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Introduction

This was a landmark conference. Representatives from governments, NGOs and international agencies, from different cultures and with different viewpoints, gathered in Budapest in October 2000 with one common goal – to find answers to the problem of child institutionalization and of children in public care in general in Central and Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CEE/CIS). 

Nowhere is the gulf between economic progress and social impoverishment in the region more apparent than in the growing numbers of children in public care, now numbering well over one million. Most of these children have a living parent and many, despite all the efforts of recent years, continue to live in large-scale institutions. Their growing numbers are a clear symptom of the increased social stress beyond the walls of their institutions and of large numbers of families that are simply unable to cope. The continued institutionalization of such vast numbers of children is contrary to every stated policy intention and to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), ratified by every country in the region. 

During three days of intense and constructive debate, almost 200 delegates from 26 countries addressed two key issues: how to support families at risk to prevent the placement of children in institutions, and how to change the public care system in favour of family-based care alternatives. The conference was characterized by a desire to listen and to share experiences, in the recognition that no one organization or government has solved this problem or has all the answers. There was openness about past failures and mistakes, and about the enormity of the challenges that lie ahead. This made for an honest and forward-looking debate.  

The Background 

The situation of children deprived of parental care in Central and Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States has its origins in the failure of the communist regimes to focus their support towards families that were facing problems in bringing up their children. The legacy includes a lack of confidence in parental capacity, over reliance on specialized services and state institutions. Coupled with more families at risk, this legacy means a continuing crisis of child institutionalization.

When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, few could foresee the immense changes that would sweep through the region over the next decade. Eight countries became 27 and every one of them experienced some form of economic collapse, further exacerbating a social crisis that had its roots in the mid-1970s. Families already contending with dwindling and impersonal social services now faced increased poverty and a new phenomenon – unemployment. While most families have held together, many have collapsed under the strain and, lacking proper support, have seen their children taken into public care. In the absence of viable alternatives, public childcare has generally meant institutionalization.

Under communism, effective prevention measures were lacking and social work systems were weak. The state provided uniform family support services and these were seen as sufficient. In addition, lack of confidence meant that some parents genuinely believed that institutionalization was in the best interests of their children. The children in institutions were a forgotten underclass, who frequently lost all contact with their families and communities. Daily routines were regimented and children had nobody to turn to if they experienced cruelty or abuse. While conditions in homes across the region varied, the worst were appalling and left infants and children living in subhuman conditions that failed to meet even their most basic needs. Children with disabilities were particularly at risk of institutionalization, lacking services that would have helped them to stay at home.

Children at Risk in Central and Eastern Europe: Perils and Promises, the fourth Regional Monitoring Report by UNICEF, published in 1997, examined the situation in 18 countries across the region and found that, despite sharp falls in the birth rate since the late 1980s, the total number of children of all ages in orphanages and similar children’s institutions or placed with foster parents had increased. There were roughly one million children in public care across these countries – one in every 100 children. There is evidence that the numbers continue to rise, especially the numbers of babies and toddlers being deprived of parental care. Many of these children still live in large-scale institutions.

The Conceptual Framework of the Conference

The whole concept of the conference was built on the premise that every child has the right to grow up in a family environment. This right is contained in the Convention on the Rights of the Child, ratified by every country in the CEE/CIS and the Baltic States. For that right to be respected, families must be provided with the appropriate support to be able to take care of their children. Also, family-based alternatives to institutionalization must be established for those children who cannot stay with their families. Special attention has to be given to children that are particularly at risk of being deprived of parental care, including children living in poverty, children with disabilities and children from minorities. There is an urgent need for prevention policies focusing on families of these children. 

After establishing this concept, The conference addressed the issue of assessment and analysis of the situation as a crucial step in building knowledge and setting the goals for change. It then examined the three main areas that need to be tackled in order to ensure respect for the child’s right to grow up in a family environment and where priority reforms are required:

· The ‘gatekeeping system’.  The decision-making process leading to the placement of children away from their families as well as – at the other end of the continuum – the procedures ensuring that they leave public care as soon as possible;

· The range of services and standards of care. Services cover initiatives aiming at the prevention of institutionalization, family-based alternatives to residential care, transformation of existing institutions and reintegration of institutionalized children. Such services must be in line with appropriate standards;

· The redirection of resources to community-based services. This debate focused on changing the financial flows so that support to families at risk and alternatives to institutions are created and sustained.

