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INTRODUCTION

This report was produced within the framework of the project “Piloting 
Equality Data Collection in Criminal Justice Systems Across the EU”. The 
project activities began on 1 November 2020 as a collaboration between five 
non-governmental organisations: the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee (BHC, 
coordinator), the Association for the Defence of Human Rights in Romania – 
the Helsinki Committee, the Centre for European Constitutional Law (Greece), 
the Human Rights League (Belgium), as well as Fair Trials (Belgium). The 
project is co-funded by the European Union. The project partners believe 
in the need of systematic data collection on the disparities in treatment of 
persons belonging to vulnerable groups within the criminal justice systems 
of EU member states. Examples of such vulnerable groups include ethnic and 
religious minorities, migrants, LGBTI, people living in poverty, as well as other 
groups, specific to particular states. Multiple reports of unequal treatment of 
such vulnerable persons have come to the surface, and some have even been 
presented before international bodies for the protection of human rights.1 
While these separate cases reveal blatant instances of discrimination, data is 
patchy and unsystematized as a whole.

At the national level, the project aims to systematise data on the equal 
treatment of different vulnerable groups in criminal proceedings by survey-
ing people who were part of such proceedings as accused persons. Activi-
ties include a review of available information, a survey among representative 
samples of persons who have been recently deprived of liberty as a result of 
criminal proceedings in Bulgaria, Romania, Greece and Belgium, a compara-

1 See for example: CEDH, Paraskeva Todorova c. Bulgarie, No. 37193/07, 25 March 2010. For similar 
rulings at the national level which exhibit explicit discrimination against the Roma see: Angelova, 
D, and S. Kukova: Guilty by Default, Discrimination against Roma in the Criminal Justice System in 
Bulgaria, Sofia: BHC, 2020, p. 74.
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tive analysis, as well as a series of advocacy initiatives on a national and in-
ternational level. The project builds on previous initiatives employing similar 
methodology.2 

Since it began operation in 1992, BHC has regularly surveyed people de-
prived of their liberty on different aspects of human rights and has published 
the results in its reports. Between 2015 and 2017, BHC conducted two repre-
sentative surveys in Bulgaria among people, recently deprived of their liberty, 
on the issue of physical ill-treatment of detainees in police custody and safe-
guards against it.3

This report summarises the results of the survey conducted in Bulgaria 
in the summer and autumn of 2021. The survey is based on a comparative rep-
resentative sample of people who were recently deprived of their liberty in 
Bulgarian prisons and prison hostels, however it is much larger in scope than 
its predecessors. This report describes the research methodology and sum-
marises its findings. The statistical data processing and the drafting of tables 
and charts was done by Desislava Simeonova. Fieldwork was conducted by 
BHC employees Krassimir Kanev, Antoaneta Nenkova, Stanimir Petrov, Slav-
ka Kukova, Desislava Simeonova, Bosilena Melteva and Vladimir Kolev. BHC 
wishes to thank the leadership of the General Directorate for the Execution of 
Penalties (GDEP), as well as the administrations of the different places of de-
tention visited, for their assistance.

2 Kanev K., ‘Access to Legal Aid in Criminal Proceedings in Bulgaria in Comparative Perspective’, Access 
to Justice, Open Society Institute–Sofia, 2005 (in Bulgarian).

3 BHC, Human Rights in Bulgaria in 2016, Sofia: BHC, 2017, pp. 15-17 (in Bulgarian).

https://www.bghelsinki.org/media/uploads/annual_reports/annual_bhc_report_2016_issn-2367-6930_bg.pdf
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[ 1 ]

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The survey for the purposes of this project took place between June and 
November 2021. Respondents were limited to prisoners whose pre-trial 
proceedings had started after 1 July  2019, i.e. persons who had been recently 
deprived of their liberty. This narrow focus aimed to produce results that are 
comparable to previous research, as well as to gather information that is still 
fresh in the memories of the respondents. Experience from previous research 
shows that memories from the pre-trial phase tend to fade in people who have 
already served a long time in prison. This is especially true of details that 
they consider unimportant (were they notified of their rights while in police 
custody, for example).   

The survey in Bulgaria encompassed the population of all 12 prisons, six 
closed-type prison hostels (CPH), 12 open-type prison hostels (OPH), as well as 
one juvenile correctional facility (JCF) - 31 institutions in total. Several insti-
tutions were excluded from the survey due to the small number of prisoners 
whose proceedings began after 1 July 2019. 

As in previous research, our goal was to survey the largest possible 
share of prisoners who were serving sentences in these institutions and whose 
pre-trial proceedings had begun after 1 July 2019. It was of course impossible 
to survey all people who fit the criteria, as some of them were not present on 
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the day of the visit. Some were at work, others had been transferred elsewhere 
for the purposes of criminal investigation or were sick and thus unable to take 
part in the survey. There were yet others, who were on leave, or refused to 
participate. Finally, some of the prisoners who fit the description had already 
served their sentences at the time of our visit. There were prisoners who fit the 
profile, but whom we were unable to survey for one or more of the above-men-
tioned reasons, in all the institutions we visited, with the exception of the  
Juvenile Correction Facility at the Vratsa Prison. There we were able to survey 
all inmates who fit the respondent profile. 

The team’s first step under these circumstances was to request from each 
of the institutions a list of available prisoners whose pre-trial proceedings had 
begun after 1 July 2019. In some prisons, however, this wasn’t feasible, as the 
administration did not have records of the start date of pre-trial proceedings. 
In such cases the team requested a list of persons deprived of liberty who were 
in the custody of the prison as of 1 January 2020. These lists included both re-
spondents, who fit the profile, as well as persons whose pre-trial proceedings 
had started earlier than July 2019, or whose proceedings had not started in 
Bulgaria, but who had been transferred to serve their sentences from abroad. 
The latter cases were only identified in the interview stage, and consequently 
did not complete the questionnaire. There were very few such instances in this 
particular survey.

The questionnaire consisted of 32 questions. They pertained to police 
custody and the pre-trial proceedings. Even though some concerned the out-
come of the criminal proceedings (the way they were resolved and the sen-
tence given), the questionnaire did not focus on the trial stage. Some questions 
were formulated in accordance with the Roadmap for strengthening procedur-
al rights of suspected or accused persons in criminal proceedings.4 The ques-
tions also took into account the standards of the European Committee for the 
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 
(CPT). The core areas of focus in the questionnaire were determined in consul-

4 The Roadmap was adopted with a resolution of the Council of the European Union of November 30, 
2009. It lays out provisions for the rights of suspects and accused persons to oral and written inter-
pretation, information about rights and charges, access to legal aid and advice, communication with 
relatives, employers and consular authorities, as well as special safeguards for suspected or accused 
persons who are vulnerable. In December 2009 the Еuropean Council included the Roadmap in the 
Stockholm programme for an open and secure Europe serving and protecting citizens (European 
Council, The Stockholm Programme — An open and secure Europe serving and protecting citizens,  
2010/С 115/01, May 4, 2010).
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tations with the project partners. On that basis, each of the partners developed 
their own questionnaire, adapted to the specific legal framework of their coun-
try. The questionnaire for Bulgaria is appended to the current report. 

The interviews were conducted by BHC associates who were diligently 
instructed by the organisation’s chairman. The interviews took place in suit-
able premises within the prisons and prison hostels, such as libraries, canteens, 
visitation rooms, offices of inspectors, etc. Each interview was conducted face-
to-face with the respondent, in a setting meant to make them feel at ease. It is 
important to note that the questions did not concern the detention conditions 
of respondents at their current institution, meaning they had no reason to be-
lieve that their answers could worsen (or improve) their time there. Partici-
pation in the survey was purely voluntary and consent was granted prior to 
starting the interview. The interviewer adhered to the order of questions in the 
questionnaire. Some of the questions called for a second in-depth interview 
with the respondents (for example if they reported that they had been physi-
cally abused during their arrest). Such interviews aimed to gather additional 
information regarding the circumstances of such incidents. Some responses 
that consistently came up in interviews were noted down by the interviewee.

At the end of the interview stage some completed questionnaires were 
removed from the sample in order to adjust the proportion of respondents by 
sex, age and type of institution to the corresponding proportions for the gener-
al prison population. The final size of the sample included 1,010 respondents. 
For the adjustment, we used data from the Bulgarian government’s report to 
the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe of 7 July 2021,5 as well as 
information on the number of persons deprived from their liberty in the in-
stitutions we visited for the period June - November 2021 provided by GDEP 
for the purposes of this research. Bulgaria’s report to the Council of Ministers 
lists the total number of prisoners in all prisons and prison hostels in Bulgaria 
as of 8 June 2021. Even though these numbers were representative at the start 
of the research, we have to note that the prison population in Bulgaria is very 
dynamic. Prisoners are admitted and released every day subject to a range of 
reasons - the season, leaves, infectious disease, quarantine, holidays, etc. In 
addition, the profile of the prisoners surveyed - those who were incarcerat-

5 Committee of Ministers, Communication from Bulgaria concerning the case of Kehayov v. Bulgaria 
(Application No. 41035/98) and Neshkov and Others v. Bulgaria (Application No. 36925/10), DH-
DD(2021)698-rev 22/07/2021, 22 July 2021, available at: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommon-
SearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680a31e69

https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680a31e69
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=0900001680a31e69
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ed comparatively recently - is slightly different than the profile of the prison 
population as a whole. This leads to some differences between the two groups, 
both in their proportions by institution type, and in their proportions by age 
and gender. Table 1 compares the breakdown of prisoners by institution type 
as per the government’s report of 8 June 2021, to the corresponding break-
down in the research sample.

