakers were invited. Namely, a representative from the Bulgarian State Agency 

for Child Protection – Marga Stoyanova and Nadia Kozhouharova from "Animus Association" Foundation 

(Centre for rehabilitation, counselling and psychotherapy – Zona ZaKrila). Both of them provided 

interesting and useful insights from their own work and personal opinion.Marga Stoyanova presented an 

overview of the legal framework and what is in the loop in terms of policy proposals and expected outcomes 

at national level, while Nadia Kozhouharova emphasised on their continuous work in the field of individual 

assessment of child victims and the existing obstacles in front of the work of the psychologist in this area. 

Both presentations triggered heated discussions among the participants.  

5.4. Reflections on the event  

The final E-PROTECT II MeetUp in Bulgaria was dedicated to a discussion in terms of the status quo of 

rights of the child in Bulgaria, the practical implementation of the Victims’ Rights Directive and the 

application of the E-PROTECT Individual Assessment Methodology. No particular thematic areas have 

been discussed. However, key topics about the European Child Guarantee in Bulgaria and how it will be 

implemented and other related issues and policies in the field of children's rights have been touched upon.  

The main conclusions drawn from the MeetUp are that there is still a lot to be done when it comes to 

effectively performing an individual needs assessment of child victims of crime. The basic legal framework 

is present, yet effective implementation and strategies are lacking.  

The main conclusions reached were related to the need of stronger political will for recognising the issue 

and pushing for more effective and practice-oriented policies. The continuous commitment from the experts 

working on the field with children has been demonstrated on multiple occasions as well as their readiness 

to adapt and keep learning.     

The participants have shared positive feedback and the need of further and more specific actions with regard 

to ensuring child rights and putting them in the centre of the processes related to them.  
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5.5. Presentations  
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5.6. Photos  
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5.7. Feedback received  

Introduction  

The feedback forms comprise of 16 questions. 14 of the questions are scaling, where the available options 

are: ‘Yes’, ‘Agree to great extent’, ‘Partially agree’, ‘No’, and ‘Can’t decide’. The first question regards 

the professional occupation of the participants and there are 17 options from which the respondents can 

choose. On the other side, question 15 and 16 are open and require the written responses of the persons who 

took part in the meeting. Overall, the aim of the feedback form is to improve the quality of the future events 

that are going to be held under the project. The event in Sofia was attended by 25 professionals in total. 

Nevertheless, only 19 of them completed the forms that were handed and only 3 of participants took an 

advantage of the assessing the round table online.  

Analysis  

For the purpose of the analysis each of the 16 questions is going to be discussed. The responses of the 

participants are counted, and conclusions are drawn. In particular, the analysis is based on the answers of 

22 persons, where 19 of them completed the printed versions of the feedback forms and other 3 attendees 

completed the survey online.    

Question #1: You are a representative of one of the following groups of professionals, that are 

involved in the topic of protection of children victims of crime:  
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o State agency or 

public authority at central, regional, or 

local level 

o Judiciary  

o Prosecution services 

o Law enforcement 

o Service provider in social services or 

child protection  

o Lawyers  

o Service provider in health care  

o Service provider in education  

o Teachers 

o Psychologists 

o Mediators 

o Academia (including lecturers, 

professors, students in law, psychology, 

sociology, pedagogy) 

o Research institute  

o Community or voluntary association  

o International or national organisation  

o Donor organisation  

o Other……………… 

 

6 participants who attended the round table in Sofia, Bulgaria, were representatives of the group ‘State 

agency or public authority at central, regional, or local level’. Furthermore, 5 of the respondents answered 

by choosing the professional group of ‘Service provider in social services or child protection’, where 2 of 

them also indicated that they belong to the group of the ‘Psychologists’ and 1 also marked the group of the 

‘Psychologists’ along with that of the ‘Mediators’. Following, 1 of the attendees responded to Question 1 

by choosing four of the proposed professional occupations: ‘Academia (including lecturers, professors, 

students in law, psychology, sociology, pedagogy)’; ‘Law enforcement’; ‘Psychologists’, ‘Research 

institute’. The professional bunch of ‘Lawyers’ was represented by 2 participants as well as that of the 

‘International or national organisations’. On the other hand, the group ‘Donor organisation’ was chosen 

by 1 person. Additionally, there were 2 participants who marked only the option ‘Psychologists’ and 1 who 

chose only ‘Research institute’. At last, there were 2 professionals who answered by choosing ‘Other’, 

where one of them is an employee at a municipality and other one works at an organization that offers legal 

support. 

On the pie chart below is graphically presented the share of the participants who belong to the particular 

professional group.   
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Figure.4. The share of the participants who belong to the particular professional group 

Question #2: The event met my expectations. 

The event met the expectations of the respondents since 14 out of 20 persons replied with ‘Yes’, and 6 of 

them marked ‘Agree to great extent’. 

Question #3: The event corresponded to my professional needs in the discussed sphere. 

The event corresponded to the professional needs of 11 of the participants who answered with ‘Yes’. The 

same applies to the other 8 persons who answered with ‘Agree to great extent’. Only one of the respondents 

chose the option ‘Partly’.  

Question #4: To me the topic, discussions and the content were relevant and helpful. During the event 

I learned novel and interesting information. 

According to 14 of the participants the topic, discussions and the content of the event in general was relevant 

and helpful. Only one person responded with ‘Partly’ and 5 of the participants answered with ‘Agree to 

great extent’.  