These three areas also correspond to those selected for the joint UNICEF/World Bank project Changing Minds, Policies and Lives. The project aims to address the barriers to change and was launched in early 2000. Presenting the project at the conference, Louise Fox, Lead Economist at The World Bank said  “If the financial and human resources are in the institutions, then that is where the children go. Funding reflects values. So we need to change the values.” 

The ultimate goal is a permanent shift towards provision of rights-based-family and community-based care for vulnerable individuals, including children deprived of parental care.  The focus is on supporting the implementation of a comprehensive national strategy, grounded in both human rights (UN Convention on the Rights of the Child) and cost-effectiveness concerns.
One expected output of the joint project is the production of three toolkits focusing on the development of standards of care, redirecting resources and improving the ‘gatekeeping system’. These toolkits will enable the agents of change to promote needed reforms of the public child care system. The second expected outcome is an interactive web site to be established as a continuous support to the network of change agents in the region. 

The Conference Objectives

The overall objective of the conference was to promote family-centred outcomes in child-care services and protection practices, and policies for the prevention of residential placement of children due to poverty and/or disability and/or ethnicity.
Within the above general framework, in plenary sessions and through working groups, the conference also:

· Examined criteria for good practice in child and family oriented child care and their implications for standard setting for residential and alternative care; 

· Examined assessment tools with special attention to their relation with periodic reporting to the Committee on the Rights of the Child;

· Examined the demand for residential care resulting from formal screening and assessment procedures in the social welfare, justice, education and health sectors;

· Examined the demand for residential care resulting from conditions such as poverty, disability and ethnicity and recommend strategies for strengthening of families` care and provision capacity as well as for mainstreaming of disabled and minority children in the education and health services.

Main Outcome of the Conference: The Budapest Statement
The conference confirmed and endorsed a consensus on the importance of building support for family-centred approaches with a special focus on preventive measures to ensure that children are not placed in public care because of poverty, disability or ethnicity. Participants from very different disciplines, backgrounds and cultures found a great deal of common ground. The conference was a welcome opportunity for those working on child-care system reform to share their ideas, learn about ground-breaking initiatives and to create networks of support and encouragement.

The participants discussed, and agreed, upon the establishment of priorities for the protection of children deprived of parental care and those in danger of being separated from their families. Finally, participants endorsed The Budapest Statement, a call to action setting out the main points of concern and agreement of the three-day Conference.


The Budapest Statement

To grow up in the care of parents is the right of every child.  Yet this fundamental right – enshrined in the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) – is denied to over one million children living today in institutions throughout the 27 countries of Central and Eastern Europe, the Commonwealth of Independent States and the Baltic States.  In spite of the region’s declining birth rate and positive legislative and social reforms over the past decade, the number of children deprived of parental care continues to grow.

Growing poverty and inequality, weakening social safety nets and sharp declines in social sector spending, as well as ongoing conflict and instability in some countries, have placed families under unprecedented stress – and the children in the region’s institutions are the living proof.

This is unacceptable – harmful to children and to the new societies of the region.  No institution, no matter how humane or well equipped, can replace a family environment.  Research shows that when children are isolated from family and community, their physical, intellectual, emotional and social development is undermined.  Children deprived of parental care equals societies deprived of the extraordinary potential of each and every child.

Gathered in Budapest at the first regional conference on “Children Deprived of Parental Care: Rights and Realities”, 22-24 October 2000, we pledge to act together to right this great wrong.  We, the participants coming from governments, NGOs, professional associations, academia and international agencies, call for new policies, thinking, partnerships and approaches to strengthen the capacity of families to care for their children.

The great ethical and practical challenge that we face is to ensure that families – and particularly women who are increasingly heads of household – have the support they need to nurture and raise their children.  In the few cases where children simply cannot receive the care they need within their family, alternatives that are family- and community-based must be found.  Placement in residential institutions must be the very last resort.

At this landmark conference, we have discussed the most up-to-date information from the region and the lessons learned from experience and examples of good practice.  We conclude that while any child can be deprived of parental care, there are certain groups of children who are at greater risk.  All too often, children are deprived of parental care on the basis of poverty, disability, ethnicity and family situation, including domestic violence.

Policies and programmes that combine the provision of services and social and economic opportunities, the protection of the vulnerable and their meaningful participation are essential to address the current crisis of children deprived of parental care.