TABLE 1

% of prisoners allocated to places of detention of different type

Sample Government report

Institution No. 
respondents

Share No. 
inmates

Share Deviation

Prison 580 57.43% 3,485 56.70% +0.73%
Prison hostel,  
closed type

155 15.35% 966 15.72% -0.37%

Prison hostel,  
open type

266 26.34% 1,675 27.25% -0.91%

Juvenile reformatory 9 0.89% 20 0.33% +0.56%

Total: 1,010 100% 6,146 100%

Table 2 presents the breakdown of persons deprived of their liberty by 
gender. In Bulgaria, all female prisoners are allocated to the prison in the town 
of Sliven and its prison hostels. Unlike the government’s report, which does 
not include data on transsexual prisoners, the sample features two such re-
spondents. Both of them are serving their sentences in male prisons.

TABLE 2

% of people deprived of their liberty by gender

Sample Government report

Gender No. 
respondents

Share No. 
inmates

Share Deviation

Male 967 95.74% 5,946 96.75% -1.01%
Female 41 4.06% 200 3.25% +0.81%
Transsexual 2 0.2% - - –

Total 1,010 100% 6,146 100%
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As evident in the tables, there is a high correspondence between the pro-
portion of prisoners by institution type in the sample and that of the gener-
al prison population. Given that the total number of prisoners is constantly 
changing, and that the profile of the prison population as a whole is slightly 
different than the profile of incoming inmates in the last two years, the statis-
tical bias we observed is not surprising. It is safe to conclude that the results 
are representative for the prisoners admitted to Bulgarian places of detention 
in the two years prior to the start of the research. However, the limited repre-
sentativeness of the data has to be taken into account whenever we talk about 
“the perspective of the accused” in this report. 

The resulting picture of key aspects of pre-trial proceedings has been 
drawn up by accused persons who have been recently sentenced to depriva-
tion of liberty in Bulgarian prisons. It is as reliable as their responses in the 
questionnaire can be deemed truthful. The questions were seeking facts and 
were phrased in ways which tried, if not to encourage, at least not to set barri-
ers to sincere responses. The setting of the interviews, which we already de-
scribed, was also conducive to open conversation. Nevertheless, such surveys 
are not always well-received in the professional circles of other participants in 
the criminal process. The most common critique is that they are “one-sided”. 
When it is not based on a stereotype of the criminal as a person so morally de-
graded that nothing they say can be trusted, such criticism is in fact a demand 
for seeking additional sources - documents from specific proceedings, statis-
tics, interviews with the police, prosecutors, judges, lawyers and victims. In 
reality this is a basic requirement of the scientific method - corroborating facts 
and conclusions with data from all available sources (known as triangulation).

At the same time, the testimony of the accused has an insurmount-
able value to researching certain key aspects of criminal proceedings, such 
as ill-treatment by the police during arrest and in custody, for example. It 
is hard to imagine a more reliable source for determining the scope, tactics, 
consequences and safeguards against it than the information provided by its 
victims. Studying the perspective of accused persons has great significance 
for identifying discrimination in the criminal justice system. In general, this 
approach has been unduly disregarded in the research of this important as-
pect of social life.
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[ 2 ]

A GENERAL OVERVIEW  
OF PRE-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS 
THROUGH THE PERSPECTIVE  

OF ACCUSED PERSONS

2.1. Demography of accused persons convicted to serve 
effective prison sentences

The majority of accused persons detained in prison following a convic-
tion in the last two years are young. Two thirds of them, or 66.6%, are aged be-
tween 19 and 40. Only 10.2% are older than 50 years. In this respect, Bulgaria 
is not different from other European countries where the majority of the prison 
population is also young. Women constitute about 4% of inmates in Bulgari-
an prisons, a figure around or slightly lower than the EU average.6 Minors are 
0.9%, slightly above the European average.7

As to ethnic minorities and foreign nationals, Bulgaria is unique in the 
disproportionately high number of Roma people either accused or convicted 

6 Eurostat, Prison statistics, July 2021, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/
index.php?title=Prison_statistics#out_of_20_adult_prisoners_are_women.

7 Aebi, M. and M. Tiago, Prison Populations: SPASE I – 2020, Strasbourg: Council of Europe, p. 45-46.

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Prison_statistics#out_of_20_adult_prisoners_are_women
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Prison_statistics#out_of_20_adult_prisoners_are_women
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in criminal proceedings. A breakdown of the sentenced prison population by 
ethnicity and nationality is shown in Chart 1 below.

With a 42-percent share of respondents, Roma are extremely overrepre-
sented among recently sentenced prisoners. For a number of reasons the actu-
al size of the Roma population in European countries is hard to estimate. The 
Council of Europe and the European Commission estimate that about 750,000, 
or 10.33% of the Bulgarian population, is of Roma origin.8 If we take this esti-
mate, the share of recently convicted Roma in Bulgarian prisons is about four 
times higher than their share in the general population. This estimate is based 
on expert calculations and it differs from census data where people self-iden-
tify and declare their ethnicity on a voluntary basis. Census figures for the 
Roma population are significantly lower, as part of Roma people identify with 
a different ethnicity (in Bulgaria - mainly as Bulgarian or Turkish). According 
to the most recent census data available - that of 2011, 4.9% of the Bulgarian 
population are Roma.9 The census has adopted the principle of self-declara-
tion of ethnicity, and so has this study. On the basis of that figure, the share of 
recently convicted Roma prisoners is 8.6 times higher than their share in the 
general population.

CHART 1

Ethnicity of persons deprived of their liberty in the last two years

 

Bulgarians

46,7%

Roma
42,0%

Other/No response
1,0%

Turkish
7,1%

Foreigners
3,2%

Prison Population by Ethnicity/Citizenship/Nationality

  
 

8 European Commission, Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, 
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions: An EU Framework for 
National Roma Integration Strategies up to 2020, COM(2011) 173 final, Brussels, 5.4.2011, p. 15.

9 NSI, 2011 Census: final report, p. 25, available at: https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressre-
leases/Census2011final.pdf (in Bulgarian).

https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Census2011final.pdf
https://www.nsi.bg/sites/default/files/files/pressreleases/Census2011final.pdf
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The share of Turkish minority prisoners in the current sample is 7.1%, 
or 1.7% lower than their share of the general population according to the 2011 
census.10 We have to note that the survey included a number of people who de-
clared their ethnicity as Turkish, but whom others regarded as Roma. The re-
verse case - when a person who is regarded by others as Turkish, but identifies 
otherwise, is very rare.

The share of foreign nationals in the survey is relatively small - 3.2%, 
which is logical considering the small number of foreign nationals living in 
Bulgaria. Unlike other European countries, Bulgaria does not have a high per-
centage of foreigners among its prison population.11

2.2. Police custody

The majority (87.4%) of respondents report that they were detained by 
the police on the charges that they were subsequently tried for. 11.9% say that 
they were not arrested at all, and a very small share of respondents - 0.7%, re-
port that they were detained on one charge, but convicted of another. As all re-
spondents were convicted of serious charges and were sentenced to non-sus-
pended prison terms, it is logical that most of them were remanded in custody. 
Of course, the percentage of accused persons arrested by the police in the gen-
eral population is significantly smaller. In Bulgaria, arrests are usually made 
pursuant to Article 72, subparagraph 1, point 1 of the Ministry of Interior Act, 
which allows the police to detain a person for the alleged commission of a 
crime. Such a person should constitute “a suspect” within the meaning of the 
Roadmap Directives and should enjoy all the rights and safeguards attached 
thereto, even though Bulgaria hasn’t completely adopted these standards 
when it comes to police arrest and custody.12

Chart 2 below represents the respondents’ answers to the question of 
the use of physical force during arrest and in police custody.

10 Ibid, p. 25.
11 Aebi, M. and M. Tiago, Prison Populations: SPACE I – 2020, pр. 45-46.
12 See also: Kanev, К., "International Standards for the Right to a Lawyer and to Legal Aid of Suspects, 

Accused Persons and Defendants in Criminal Proceedings, Advokatski pregled, 1/2018 (in Bulgarian).
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CHART 2

Use of physical force during arrest or inside the police station

23,7%

64,2%

12,0% 0,2%

21,2%

66,3%

12,0% 0,5%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

Yes No I was not arrested 
by the police

No response

Did the police use physical force during arrest/inside the police station?

 

During arrest
Inside the police station

These responses reveal a shocking reality of police custody in Bulgaria. 
One in four prisoners serving effective prison sentences says the police used 
force on them on arrest, and one in five claims force was used on them while in 
police custody, which is illegal. The share of respondents who report the use of 
force either on arrest, in custody, or both, is 32.6%. The figures are even more 
striking when we exclude respondents who did not spend any time in police 
custody; in that case the share of persons alleging force was used on them on 
arrest rises to 26.9%, and the share of persons alleging abuse in police custody 
rises to 24.1%.

When compared to data from the previous 2015-2017 surveys, these fig-
ures do not indicate any positive trend. In the 2015 survey the share of respon-
dents who allegedly experienced force either on arrest, in custody, or both, 
was 32.8%. In the 2016-2017 survey that figure was 36%13. Many internation-
al bodies have repeatedly voiced concern about the serious issue of physical 
ill-treatment of detainees by police in Bulgaria.14 The European Court of Hu-
man Rights (ECtHR) has delivered numerous judgements against Bulgaria on 
the use of excessive force and firearms by Bulgarian police resulting in loss of 
life or serious injury.15

13 BHC, Human Rights in Bulgaria 2016, Sofia: BHC, 2017, p. 16. (in Bulgaria)
14 For example: CPT, Public statement concerning Bulgaria, CPT/Inf (2015) 17, Strasbourg, 26 March 2015, 

available at: https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documen-
tId=09000016806940ef.