Question #5: The individual topics were presented in an interesting, engaging, and professional 

manner. 

14 of the respondents claim that the topics were presented in an engaging and professional manner. Another 

5 of the attendees answered with ‘Agree to great extent’, while only one person responded with ‘Partly’.  

Question #6: The event facilitated the sharing of information about professional experience and good 

practices. 
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Almost all of the participants (17 persons) answered to this question with ‘Yes’, which indicates that the 

event enabled them to share information about their professional experience and exchange good practices. 

Only 2 attendees answered with ‘Agree to great extent’ and another one responded with ‘Partly’.  

Question #7: The session was structured in a way to allow participants to ask questions and share 

opinions   

18 of the respondents claim that the event was structured in such a way that the participants could ask 

questions and share their opinions. Besides, 2 persons responded with ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #8: The duration of the different sessions of the event was well balanced 

The duration of the session of the event was well balanced since 17 persons answered with ‘Yes’ and only 

3 of the respondents chose ‘Agree to great extent’.  

Question #9: The event set-up (working environment, breaks and other organizational aspects) 

contributed to creating a pleasant and efficient work atmosphere 

All of the attendees answered with ‘Yes’ to this question which indicates that the event set-up contributed 

to creating an enjoyable and efficient work atmosphere. 

Question #10: The presented information and learning materials provided are well structured and 

can be used after the training 

The introduced information and learning materials that were provided during the event were well structured 

and could be used even after the training since 18 respondents answered with ‘Yes’ and 2 chose ‘Agree to 

great extent’.  

Question #11: My understanding of the child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 has increased 

According to 10 people their understanding of the child’s rights as defined by Directive 2012/29 was 

improved, while 7 of the participants answered with ‘Agree to great extent’. On the other side, the 

understanding of only 3 of the respondents was increased ‘Partly’.  

Question #12: My understanding of the individual assessment of children victims of crime has 

improved 

9 persons responded with ‘Yes’ which means that their understanding of the individual assessment of 

children victims of crimes has increased. Moreover, another 8 attendees answered with ‘Agree to great 

extent’, whereas 3 people chose ‘Partly’.   

Question #13: I will embed Directive 2012/29 in my daily work 

13 out of 17 respondents claim that they will embed Directive 2012/29 in their daily work. Moreover, 4 of 

them ‘Agree to great extent’ with the statement and 2 attendees appraised it with ‘Partly’. Additionally, 

only 1 of the participants ‘Can’t decide’. 

Question #14: I will apply the content of the session/meeting in my day-to-day work 



 

 

 

 

This deliverable was funded by the European Union’s Justice Programme (2014-2020) under Grant Agreement 878593. The 
content of this report represents the views of the author only and is his/her sole responsibility. The European Commission does 

not accept any responsibility for use that may be made of the information it contains. 

137 
 

The content of the sessions will be applied to the daily work of 11 of the professionals who joined the event. 

On the other side, 5 of the respondents answered with ‘Agree to great extent’, while the remaining 4 people 

marked ‘Partly’.  

Question #15: Which was the most interesting and valuable topic for you? 

According to the collected feedback, 2 participants found all discussed topics to be interesting and useful. 

Moreover, another 2 respondents wrote that the functions of the State Agency for Child Protection, where 

1 of them also referred to association ‘Animus’, were the most appealing interventions. On the other side, 3 

of the attendees found the game, discussions, and presentations to be the most engaging part of the event, 

while another 4 of the participants turned to the benefits of the exchange of experience and the discussions 

as a whole. Following, 2 of the questioned wrote that the individual assessment of the risk for the child and 

the impossibility to raise it on the institutional level was the most relevant and interesting issue that was 

argued. Besides, the Methodology was appraised by 2 persons, whereas the legislative steps in the everyday 

work of the social worker was classified as interesting by 1 participant.   

Question #16: Additional comments and Recommendations  

One of the professionals who attended the event, recommends having more participants who represent the 

judiciary, the prosecution, and the sector of education. Another one commented that he/she wants to take 

part in other events of that type, while other professional claims that the game is really useful and suggests 

translating it in Bulgarian and disseminating it among the target groups in the country. Besides, it is 

recommended that more representatives of the state institutions should participate in such round tables and 

that the topic should be introduced to law students at Sofia University since they might be interested in it. 

In relation to the latter, participants share that by engaging students more public attention will be drawn on 

the topic and that future professionals will be engaged in the sphere.  

Conclusion  

From the analysis it becomes evident, that in general the participants were sufficiently satisfied by the round 

table which took place in Sofia, Bulgaria. Despite the fact that a variety of professional groups were reached, 

the majority of the attendees were representatives of the ‘State agency or public authority at central, 

regional, or local level’. Besides, it also becomes clear that the participants’ expectations were met by the 

event and that it addresses their professional needs. According to the feedback forms, the contents, 

presentations, topics and discussions were interesting, and the professionals fund them engaging and useful. 

The exchange of experience and good practices were also appraised highly since they enabled discussions. 

On the other side, the overall organization of the event and its settings were also appraised positively. Most 

importantly, the understanding of the attendees in the context of Directive 2012/29 and the individual 

assessment of children victims of crime has improved. Finally, it is recommended that more representatives 

of the judiciary and the education sector do join events of that type.  
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6. Annexes 

6.1. Participant list (signed) or online platform report of participants 

6.1.1. MeetUp Stara Zagora  

6.1.2. MeetUp Pleven 

6.1.3. Online MeetUp 

6.1.4. MeetUp Sofia  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


























