All countries in the region have ratified the CRC and have thus bound themselves, legally and ethically, to act in the best interest of every child without exception.  The fundamental principles and standards of the CRC and other human rights instruments –including the Hague Convention on Intercountry Adoption, the Standard Rules on the Equalization of Opportunities for Persons with Disabilities and the United Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty – must not only be incorporated into national legislation and policies, but fully implemented.  Getting the normative and regulatory framework right is a vital first step.

But laws – and their enforcement and monitoring – are not enough.  Comprehensive social policy reform and its implementation are also urgently needed; bolstered by economic policies that ensure equitable growth and a democratic environment that empowers citizens to participate in decision-making.   

Therefore, the participants at the Budapest conference agree that: 

· The child care system reform process must be guided by the principles and provisions of the Convention on the Rights of the Child;

· Support for families must be placed at the centre of all the efforts to ensure fulfilment and protection of children’s rights;

· Governments must take the lead in the creation of the legal framework and enabling environment to ensure that all children's rights are respected.  However, it can no longer be the sole provider of services and social and economic opportunities.  Other actors, including the private sector and NGOs, must be actively involved; 

· Basic social services and the means for an adequate standard of living must be ensured to all children and families.  Vulnerable families and children should receive additional support, as well as have a voice in the decisions affecting their lives;

· National norms and standards for childcare services require a stronger role for local authorities in the planning, coordination and provision of social services. To ensure provision of quality services, a range of government agencies and NGO networks need to work jointly and intersectorally in support of families;

· National as well as local budgets and their allocations should prioritize family-centred care and community-based social services;

· The transformation of residential care into family-like and family-friendly services must be accompanied by the establishment of family-based care alternatives. Within this process, existing residential care institutions and their staff must be acknowledged and enabled to act as agents of change;

· All children, including those deprived of parental care, have a right to quality education.  Every opportunity should be given to ensure that children with special needs are included in mainstream education;

· Financial flows, standards of care, screening and other procedures related to entry and exit of children into and out of public care should all be reformed;

· Children’s rights must be guaranteed by establishment of formal mechanisms and channels for their participation in decision-making and opportunities for complaints and redress;

· Partnerships need to be developed to ensure that police and the justice system respect and promote children’s rights.

There is no single blueprint for success – no “one size fits all” approach to address these complex issues.  Responses must be tailored to the individual child in his or her unique circumstances.

We commit ourselves to this agenda and pledge to reach out to others with this urgent message.  There is increasing political will to implement these action points.  We offer this statement of commitment as a substantive contribution to the new agenda for children for the next decade, which will be adopted at the United Nations Special Session on Children in September 2001.

We go back to our countries inspired by the partnerships we have strengthened here in Budapest and commit ourselves to work together and with others to protect and empower our children. 

The Conference at a Glance

Day One: Sunday, 22 October

Introductory Statements

· UNICEF: Philip O’Brien, UNICEF Regional Director for the CEE/CIS and the Baltic States; 

· Government of Hungary: Gyula Pulay, State Secretary of the Ministry of Social and Family Affairs;

· NGOs: Tanya Barron, Chair of the NGO/UNICEF Committee for Children in CEE/CIS and the Baltic States;

· The World Bank: Annette Dixon, ECA Human Development Director. 

Rights and Risks

· The rights of children deprived of parental care: Geert Cappelaere, UNICEF Regional Office for the CEE/CIS and the Baltic States;

· Poverty, disability and ethnicity as key risks for placement in residential care: Judith Harwin of Brunel University, Elisabeth Bauer of Mental Disability Rights International, and Blanka Kozma of the Association of Roma Women in Public Life. 

Day Two: Monday, 23 October

Assessment and Analysis

· Situation assessment and analysis as a crucial step in building knowledge and setting goals for change: Dita Reichenberg, UNICEF Regional Office for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States;

· Four Working Groups: 

· The child-care system: links between subsystems and goal setting;
· Risks leading to deprivation of parental care: design of prevention measures;

· Functioning/conditions in public care systems: design of family-based alternatives;

· Procedures/decision-making leading to deprivation of parental care: what needs to change. 

Moving Towards Family-Centred Outcomes

· Making choices to ensure family-centred outcomes – the Romania example: Liliana Momeu, Head of Strategy and Programme Services, National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights, Romania;

· The documentation and self-assessment of positive initiatives exercise: Anne Grandjean, UNICEF in the CEE/CIS and the Baltic States, and Séverine Jacomy, BICE Regional Delegate for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States; 

· Five Working Groups:

· Family support and prevention of family breakdown;

· Enabling children with disabilities to stay with their families;

· Family-based alternative care;

· Transformation of institutions/assistance to children within institutions;

· Reintegration of children into their family and society.