15 Currently some of these cases, dating back to 2000, are being reviewed again by the Committee of 
Ministers of the CoE under the enhanced procedure for the execution of judgements of the ECtHR. See 
more at: https://rm.coe.int/mi-bulgaria-eng/1680a23c82 

https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016806940ef
https://rm.coe.int/CoERMPublicCommonSearchServices/DisplayDCTMContent?documentId=09000016806940ef
https://rm.coe.int/mi-bulgaria-eng/1680a23c82
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In-depth interviews of prisoners alleging police abuse reveal the meth-
ods and aims of the ill-treatment. The abuse most often takes the form of beat-
ings, assaulting the detainee with fists, kicks, police batons and other objects 
all over the body. The use of tasers inside police stations is also common. Some 
detainees have reported torture with electricity, whereby self-made machines 
that generate electrical currents are clamped to their immobilized fingers. 

Physical abuse often goes hand in hand with insults. In total, 32% of re-
spondents report that law enforcement made insulting or derogatory remarks 
against them during pre-trial proceedings. This was most common on arrest, 
even though arrest in Bulgaria is formally not part of the pre-trial proceedings 
(researchers were specifically instructed to inquire about insults on arrest). In-
sults commonly (13.8%) pertained to the ethnicity of the detainee (most com-
monly Roma), while 15% of insults were general, not aimed at any protected 
characteristic. 1.5% of such remarks were about the detainee’s presumed or 
real sexual orientation.

In some cases the use of force on arrest may seem justified, if it is in re-
sponse to resistance or an attempt to harm police officers on the part of the 
detainee. Even in these cases though it often appears to be disproportionate. 
Sometimes police use force and restraint on arrest, as well as in custody, to 
punish the detainee for the crime they have allegedly committed. In most cas-
es, police use physical ill-treatment in custody in order to extract information 
- self-incriminating or pertaining to the participation of others in the crime. 
Such incidents most commonly occur in the first 24 hours of custody. Article 
10, subparagraph 1, point 1 of the Ministry of the Interior Act defines ques-
tioning at this stage, also known as “investigative conversation”, as a legiti-
mate investigative method. If the detainee refuses to confess, or to identify 
other perpetrators however, the “investigative conversation” may quickly turn 
to threats and violence until they do. Technically, the information obtained in 
this way is not admissible in court, but it can serve to discover evidence that is 
later formally legitimised. For example, some respondents suspected of theft 
were “questioned” on the whereabouts of the stolen goods. Police discovered 
the goods based on that information and legitimised them on paper in accor-
dance with procedures in the Criminal Procedural Code (CCP). Confessions at 
this stage can also later be converted to evidence conforming to the CCP. As 
we will demonstrate, questioning in the first 24 hours of detention, as a rule, is 
done in the absence of a lawyer. 
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Physical force on arrest, as well as in police custody, is ubiquitous and 
exercised with impunity in Bulgaria. According to its own data, the Prosecu-
tor’s Office pressed charges in only three cases of police violence in 2020, and 
only one of them ended in conviction. In that light, the claim of the prosecution 
that “work on these investigations and cases is a priority despite their rela-
tively insignificant share of all investigations and cases” comes off as cynical.16

Chart 3 presents data on access to a lawyer in police custody. It features 
only data on arrested respondents; respondents who were not arrested have 
been excluded.

CHART 3

Access to a lawyer in police custody  
(only for persons who reported they were arrested)

 

 

Within 3 hours of my arrest6,1%

Within 8 hours of my arrest5,6%

Within 24 hours of my arrest22,4%

I did not meet with a lawyer, 
but talked to one on the phone 

2,7%

Don't know/Don’t remember/
No response

1,9%

I did not have 
a lawyer during
the 24-hour 
police detention 

61,4%

When was the �rst time you met with a lawyer in police custody?

A large number of respondents (61.4%) say they did not consult a lawyer 
in the first 24 hours of detention. This implies they had no legal aid through-
out the so-called “investigative conversation”, nor throughout any other activ-
ities. Here, we have to add all respondents who say they consulted a lawyer 
towards the end of their 24-hour detention (22.4%). In other words, their com-
bined shares amount to 83.8%. 

16 Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria (PORB), Report on law enforcement and the activity of 
the Prosecutor’s Office and Investigative Authorities in 2020, Sofia, 2021, p. 37, available at:  
https://prb.bg/bg/pub_info/dokladi-i-analizi (in Bulgarian)

https://prb.bg/bg/pub_info/dokladi-i-analizi
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As the interviews with prisoners who report meeting a lawyer in the first 
24 hours of detention reveal, most of them consulted public defenders who 
were called shortly before the 24-hour time limit was up, in order for the de-
tainee to be accused. These lawyers were not present for any actions during 
the 24-hour detention. Article 5, subparagraph 5 of the Ministry of Interior 
act guarantees that a detainee has the right to a lawyer from the moment of 
their arrest, and that the police have the duty to explain the detainee’s right 
to refuse legal representation, the consequences of that refusal, as well as the 
right of the detainee to remain silent, if they are detained on suspicion of com-
mitting a crime. Moreover, Article 21, p. 4 of the Legal Aid Act explicitly de-
fines the legal representation of persons detained pursuant to Art. 72, Sub-
paragraph 1 of the Ministry of Interior Act, or Article 16a of the Customs Act, 
or 124b, Subparagraph 1 of the State Agency for National Security Act, as a 
type of legal aid. Such aid, according to Article 25, Subparagraph 1 of the Legal 
Aid Act, should be provided by the police on request. In other words, detain-
ees have the right to legal assistance, the police have the duty to inform them 
of it and provide it when requested. Bulgarian police, however, does no such 
thing. On the contrary, prisoners routinely report that even when they had 
explicitly requested a lawyer, including a lawyer they were willing to pay for, 
law enforcement tried to dissuade them and convince them that it is not neces-
sary.17 As to legal aid, the National Office for Legal Assistance provided aid in 
only 25 cases in 2016, and in 47 cases in 2017.18 There is no Bulgarian law that 
guarantees that actions taken by police during custody, including the so-called 
“investigative conversation”, be conducted in the presence of a lawyer, unlike 
many actions in the CPC. 

A safeguard against ill-treatment in custody is the prompt medical ex-
amination completed by an independent medical professional. Chart 4 below 
presents survey data for access to medical services in remand prisons. We 
have to note that neither all accused, nor all persons detained in police custo-
dy were necessarily placed on remand.

17 See also the discrepancy between the Act and the wording in the arrest warrant, as well as the wording 
of the declaration of rights, which is disadvantageous to detainees. In:  Angelova, D, and S. Kukova: 
Guilty by Default, Discrimination against Roma in the Criminal Justice System in Bulgaria, Sofia: BHC, 
2020, pp. 50-51. 

18 Angelova, D. and K. Kanev, The actors of legal protection, their professional practices and the use of law 
in detention: Empirical study, Sofia: BHC, 2019, available at: http://www.prisonlitigation.org/wp-con-
tent/uploads/2019/07/WP3-national-report-BG.pdf. 

http://www.prisonlitigation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/WP3-national-report-BG.pdf
http://www.prisonlitigation.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/07/WP3-national-report-BG.pdf
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Article 242 (2) of the Execution of Penalties and Detention on Remand 
Act (EPDRA) stipulates that every detainee must be subjected to a search, san-
itary processing and medical examination upon arrival at the remand prison. 
Article 119г of the Regulation for the Enforcement of EPDRA adds that officers 
at remand prisons have to provide urgent access to the medical profession-
al on staff to any detainee who has either complained of violence, has visibly 
been subjected to violence, or has been subjected to force and restraint while 
at the facility. Article 10 of Ordinance № 2 /22.03.2010 on the Conditions and 
Procedures for Medical Services in Places of Detention states that anyone de-
prived of their liberty must urgently, upon arrival at the prison, juvenile cor-
rectional facility or remand prison, be examined by a medical professional for 
the assessment of their general health condition and for sanitary processing. 
Should the medical professional discover the detainee has been physically 
abused, he or she must produce an official document of it, provide medical as-
sistance and immediately notify prison authorities. The ordinance, however, 
does not provide any definition of the term “urgently”.

CHART 4

Access to a doctor or another medical professional upon  
arrival at the remand prison
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I was not detained in a pre-trial detention
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 professional after my detention
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Within 8 hours of my detention
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When were you �rst examined by a doctor/medical professional 
in pre-trial detention after charges were brought against you? -
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22,2%
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11,9%
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22,7%
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As the Chart demonstrates, some respondents (16.4%) were seen by a 
doctor at least one or more days after being detained, and some 17.4% claim 
they were never seen by a doctor. We also have to note that medical staff at 
prisons are state employees. Many of the respondents who were abused in 
police custody reported that they did mention their injuries during the exam, 
however medical staff refused to register that and even tried to dissuade them 
from reporting. A significant number of victimised respondents did not report 
their injuries at all. In many cases, the medical exam was a formality and it 
consisted of questions whether the detainee had any health problems. In other 
cases respondents described being taken to the medical staff by the perpetra-
tors of police violence themselves, and that medical staff certified no violence 
had been committed. 

Communication with relatives upon detention is another key safeguard 
against ill-treatment. Article 74 (2), point 6г of the Ministry of the Interior Act 
guarantees the detainee’s right to a phone call in order to notify someone of 
their detention. Not all detainees exercise that right. On the other hand, some 
(5% of respondents) report they were able to see a relative 8 hours or less after 
being detained. Another 4.4% say they met a relative after 8 hours, but within 
the first 24 hours of detention. The purpose of these meetings is to deliver food 
to the detainee, as many police stations do not provide meals. 47.3% of respon-
dents say they did not meet with a relative at all.

The hardest question in terms of obtaining reliable responses is the one 
about information on rights. Detainees are informed of some of their rights on 
arrest. Other rights are explained to them after charges are pressed, during the 
pre-trial proceedings. A large share - 54.7% of respondents - report that they 
have no memory of any of their rights being read. Among the ones who were 
notified, most report being informed of their right to a lawyer of their choice 
(34.9%), as well as of the right to have a third party informed of their detention 
(32.2%). In general, respondents do not seem to give much weight to this ques-
tion, probably because either way their rights would have been violated. 

2.3. Pre-trial proceedings and outcome 

Art. 207 (1) of the CPC states that pre-trial proceedings are initiated if 
there are lawful grounds and sufficient information that a crime has been com-
mitted. Detention of suspects on the grounds of Art. 7 (1), point 1 of the Inte-
rior Ministry Act however does not initiate pre-trial proceedings. All actions 
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after the pre-trial proceedings have been initiated are regulated by the CPC. 
Some of them cannot be performed in the absence of a lawyer.  According to 
Art. 93 of the CPC, a lawyer must be present when: the accused is a minor; the 
accused is physically or mentally impaired and cannot defend him/herself on 
his/her own; he/she is accused of a crime, punishable by no less than 10 years 
of deprivation of liberty or by other serious sentence; the accused is not flu-
ent in Bulgarian; there are multiple accused persons with conflicting interests 
and one of them is legally represented; a request has been made pursuant to 
Art. 64 or the accused has been detained; the accused is tried in absentia; the 
accused cannot afford legal expenses, wishes to have a defender and this is in 
the interest of justice. In addition, according to Art. 381 of the CPC if the pros-
ecutor offers a settlement after the investigation has been completed, and if 
the accused has no legal representation, the prosecutor has to request that the 
court of first instance appoint a lawyer to discuss the bargain.  

These hypotheses do not guarantee that every accused person who is de-
prived of liberty following conviction or a settlement had an attorney during 
the pre-trial proceedings. Since a large number of prisoners were initially de-
tained, and a large number of proceedings ended with a bargain (see below), 
even the ones who did not retain an attorney were appointed legal counsel. 
Chart 5 outlines data for access to a lawyer after charges were pressed. 

CHART 5 

Access to a lawyer after charges were pressed
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66,2%

I had a lawyer, but not 
during the entire 
pre-trial phase 

27,0%

I did not have a lawyer 
during trial phase 

3,2%

Don’t know/
Don’t remember/
No response 

3,6%

Did you have a lawyer after you were charged?
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Only 3.2% of respondents did not have a lawyer during the pre-trial pro-
ceedings, data shows. A large share (66.2%) of interviewees report that they 
had an attorney since the start and for the entire duration of their proceed-
ings. 27% of respondents were legally represented, but not for the entire peri-
od. These usually are cases when the accused was briefly unrepresented while 
changing counsel. Of the ones who had an attorney, 56.3% had an ex officio at-
torney, and 43.7% - a private one hired by them or their family. The relatively 
large share of accused persons who were represented by a public defender in 
the pre-trial proceedings indicates a problem. Responses regarding the quality 
of legal defence show that prisoners who retained a private attorney were sig-
nificantly more satisfied with their representation. 72.2% of respondents who 
retained a private attorney say that they are very satisfied, or rather satis-
fied with the service, in comparison with 52.4% of respondents who had public 
defenders. We know from interviews with lawyers for previous research that 
public defence in criminal proceedings is limited in scope and quality, and that 
the defender is often only formally there.19

CHART 6

Confidentiality of meetings and communication with  
lawyers in pre-trial proceedings
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I did not have a lawyer
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Always

Could you meet with your lawyer in private in the pre-trial phase?

19 Angelova, D, and S. Kukova: Guilty by Default, p. 57.

https://www.bghelsinki.org/en/reports/guilty-by-default-discrimination-against-roma-in-the-criminal-justice-system-in-bulgaria-en
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Chart 6 provides data on the confidentiality of meetings and communi-
cation with the attorney, an important guarantee for effective remedy and fair 
trial, enshrined in many acts on the national level, as well as in the secondary 
law of the EU.

Note the significant number of respondents who, in their words, have 
never met their lawyer in private – 19.2%. Considering the share of people 
who said they consulted in private “sometimes, but not always”, it is clear that 
the confidentiality of the attorney/client communication is seriously compro-
mised. Effective remedy is contingent upon the trust between the two, as well 
as upon their confidential communication. Their meetings must be private and 
any violation of that rule undermines the right to a fair trial.

Directive 2013/48/ЕU of the European Parliament and of the Council im-
poses a duty on member-states to guarantee that layers take part in some of 
the investigative actions, which the suspects/accused persons are required 
or permitted to attend. These acts include at least interrogation, identity pa-
rades, confrontations and reconstructions of the crime scene. There is a spe-
cific item in the questionnaire which explores the lawyer’s participation in 
these actions from the point of view of the accused. According to respon-
dents, their representative was present for 85.9% of interrogations, 60.5% of 
confrontations, and 34.5% of crime scene reconstructions. And while interro-
gations are an inevitable part of every criminal proceeding, identity parades, 
confrontations and crime scene reconstructions are not so common. Accord-
ing to the survey, 81.5% of proceedings did not include identity parades, and 
86.9% did not include confrontations. As to crime scene reconstructions (com-
monly known to respondents as “investigative experiments”), there were 
none in 90.8% of proceedings. Even though these investigative acts are not 
very common in Bulgarian criminal proceedings,  lawyers are rarely present  
for them.

Directive 2010/64/ЕU of the European Parliament and the Council of 20 
October 2010 on the right to interpretation and translation in criminal pro-
ceedings requires member states to provide both interpretation and transla-
tion for certain acts and documents, and that it be of good quality. As a rule, 
interpretation and translation in Bulgarian criminal proceedings is provid-
ed only to accused persons who are not Bulgarian nationals. In the course of 
the survey, researchers encountered Bulgarian nationals belonging to differ-
ent ethnic minorities who did not speak Bulgarian at all. We interviewed them 
with the help of other inmates who volunteered to interpret. Despite the fact 
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that they were not Bulgarian speakers, these respondents had not been pro-
vided with any interpretation or translation either in the pre-trial, or in the tri-
al phase. There was only one instance in which a Bulgarian national of Turk-
ish origin who did not speak Bulgarian had an interpreter for the trial. Chart 7 
presents the assessment of respondents who are foreign nationals of the qual-
ity of interpretation and translation.

CHART 7 

Satisfaction with the quality of interpretation and translation
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No response
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although I needed it

Interpreting
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As a whole, respondents are not satisfied with the quality of interpreta-
tion and translation. More than half of them are not satisfied, or not at all sat-
isfied with the services, even though there are exceptions. At 37.5%, less people 
were “not at all satisfied” with translation than with interpretation, however 
6.3% report they did not receive translation even when they needed it. The 
quality of translation and interpretation is obviously a serious issue in Bul-
garian criminal proceedings. The lack or poor quality of these services sin-
gle-handedly make the proceedings unfair. 
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Unlike in police custody, the share of respondents who claim they were 
victims of the use of force in remand prisons during pre-trial detention is com-
paratively small. Only 4.8% of interviewees reported that. The low figure, how-
ever, does not make ill-treatment of remand prisoners justified. Almost all of 
the respondents who claimed they were victims of violence, described inci-
dents of arbitrary, disproportionate and generally unjustified use of force. 

The survey had items on the outcome of criminal proceedings. At a 
glance, they seem unrelated to the lawfulness and procedural safeguards of 
pre-trial proceedings, which are the focus of research. In practice, however, 
the expected outcome of the proceeding bears significance to the accused per-
son’s exercise of fundamental rights. Chart 8 represents data on the outcome 
of proceedings.

CHART 8

Outcome of criminal proceedings
Outcome of criminal proceedings 
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How did the criminal proceedings against you end?

The data reveals important developments in Bulgarian criminal pro-
ceedings, a picture drastically different from 20 years ago.20 More than two-
thirds of criminal proceedings that result in effective prison terms are resolved 

20 For example: PILI, INTERIGHTS, BHC, PHFHR, Access to Justice in Central and Eastern Europe:  
Country Reports, Budapest, 2003, p. 64.
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through settlements. The share of settlements in recent years is on the rise.21 
According to Article 381 of the CPC a settlement can be offered for a large 
number of offences, with the exception of select very serious crimes. If the of-
fence has resulted in property damages, the accused may enter a bargain on-
ly after covering or securing them. The accused may sign a deal if they agree 
with it, and after they declare they waive their right to a trial. When proceed-
ings are resolved by a settlement, we cannot talk about “fair trial”, as there is 
no trial at all. A number of provisions in the CPC allow for the accused to get 
a more favourable sentence than they would if convicted. Therefore, a deal is 
better for all involved - the accused, the prosecutor and the courts. The terms 
of the settlement, however, are set by the prosecution, and the conduct of the 
accused person here is of essence. Any complaints, appeals, objections or oth-
er motions may irritate the prosecution and reflect on the settlement. In-depth 
interviews with a large number of respondents demonstrate a pronounced in-
verse relationship between their desire to enter into a settlement and willing-
ness to complain of any violations, including torture. Lawyers, in their turn, 
advise their clients to stay silent so as not to “ruin their deals”.