Day Three: Tuesday, 24 October

Entering and Leaving Public Care: The ‘Gatekeeping’ System

· Reasons for entry and exit into/from institutions: Maria Herczog, Child Care Forum, Hungary;

· Four Working Groups:

· Detection of child abuse;

· Assessment of disability;

· Administration of juvenile justice;

· Decision-making regarding orphans.

Redirecting Resources to Community-based Services

· Challenges of harmonizing the financial flows with decentralization: Alia Mekkaoui, National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights; Romania.

· Funding models for new municipal level social services: Sandra Baltina, Director, Social Assistance Department, Ministry of Welfare, Latvia.

Networking – Agents of Social Change

· The Ombudsperson’s perspective: Katalin Gönczöl, Hungarian Parliamentary Commissioner for Human Rights; 

· The role of civil society organizations in influencing and implementing policy changes: Dana Migaliova, Chair of the Lithuanian Welfare Society for Persons with Mental Disability (Viltis);

· Launch of the Changing Minds, Policies and Lives web site, Andy Bilson, Director of the Centre for Europe’s Children.

Closing comments

· Louise Fox, The World Bank 

· Tanya Barron, NGO/UNICEF Committee for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States

· Philip O’Brien, Regional Director, UNICEF CEE/CIS and the Baltic States

Endorsement of the Budapest Statement

Opening Statements

The three organizing bodies (UNICEF, the NGO/UNICEF Committee for Children in CEE/CIS and the Baltic States and The World Bank), as well as the government of Hungary opened the meeting with the statements summarized as follows:

UNICEF: Philip O’Brien, Regional Director, UNICEF CEE/CIS and the Baltic States. 

In his first statement as Regional Director, UNICEF CEE/CIS and Baltic States Regional Office, Philip O’Brien commented on the scale of the crisis of child institutionalization facing the region, with almost 1.5 million children in public care. 

“All children have the right to grow up in a family. We are effectively denying them that right when we focus only on picking up the pieces once families fall apart. There is a growing appreciation of the need for a comprehensive system of assistance, incentives and supportive services for families – one that provides effective social safety nets, employment options and corresponding training, as well as parenting skills and counselling, especially for families in crisis. … From looking only at children in institutions we must broaden our focus to include the children of families in need, as well as on the functioning of the entire childcare system. This means, first and foremost, preventing children from being deprived of parental care. This will require improving our social targeting and really reaching those families that are most at risk.” 

Government of Hungary: Gyula Pulay, State Secretary, Ministry of Social and Family Affairs, Hungary.  

In 1999 some 300,000 children were subject to child welfare or protection provisions in Hungary. Around 21,000 were separated from their families. State Secretary Pulay described various initiatives and alternative services that have contributed to falling numbers of children in public care in Hungary, particularly ongoing reform of the child protection system.  

“Even though the number of children dependent on institutional care in Hungary drops year on year, we need a fair amount of change … to ensure them more humane care so that, as soon as they leave institutional care behind, they should be able to lead a life worth living.”

NGOs: Tanya Barron, NGO/UNICEF Committee for Children in CEE/CIS and the Baltic States. 

“… There have been times when NGOs have been quite difficult partners, raising difficult questions and perhaps sometimes being confrontational. But this can be seen as healthy, even necessary, for democratic societies. I believe that we now have a real and strong consensus between NGOs, governments and multilateral agencies, and this creates a great opportunity to work together in the same direction – to realize children’s rights to parental care … If we don’t act, too many children’s childhoods will be over before they have the chance to grow up in a family.”

Examples of the increasingly strong NGO networks include SEECRA (South East Europe Child Rights Action), EFCW (European Forum for Child Welfare) and Euronet. 

The World Bank: Annette Dixon, Director, Human Development Sector Unit, Europe and Central Asia Region.   

According to Annette Dixon, poverty in the Europe and Central Asia region has been deeper and much more persistent than might have been expected at the beginning of the transition process. In 1998, an estimated one in every five people survived on less than US$2.15 per day, whereas a decade before only one in every 25 lived in such poverty. For many families, there is a deep sense of powerlessness and shame associated with being poor in this particular part of the world.

“The percentage of children three years and under who are placed in infant homes has risen during the transition – this is perhaps the saddest indicator of greater family vulnerability and poor progress in child protection reforms.”