2.4. Length of pre-trial proceedings  
and detention conditions

The length of pre-trial proceedings and the conditions in remand pris-
ons may result in human rights violations alone. Unjustified, excessively long 
detention is a violation of the right to liberty and security, and poor detention 
conditions violate the prohibition of inhuman or degrading treatment. The 
length of pre-trial detention is regulated by the CPT, Art. 63 (4), which provides 
maximum detention terms according to the degree of the offence. 

Chart 9 features survey data on length of pre-trial proceedings.
The most common length of detention is 2-6 months, followed by deten-

tion of less than 2 months. Few detainees were held more than a year - 0.7% of 
respondents. Of course, the length of detention depends on how complicated 
the case is, how severe the charges are, as well as on the legal course taken by 
investigative authorities. In general, the length of pre-trial detention is not a 
serious structural issue within the criminal justice system in Bulgaria. 

21 Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria (PORB), Report on law enforcement and the activity of 
the Prosecutor’s Office and Investigative Authorities in 2020, Sofia, 2021, p. 46.
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CHART 9

Length of pre-trial detention
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The situation with personal living space in cells is quite different. Chart 10 
reflects data on personal living space in cells per person in prisons and pre-de-
tention facilities where the accused were held on remand (the chart features on-
ly data for remand prisoners).  

CHART 10

Personal living space in cell per person
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Data shows that more than 80% of remand prisoners had less than 4 sq. 
m. of living space, i.e. less than the minimum amount set in Art. 43(3) of the EP-
DA. The issue is further complicated when we consider that 87.7% of respon-
dents report spending 23 or more hours in their cells, i.e. their only out-of-cell 
activity was an hour-long walk, which is not necessarily in the open.

The problem of poor living conditions in remand prisons in Bulgaria is 
an old one. Local and international organisations have voiced their concerns 
multiple times, and the ECtHR has delivered a large number of judgements on 
violations of Article 3 of the ECHR because of poor living conditions in pre-tri-
al detention facilities.22 In recent years, Bulgarian authorities have taken to im-
proving conditions, doing maintenance, building new facilities, or relocating 
detainees to prisons where possible. As the data shows, however, Bulgaria has 
still a long way to go in this regard.

22 Currently these cases are under observation of the Committee of Ministers at the CoE under  
the enhanced procedure for the execution of judgements concerning the Kehayov/Neshkov cases.

 See.: https://hudoc.exec.coe.int/eng#{%22EXECIdentifier%22:[%22004-3589%22]}.

https://hudoc.exec.coe.int/eng#{%22EXECIdentifier%22:[%22004-3589%22]}
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[ 3 ]

PROBLEMS WITH  
THE EQUAL TREATMENT  

OF ACCUSED PERSONS

Problems in the criminal justice system in Bulgaria have disparate impact on 
particular groups. This applies to both police custody and pre-trial proceedings. 
Data obtained in this research allows us to measure the unequal treatment of, 
as well as the disparate effects that provisions, measures and policies have on 
the three main ethnic groups in Bulgaria (Bulgarians, ethnic Turks and Roma), 
as well as on foreign nationals, women and juveniles. 

Naturally, ethnicity, gender and age are not the only factors that lead to 
unequal treatment and diverging outcomes. There are other factors as well - 
some of them systematic, and others - random. For example, the severity of the 
charges is definitely key to whether the accused will be arrested and placed 
in pre-trial detention. Another factor is the quality of legal defence, and more 
specifically whether the accused is represented by an ex officio attorney or by 
a private defender during the pre-trial hearing for the imposition of remand 
measures. At the same time there are reasons to believe that ethnicity plays a 
role in determining the severity of the charges and, as we will see later, in the 
type of legal representation during pre-trial proceedings.   
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Table 3 shows aggregated data by ethnicity on the maximum prison 
term that is associated with the particular charges in each individual case.

TABLE 3

Differences in maximum prison terms associated with the charges,  
by ethnicity and nationality

Bulgarians Turks Roma Foreigners

Up to 3 years imprisonment 11% 18.1% 9.7% 6.3%
Up to 5 years imprisonment 10% 9.7% 11.6% 0%
Up to 10 years imprisonment 27.3% 15.3% 21.9% 12.5%
More than 10 years 
imprisonment

26.7% 16.7% 22.4% 28.1%

I don’t know/don’t remember/
no answer

25% 40.3% 34.4% 53.1%

Data shows that a large share of respondents had difficulties answering 
the question. This is particularly valid for people from ethnic minorities and 
foreign nationals. Nevertheless, among those who answered, it is hard to iden-
tify a group that is drastically overrepresented among prisoners sentenced to 
10 or more years in prison. Such charges alone would justify pre-trial deten-
tion. Among the respondents who answered the question, more ethnic Bulgar-
ians were convicted of heavier charges than people of Roma or Turkish origin.

20% of women said they were convicted of charges punishable by up to 
10 years. There is not a single case of a female prisoner sentenced to more 
than 10 years. Only 4.9% of women said that they were convicted of charges 
punishable by up to 3 years in prison. The courts seem a little more lenient 
towards women and tend to impose non-custodial sentences for less serious 
crimes. 

The situation with minors is similar, although this is not apparent in the 
data at first. 55.6% of juvenile respondents said they had been convicted of 
charges punishable by up to five years; 22.2% - of charges punishable by up 
to 10 years, and 22.2% - of charges punishable by more than 10 years in pris-
on. There are no juveniles convicted of charges punishable by up to 3 years in 
prison. In this case, there can be no question of inequality, because juveniles 
who are accused of lesser crimes usually do not receive custodial sentences, or 
are released from criminal liability by administering non-punitive measures.
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3.1. Police custody

Members of different ethnic groups subsequently sentenced to impris-
onment have a different chance of being detained by the police, although the 
differences are not significant. Chart 11 shows data from the survey on police 
custody by ethnicity in Bulgaria. 

CHART 11

Ethnicity of detainees in police custody
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The largest proportion of detainees who report being detained on the 
charges of which they were later convicted, are Turkish, followed by Roma. 
Bulgarians have the smallest share. 87.5% of foreigners, 73.2% of women and 
100% of minors report being detained by the police. This data should be inter-
preted carefully. It is relevant to prisoners serving effective prison sentences, 
i.e. to persons who have committed relatively serious crimes, so it is normal 
that the share of those who answered "yes" to this question is large among all 
groups. In order to answer the question of whether these groups are treated 
equally, many other factors must be taken into account, and the assessment 
must be made on the basis of all convicted individuals, not just those who have 
received custodial sentences.

Regarding the risk of unequal treatment, data on the use of force by po-
lice is far more indicative. Table 4 compares the shares of individuals who re-
ported use of force against them on arrest and in police custody by ethnicity.
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TABLE 4

Differences in use of physical force during arrest  
and in the police station

% of affirmative answers

Was physical force used against you 
during arrest?  

Was physical force used against you 
inside the police station?

Bulgarians Turks Roma Bulgarians Turks Roma

18.4% 16.7% 28.8% 14.2% 19.4% 30.19%

This data clearly demonstrates that there is discriminatory treatment of 
Roma persons in this very key area of the criminal justice system. When it 
comes to the use of force inside police stations, the difference in treatment is 
especially stark. The share of Roma prisoners who report ill-treatment during 
their detention in the police stations is more than double the corresponding 
share for Bulgarians. Unlike in some other areas of the justice system, the dif-
ference in treatment regarding physical force cannot be explained by any fac-
tors other than the discriminatory attitudes of police officers. Roma account 
for 83.4% of all respondents who said they had been racially insulted by repre-
sentatives of the state during their police custody or in pre-trial proceedings.

Among foreign nationals, more report being subjected to physical force 
on arrest rather than inside police establishments. The respective shares are 
40.6% and 6.2%. The use of force against women is relatively rare. Only 4.9% 
report that the police used force against them during their arrest, and 7.3% 
report that they had been ill-treated inside the police station. Young prison-
ers (18-30 years old) report significantly more use of physical force than older 
ones. 26.9% of young prisoners say they had been subjected to physical force 
on arrest, and 24.4% say they had been abused inside the police station. For 
the prisoners over 50 years of age, the respective shares are 12.6% and 10.7%.

As to juvenile prisoners, 22.2% of them claim they were subjected to 
physical force on arrest, and 44.4% claim they were abused inside the po-
lice station. Several previous BHC surveys using the same methodology have 
shown that on average, juvenile detainees are more likely to be abused in po-
lice stations in comparison with adults. It is clear that police investigators take 
advantage of the vulnerability of minors and their lack of capacity to file com-
plaints, and they regularly mistreat them in order to extract information or to 
punish them. This is combined with the lack of effective access to quality legal 
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defence for juveniles (see below), which should serve as a deterrent to abuse. 
The minors interviewed told disturbing stories of beatings and other forms 
of physical and psychological coercion in police custody, as well as of verbal 
abuse by police investigators.

Data on access to legal defence reveals insignificant differences between 
the groups. Table 5 compares the data on access to a lawyer in police custody 
by ethnicity, as well as among foreign nationals.

TABLE 5

Differences in access to a lawyer in police custody  
(only for respondents who say they were arrested)

% of affirmative answers

I did not have a lawyer during the 
24-hour police detention

I met with a lawyer within 24 hours of 
my detention

Bulgarians Turks Roma Foreigners Bulgarians Turks Roma Foreigners

64.0% 60.3% 60.3% 42.8% 21.9% 22.4% 22.4% 32.1%

All four groups had limited access to legal defence in police custody, with 
minor differences for the main ethnic groups. The study shows that foreign 
nationals were less likely to be entirely unrepresented. On the other hand, a 
higher share of foreigners report they gained access to a lawyer only towards 
the end of their 24-hour police custody.

For women who say they were detained, the situation seems a little bet-
ter. 25.6% of them report that they did not have a lawyer during their 24-hour 
police custody, and another 38.5% - that they met with a lawyer within the first 
24 hours of police custody. However, it should be noted that the share of wom-
en who answered "I don't know/don't remember" or did not answer this ques-
tion at all is significantly higher than the corresponding share of men. Among 
minors, none reported they had absolutely no access to a lawyer within the 24 
hours of police custody. However, 66.7% of them reported that they consulted 
a lawyer within the first 24 hours of custody.

Data on access to medical examination - the other safeguard against 
abuse, also reveals significant disparities. Chart 12 presents differences in ac-
cess to medical examination in pre-trial detention. Only respondents who said 
they were not examined at all have been included.
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CHART 12

Differences in access to medical examination upon  
arrival in remand prisons (only for persons who were held  

in pre-trial detention facilities)

% responses “I was not examined by a doctor/medical professional” 
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Among respondents who say they were not examined by a medical pro-
fessional upon arrival at the detention facility, Roma and foreigners have the 
highest shares. The figures are confoundingly large considering that such an 
exam is mandatory by law. It is evident that the medical exam can hardly be 
considered a safeguard against violence in police custody. We also have to 
bear in mind its perfunctory character, as described by many interviewees.

3.2. Pre-trial proceedings and outcome

Differences in the treatment of vulnerable groups in pre-trial proceed-
ings are evident in almost all parameters. Table 6 presents disparities in ac-
cess to a lawyer during pre-trial proceedings.
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TABLE 6

Differences in access to a lawyer in pre-trial proceedings

Did you have a lawyer after being charged?

I had from the 
very start 

I did, but not for 
all the time

I did not have a 
lawyer

Don’t know/
Don’t 

remember/ 
No response

Bulgarians 71.6% 22.5% 2.3% 3.6%

Turks 77.8% 18.1% 1.4% 2.8%

Roma 59.4% 33.5% 4.5% 2.6%

Foreigners 46.9% 31.2% 3.1% 18.8%

There are significant disparities in the access to legal defence among 
Roma and foreign nationals, manifested in the higher proportion of these re-
spondents who say they did have a lawyer after charges were brought, but not 
for the entire duration of the proceedings. As a rule, this means that in com-
parison with other groups, a larger part of the investigative work on their cas-
es was performed in the absence of a lawyer. This seems to be the case for the 
Roma respondents. However, the share of foreign nationals who say they were 
only partially represented might also be explained with the large number of 
such respondents who didn’t remember or didn’t answer this question. 

56.1% of women report having a lawyer from the very beginning and 
without interruption, while 31.7% say that they did have a lawyer, but not for 
the entire time. Disparities in this latter indicator are significant when we con-
sider the figures for Bulgarian and Turkish respondents. Among minors, all re-
spondents state they had a lawyer from the very beginning and for the entirety 
of proceedings.

Data on the type of lawyer (ex officio or hired) during pre-trial proceed-
ings makes a clear case for the inequalities suffered by minorities, as well as 
by women and minors. Table 7 lists the data for the main ethnic minorities 
surveyed, as well as for foreign nationals.



PROBLEMS WITH THE EQUAL TREATMENT OF ACCUSED 
PERSONS IN PRE-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS IN BULGARIA Contents35

 TABLE 7

Differences in the type of lawyer in pre-trial proceedings

What type of lawyer did you have during the pre-trial proceedings?

Hired Ex officio

Bulgarians 53.6% 43.9%

Turks 47.2% 52.8%

Roma 29.2% 66.3%

Foreigners 28.1% 53.1%

Data demonstrates a clear disparity between respondents of Roma and 
Bulgarian origin. Two-thirds of Roma respondents had an ex officio lawyer 
during the pre-trial proceedings, in comparison with 43.9% of Bulgarians. Such 
a discrepancy - Roma accused are more likely to be represented by ex officio 
lawyers by 22%, while Bulgarians are more likely to have a private attorney by 
24% - inevitably affects the quality of legal defence. This is primarily a result 
of differences in social status. Hiring a lawyer at one's own expense in a crim-
inal case is expensive for many Roma, which forces them to rely on ex offi-
cio lawyers. Here as well, a disproportionate share of foreign nationals said "I 
don't know/I don't remember" or didn’t answer at all. However, the implication 
of the data available - the low share of private attorneys and the high share of 
ex officio lawyers - is probably a veritable reflection of the legal representation 
of foreigners. This ranks them second in place in terms of unequal access to 
legal defence, after the Roma minority. The group of ethnic Turks here falls in 
the middle - after respondents of Bulgarian ethnic origin, but above Roma and 
foreign nationals.

34.2% of women retained a private attorney, and 61% had an ex officio 
lawyer. Younger prisoners (18-30 years old) more often had an ex officio law-
yer (in 56.5% of cases against 39.2% where the attorney was private) than older 
inmates (over 50 years), where the share of ex officio lawyers is 48.5% (against 
47.6% for private attorneys). Minors had the lowest share of private attorneys 
- only 22.2%, and the highest share of public defenders - 77.8%. The high pro-
portion of ex officio lawyers, and the fact that they show up only towards the 
end of police custody, clearly only to be present for the charges, is an addition-
al factor explaining the high levels of violence experienced by many minors in 
police custody.
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Data on the differences in confidentiality of meetings and communica-
tions with the lawyer confirms the conclusions about discriminatory treat-
ment. Table 8 compares the responses by ethnicity.

TABLE 8

Differences in the confidentiality of meetings and communications with 
the lawyer in pre-trial proceedings

Could you meet with your lawyer in private during the pre-trial phase?

Always Sometimes, but not 
always

Never

Bulgarians 67.8% 11% 15.7%
Turks 63.9% 11.1% 22.2%
Roma 49.5% 18.6% 21.7%
Foreigners 43.8% 6.2% 25%

There is a significant variation in the proportion of respondents who an-
swered "always" to the question whether they managed to meet their lawyer in 
private. The difference between Bulgarians and Roma is 18.3%, and between 
Bulgarians and foreigners - even bigger, 24%. Disparities are mainly due to the 
type of lawyer to which the respondents had access. The vast majority of re-
spondents who were asked to elaborate here said that public defenders were 
much less interested in coordinating defence strategies in private meetings 
than private attorneys. A large number of respondents, mostly Roma and for-
eigners, reported seeing their lawyers only for investigative actions, and never 
while they were in the remand prison. In this instance, too, the Turkish minori-
ty falls in the middle with regards to equal opportunities.

Data for women and minors outlines two extremes. On one hand, women 
have the highest share of respondents who answered "always" to the question 
whether they managed to meet in private with their lawyer - 70.7%. At the oth-
er end of the spectrum are minors, where this share is close to that of foreign 
nationals - 44.4%. Minors are the group with the highest share of respondents 
who, in their words, never met their lawyer in private - 33.3%. Issues with the 
confidentiality of meetings and communications with lawyers in the pre-trial 
phase seems to be most serious among this group.

Chart 13 shows differences by group in terms of the participation of de-
fence lawyers in pre-trial proceedings. Only cases where the lawyer was pres-
ent for all actions are shown.
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CHART 13

Differences in the participation of lawyers in actions  
during pre-trial proceedings

%  responses “In all the proceedings that I took part in”
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Here as well, a disproportionately low number of Roma and foreigners 
report that their lawyers participated in all investigative actions for which 
they themselves were present (in both cases, a little more than 53%). The dif-
ference is particularly stark when compared to women, where 70.7% chose 
this option in their response.

These disparate effects of the criminal justice system on the groups also 
reflect upon their satisfaction with legal defence. A breakdown of this parame-
ter by ethnicity and for foreign nationals is presented in Table 9.

TABLE 9

Differences in the satisfaction with legal defence in pre-trial proceedings

On the whole how satisfied were you with your lawyer?

Very satisfied Moderately 
satisfied

Moderately 
dissatisfied

Very  
dissatisfied

Bulgarians 32% 30.3% 15% 19.7%
Turks 36.1% 30.6% 12.5% 18%
Roma 24.5% 31.6% 15.3% 23.6%
Foreigners 18.8% 15.6% 18.8% 34.4%
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The share of Roma and foreign nationals who express dissatisfaction with 
the quality of legal defence in pre-trial proceedings is higher than the share of 
Bulgarians, and especially than that of ethnic Turks. For foreign nationals, it is 
18.5% higher than for Bulgarians. However, the difference between Bulgarians 
and Roma respondents is smaller - only 4.2%. An explanation of this puzzling 
discrepancy, according to in-depth interviews, may be that foreign nationals 
and Roma respondents had different expectations of public defenders. Roma 
had relatively low expectations, a typical attitude being "Well, perhaps [the 
lawyer] could have done more, but for free it’s good enough." Among foreign 
nationals, the expectations of public defenders are much higher because their 
services are seen as part of the state’s obligation to provide quality legal de-
fence for persons who are objectively unable to help themselves.

The situation of women is similar to that of the Roma, and even slightly 
worse. A total of 53.7% of women state they were very satisfied or somewhat 
satisfied with their lawyers. Despite the serious problems with legal defence, 
55.6% of minors state they were very satisfied with their lawyer, and another 
44.4% - that they were somewhat satisfied. They are evidently not inclined to 
see legal defence as a factor contributing to the problems that many of them 
faced in pre-trial proceedings.

Data on the outcome of criminal proceedings, presented in Table 10, re-
veals striking similarities among the main ethnic groups.

TABLE 10

Difference in the outcome of criminal proceedings

How did your criminal proceedings end?

With a 
settlement

Summary 
procedure

First instance 
judgement

Second instance court 
judgment / judgment 

on cassation
Bulgarians 67.4% 11.6% 5.1% 14.4%
Turks 66.7% 8.3% 9.7% 8.3%
Roma 66.5% 13.9% 6.6% 7.8%
Foreigners 50% 0% 9.4% 9.4%

Due to their better access to legal defence and higher social status, the 
share of Bulgarians whose cases ended with a second-instance judgement or 
judgement on cassation is slightly higher than the corresponding share for 
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the Turkish and Roma minority. Consequently, a lower share of cases among 
Bulgarians ended at the court of first instance. Among the other groups, the 
shares are quite similar. The lower number of proceedings of foreign nationals 
ending with a settlement is noteworthy. However, this is most likely due to the 
many "I don't know/I don't remember" or missing answers among this group.

The outcomes of cases of women are similar to that of the main ethnic 
groups. 61% of the proceedings ended with a settlement, 17.1% - with a summa-
ry procedure, 4.9% - with a judgement at the court of first instance, and 9.8% - 
with judgements at second or third instance. Outcomes are different for minors 
however. Only 11.1% of proceedings ended with a settlement, and the same 
share of cases were resolved with a summary procedure. The remaining cases 
ended with verdicts in various courts, most often at first instance (44.4%). The 
low proportion of juvenile criminal proceedings that end in a settlement/sum-
mary procedure is difficult to explain, even given the relatively serious charges 
against them (see above).

Table 11 compares the length of pre-trial detention by ethnicity and for 
foreign nationals. There are significant differences between the groups in sev-
eral components of the data.

TABLE 11

Length of pre-trial detention (only detained individuals are included)

What was the duration of your pre-trial proceedings?

Up to 2 months 2-6 months 6-12 months Over 12 months
Bulgarians 35.3% 37.9% 24.2% 0.9%
Turks 51.1% 35.6% 11.1% 0%
Roma 32.7% 44.8% 19.7% 0.9%
Foreigners 38.1% 14.3% 42.8% 4.8%

The data shows significantly shorter detention periods for ethnic Turks 
than for other groups. This difference is probably due to regional differenc-
es in the dynamics of pre-trial proceedings. On one hand, ethnic Turks are 
underrepresented in busy judicial districts, where the length of pre-trial pro-
ceedings is longer. The statistics of the Prosecutor’s Office for 2020 show a 
smaller number of indictments submitted to the court and a smaller number 
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of accused persons in the areas with a high population of ethnic Turks23. On 
the other hand, regions populated by ethnic Turks generally have lower crime 
rates and fewer convicted persons. These factors may lead to faster criminal 
proceedings involving the Turkish minority.

Detention periods are significantly longer for foreign nationals than for 
other groups. This is undoubtedly due to the more frequent lack of permanent 
address or family and other ties, which would give the court a reason to deter-
mine a supervision measure instead of remand. Among persons detained for a 
period of 2-6 months, Roma represent a significantly high share. On the other 
hand, more Bulgarians were detained for a period of 6-12 months than Roma 
respondents.

Overall women are detained as often as other accused persons, but the 
length of their pre-trial detention appears to be shorter. 59.4% of them claim 
to have been detained for up to 2 months; 31.2% - for 2 to 6 months; 3.1% - for 6 
to 12 months and 3.1% - for more than 12 months. The responses of minors are 
different and quite peculiar. They are more likely to report they were placed 
in pre-trial detention and as many as 62.5% say they were detained for 6 to 12 
months. The high proportion of minors held for so long, and the existence of 
such long detention periods in the first place, indicate there is a serious prob-
lem with the Bulgarian juvenile justice system. Such lengths of detention are 
entirely incompatible with international standards. The UN Committee on the 
Rights of the Child recommends that after being charged with a crime a child 
should be brought to justice no later than 30 days after his or her detention if 
no other measure is imposed on him or her.24 Prolonged detention of juveniles 
also leads to other violations of their human rights, such as their right to ed-
ucation, as in Bulgaria they are generally denied access to education while in 
pre-trial detention. 

Table 12 presents differences in personal living space available in re-
mand prisons by groups. It only reflects the answers of respondents who were 
held in pre-trial detention. Most of them found it difficult to determine the size 
of the space. The interviewers helped them by comparing the options with the 
premises where the interview took place.

23 Prosecutor’s Office of the Republic of Bulgaria (PORB), Report on law enforcement and the activity of the 
Prosecutor’s Office and Investigative Authorities in 2020, Sofia, 2021, p. 37.

24 CRC, General comment No. 10: Children’s rights in juvenile justice, CRC/C/GC/10, 25 April 2007, § 83.
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TABLE 12

Differences in personal living space in remand prisons (only individuals 
held in pre-trial facilities)

How much on average did your cell measure in pre-trial detention?

Bulgarians Turks Roma Foreigners Women Minors
Under 3 sq. m. 33.1% 39.1% 27.6% 33.3% 0% 37.5%
3-4 sq. m. 44.5% 37% 55.5% 47.6% 96.7% 50%
Over 4 sq. m. 20.8% 23.9% 14.9% 14.3% 3.3% 12.5%

It is evident in the data that Roma prisoners, foreign nationals and mi-
nors experienced serious problems with personal living space. The share of 
persons reporting living space in line with the national legislation (4 sq. m. 
per detainee) is the lowest among these groups, and among women. Howev-
er, no female prisoner reported less than 3 sq. m of personal living space. The 
situation is particularly worrying for minors, where as many as 37.5% reported 
having less than 3 sq. m. per person. This is an obvious violation of the prohibi-
tion of inhuman and degrading treatment. It seems that the poor conditions for 
which Bulgarian remand prisons are famous, also apply to juvenile detention 
facilities where minors are held in an area of   3 to 4 sq. m. per person. 
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[ 4 ]

CONCLUSIONS

A significant share of data obtained in the course of this research and presented 
in this report reveals that persons recently deprived of their liberty who belong 
to the major ethnic minorities in Bulgaria experience unequal treatment in pre-
trial proceedings. The same applies to foreign nationals, women and minors 
in analogous or comparable situations. In some cases unequal treatment is 
intentional and as such it amounts to direct discrimination. In other cases, 
discrimination is indirect and takes the shape of apparently neutral provisions, 
policies, or practices that have a disproportionately prejudicial effect on 
a particular group.25 Indirect discrimination does not necessarily involve 
discriminatory intent.

A large number of respondents in the survey are victims of direct dis-
crimination and severe violations of human rights. Such is the case with Ro-
ma detainees subjected to police violence, which is accompanied by insults 
and derogatory remarks regarding their ethnicity. This constitutes criminal 
behaviour that is widely practised in a large number of police establishments 
in Bulgaria, and goes on with impunity. This research has corroborated the ob-
servations of a number local and international monitoring bodies, which have 
been voicing their concerns about police violence for years.

25 ECtHR, Biao v. Denmark, No. 38590/10, Grand Chamber judgement of 24 May 2016, § 103. Directive 
2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective 
of racial or ethnic origin, ОВ, № L 180/22 of 19 July 2000, Art. 2.
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Indirect discrimination is also a serious issue. This research reveals that 
a number of general provisions, policies and measures have disproportion-
ately prejudicial effects on participants in criminal proceedings who belong to 
vulnerable groups. For example:

• Lack of access to quality legal assistance in pre-trial proceedings, which 
puts detainees of Roma origin, foreign nationals and minors at a partic-
ular disadvantage.

• Unequal access to medical examination following arrest, having preju-
dicial effect on foreign nationals and Roma detainees;

• Lack of, or low quality of translation and interpretation services in 
pre-trial proceedings, having prejudicial effect mostly on foreign na-
tionals, but also on some members of ethnic minorities;

• Differences in the length of pre-trial detention, which puts foreign na-
tionals and minors at a particular disadvantage;

• Differences in detention conditions in remand prisons, which put Roma 
people, foreign nationals and minors at a particular disadvantage.

In addition to unequal treatment, the Bulgarian criminal justice system 
commits serious violations of human rights to the detriment of all. An exam-
ple of this are the large number of detainees in police custody subjected to the 
disproportionate use of force and restraint; poor access to legal defence in po-
lice custody; inadequate access to medical examination upon detention; poor 
quality of legal defence during pre-trial proceedings; inadequate information 
on rights on arrest and in police custody; poor detention conditions in remand 
prisons. 

Systematic violations of human rights and of the principle of equal treat-
ment constitute a serious breach of the rule of law and human rights. The state 
has a positive obligation to guarantee the protection of all human rights on 
a non-discriminatory basis. To comply with it, the state cannot simply react 
to violations, but it must systematically gather equality data and analyze the 
effect of policies and measures that may constitute discrimination. This re-
search has focused on one of the sources of such data. In order for it to be 
complete, it must be supplemented by other sources. The Bulgarian state must 
create a mechanism that monitors the observance of human rights by police 
and during criminal proceedings, a mechanism that systematically registers 
all abuses and provides swift guidance for their rectification.
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APPENDIX:

QUESTIONNAIRE  
For sentenced prisoners whose criminal proceedings  

began after 1 July 2019

Dear Respondent,

The Bulgarian Helsinki Committee is conducting a representative sur-
vey among convicted prisoners on the conditions of their police detention and 
pre-trial proceedings. 

You fall within the sample that we have done. We would like to ask you 
several questions, which we trust you will answer truthfully. 

The survey is funded by the European Union and it is conducted among 
convicted prisoners in several EU member states. Data collection is for research 
purposes only. Your name and your responses will not be revealed to anybody. 
Nobody at the national or international level will be informed about your iden-
tity or about your participation in the survey.

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey!

1. Were you detained by the police on the charges on which you were 
convicted?

a) Yes, I was detained by the police on the charge I was convicted

b) No, I was not detained by the police on the charge I was convicted

c) I was detained by the police, but not on the charge I was convicted

d) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response



PROBLEMS WITH THE EQUAL TREATMENT OF ACCUSED 
PERSONS IN PRE-TRIAL PROCEEDINGS IN BULGARIA Contents45

2. What was the gender of the police officer who arrested you before you 
were brought to the police station?

a) Male

b) Female

c) Several police officers of both sexes

d) Several police officers of the same sex

e) I was not arrested

f) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

3. Did the police use physical force during arrest?

a) Yes (please provide details at the end of the questionnaire)

b) No

c) I was not arrested by the police

d) I don’t know/don’t remember/no answer

4. During police detention did you witness physical violence against other 
detainees (inside the police station)?   

a) Yes (please provide details at the end of the questionnaire)

b) No

c) I was not detained by the police

d) I don’t know/don’t remember/no answer

5. Was physical force used against you after you were taken inside  
the police station?

a) Yes (please provide details at the end of the questionnaire)

b) No

c) I was not detained by the police

d) I don’t know/don’t remember/no answer
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6. When was the first time you met with a lawyer in police custody?

a) Within 3 hours of my arrest

b) Within 8 hours of my arrest

c) Within 24 hours of my arrest

d) I did not meet with a lawyer, but we talked on the phone

e) I did not have a lawyer during the 24-hour police detention

f) I was not detained by the police

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

7. Was physical force used against you in the investigation detention 
facility?

a) Yes (please provide details at the end of the questionnaire)

b) No

c) I was not detained in an investigation detention facility 

d) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

8. Did you have a lawyer after you were charged?

a) I had a lawyer from the very start and throughout the entire pre-trial phase

b) I had a lawyer, but not during the entire pre-trial phase

c) I did not have a lawyer during the pre-trial phase

d) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

9. What kind of lawyer did you have in the pre-trial phase?

a) Hired by myself/by my relatives

b) Ex officio lawyer

c) I did not have a lawyer in the pre-trial phase

d) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response
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10. In which proceedings did your lawyer take part in the pre-trial phase?

a) In all the proceedings that I took part in

b) In some, but not all of the proceedings I took part in

c) He/she did not take part in any of the proceedings that I took part in

d) I did not have a lawyer during the pre-trial phase

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

11. Did your lawyer take part in the 
following acts every time? YES NO

There was  
no such 
activity

DK/ 
NA

a) Interrogation

b) Identification 

c) Confrontation 

d) Crime scene reconstruction 

e) When you were brought before a judge

f) I did not have a lawyer in the pre-trial 
phase

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

12. Could you meet with your lawyer in private in the pre-trial phase?

a) Always

b) Sometimes, but not always

c) Never

d) I did not meet with a lawyer, but talked to one on the phone 

e) I did not have a lawyer during the pre-trial phase

f) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response
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13. On the whole, were you satisfied with your lawyer during the pre-trial 
phase?

a) Very satisfied

b) Moderately satisfied

c) Moderately dissatisfied 

d) Very dissatisfied

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

f) I did not have a lawyer

14. What was the gender of your lawyer in the pre-trial proceedings?

a) Male

b) Female

c) I had several lawyers of both sexes

d) I had no lawyer during the pre-trial phase

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

15. When did you first meet with a relative after being detained in the police/
in the pre-trial proceedings?

a) I met with a relative within 8 hours of being detained

b) I met with a relative after 8 hours, but within 24 hours of my detention 

c) I met with a relative after 24 hours, but within two days of my detention

d) I met with a relative after two days of my detention

e) I did not meet with a relative after my detention 

f) I was not detained in the pre-trial phase

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response
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16. When were you first examined by a doctor/another medical professional 
after being detained in a pre-trial facility/prison after charges were 
brought against you?

a) Within 3 hours of my detention

b) Within 8 hours of my detention

c) Within 24 hours of my detention 

d) One or a few days after my detention

e) I was not examined by a doctor/medical professional after my detention

f) I was not detained in a pre-trial detention facility/prison before being 
sentenced

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

17. When you were first detained in the pre-trial/
police proceedings, were you informed about: YES NO DK/NA

a) Your right to contact a lawyer of your choice

b) Your right to free legal aid 

c) The crime in connection with which you are being 
detained

d) Your right to access the case file

e) The expected duration of your detention by law

f) Your right to interpretation

g) Your right to translation

h) Your right to remain silent

i) Your right to appeal the detention 

j) Your right to access to a medical examination

k) Your right to inform a person of your choice about 
your detention

l) Your right to inform a consular service

m) I was not detained in the pre-trial phase 

n) I do not recall being informed about any of my rights 
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18. In what form was the information about your rights provided after you 
were detained?

a) In oral form only

b) In written form, but I did not have access to the document that I was given to sign

c) In written form and I did have access to the document listing my rights

d) In written form, but I could not read what the document said although I signed it

e) Orally and in written form, but I did not have access to the document I was 
given to read and sign

f) Orally and in written form and I did have access to the document that listed my 
rights

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

h) I was not provided with information in any form

19. Were you provided with interpretation during  
the pre-trial phase: YES NO DK/ 

NA

a) During your interview in police detention

b) During your contacts with your lawyer

c) During all investigative acts you took part in

d) During some of the investigative acts you took  
part in

e) Every time you were brought before a judge

f) I did not need interpreting, I understood the language 
of the proceedings

20. Were you satisfied with the quality of the interpretation?

a) Very satisfied

b) Overall satisfied, although in some cases it was not good

c) Overall dissatisfied, although in some cases it was good

d) Very dissatisfied

e) I did not need interpretation, I understood the language of the proceedings

f) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

g) I was not provided with interpretation although I needed it 
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21. Were you provided with translation in  
the pre-trial phase of: YES NO DK/ 

NA

a) The charge

b) The indictment 

c) The decision together with the motives

d) The other court judgements on the case

e) I did not need translation, I understood the language 
of the proceedings

22. Were you satisfied with the quality of the translation?

a) Very satisfied

b) Overall satisfied, although in some cases it was not good

c) Overall dissatisfied, although in some cases it was good

d) Very dissatisfied

e) I did not need translation, I understood the language of the proceedings

f) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

g) I was not provided with translation although I needed it

23. During the pre-trial phase did representatives of 
the state, no matter in what capacity, use insults or 
make derogatory statements connected with your:

YES                NO DK/               
NA

a) Ethnic belonging

b) Citizenship/nationality

c) Gender

d) Sexual orientation/gender identity

e) Religion/belief

f) Age

g) Other grounds (please provide details)
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24. During the pre-trial phase did you submit аny 
complaint in connection with any of the following 
violations:

YES NO DK/ 
NA

a) Use of force against you during arrest

b) Use of force against you inside the police station

c) Lack or bad quality of the interpreting/translation

d) Refusal to allow you to contact relatives after 
detention

e) Refusal to allow you to contact a lawyer after 
detention

f) Bad quality of work of your lawyer

g) Insults or derogatory statements addressed to you by a 
public official

h) Other violations (please provide details)

25. What was the duration of you detention in the pre-trial phase?

a) Under 2 months

b) Between 2 and 6 months

c) Between 6 months and 1 year 

d) I was not detained 

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

f) Over 1 year

26. How did the criminal proceedings against you end?

a) With a settlement

b) With a first-instance judgment that was not appealed

c) With a second-instance judgment after appeal/protest 

d) With a court judgment on cassation after appeal/protest

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

f) Summary procedure
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27. What was the area of your cell in pre-trial detention (excluding the area of 
the lavatory)?

a) Under 3 sq. m.

b) Between 3 sq. m. and 4 sq. m.

c) Over 4 sq. m.

d) I was not detained during the pre-trial phase

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

28. How much time did you spend on average per day in your cell during your 
pre-trial detention?

a) 23 hours or more

b) Between 20 and 23 hours

c) Between 17 and 20 hours

d) Between 14 and 17 hours

e) Under 14 hours

f) I was not detained during the pre-trial phase

g) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

29. What is the maximum prison sentence that you charges provide for? 

a) Up to 3 years imprisonment

b) Up to 5 years imprisonment

c) Up to 10 years imprisonment 

d) More than 10 years imprisonment

e) Don’t know/Don’t remember/No response

30. Age (in completed years):

a) 14-17 years

b) 18-30 years

c) 31-40 years

d) 41-50 years

e) Over 50
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31. What is your ethnic belonging/citizenship/nationality? 
[Restructure according to ethnic structure in country situation]

a) Bulgarian

b) Turkish

c) Roma/Gypsy

d) Other (please state which)

e) Foreigner

f) I don’t know/No response

32. What is your gender (please state):

Comments
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