“Many countries need to focus on developing family-oriented social safety nets. These have to strengthen the capacity of families to care for and protect their own children as their core objective. Social assistance resources have to be better targeted to reach the poorest families. This may require interrupting the privileges that many of the less poor groups have traditionally had, in order to ensure that social assistance schemes are affordable and sustainable. … Part of this policy change requires us to find alternatives to support families to replace institutional care.” 

Many countries would require new legal frameworks, building on the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC).

“The public policy objective should be to put the child’s development at the centre – to ensure that children are kept safe, protected and nurtured within their families, and kept within the education system, to enable them to meet their full potential.”

Rights and Risks

It was important, at the outset, to outline the framework in which all actions for children deprived of, or at risk of being deprived of, parental care, should be set: the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC). This regulatory framework sets standards for the assessment of respect for children’s rights and highlights overall objectives to be achieved by any reform. This was followed by an overview of key risk situations – poverty, disability and ethnicity – as crucial issues for prevention policies, leading to discussion on the demand for residential care and strategies to reduce such demand. 

A “Guided Tour” through the international legal framework on the rights of children deprived of parental care

Geert Cappelaere, Senior Child Protection Officer for UNICEF CEE/CIS and the Baltics. “Children’s rights are human rights,” he said. “They apply to all human beings, but the CRC also guarantees special rights for children because of their vulnerability. The right to grow up in a family environment is the best example.” 

Under the three areas of protection, provision and participation, implementation of the CRC requires a proactive approach. “Being at risk is not the only condition for intervention. All children are, first and foremost, children and we should not concentrate first on their disability, poverty or minority status – they are all children with clear potential.”

From a child rights perspective the child-care system reform faces four key challenges:

· Each child has the right to be cared for by his/her parents. Parents and families should be supported as much as possible in raising their children;

· Each child has the right to grow up in a family environment, even if (temporarily or not) their parents cannot take care of them; 

· The CRC is realistic – it is not always possible for a child to stay at home. But residential care should be a measure of last resort, and for the shortest time possible. Therefore, alternative family focused and community-based care should be supported; 

· Childcare, in all its forms, should meet minimum standards fully in line with the rights of the child.

“In conclusion, the CRC provides a sufficient legal framework to protect children against the risk of being deprived of parental care and provide for those who are.” 

Poverty, Disability and Ethnicity: An Overview of Key Policy Issues for Prevention

a. Poverty: Judith Harwin, Brunel University
Speaking on the impact of poverty on child institutionalization, Judith Harwin cited the 1997 UNICEF Regional Monitoring Report, No.4. This found that low family income was the most important factor contributing to institutionalization. It was also clear, however, that income poverty alone was not the sole cause of institutionalization, often going hand in hand with other forms of disadvantage that heighten risk. “In England, surveys found that a child from a home headed by a single parent dependent on state benefits, from an ethnic minority, with four or more children had a one in ten chance of entering public care. Without these features, the odds were only one in 7,000.”

The 1997 report found that some countries with severe poverty such as Georgia and Armenia, saw no significant increase in institutional care, while the Russian Federation, which was beginning to show GDP improvements, had very large rises. Three main points emerge:

· Poverty is a significant factor in institutionalization  and, given its damaging effects on all aspects of child development, anti-poverty measures are essential;

· Its impact on institutional care is mediated by other factors that could encourage or discourage institutionalization. Policy responses must address these wider factors;

· Social disadvantage has many forms. Intersectoral services should respond to housing difficulties, income poverty and parenting capacity in a coordinated way.

Because of rising poverty, unemployment and other pressures, more children are moving up the ‘pyramid of risk.’ Interventions, such as active labour market strategies and anti-poverty measures could prevent them joining those at the top of the pyramid – the children whose family ties have been severed and who are dependent on the state. 

“ … These children have been ‘rescued from poverty’ yet find themselves the victims of continuing poverty. In some parts of the region the amount spent on keeping children in institutions has plunged, diets are inadequate and heating ineffective making illness a hazard. …It is a gross betrayal – increasing their poverty in terms of lack of life opportunities.”

There is a mismatch between needs and services, with current expenditures and services targeted at those already in institutions. But building up services lower down the pyramid should not be at the expense of children living in institutions. “We can’t eliminate residential care, but we must make it humane.”

Family support services must be responsive to the needs. “First, there must be an attempt to assess what specific needs are. Second, the state must have a legal obligation to intervene early to meet child needs through services and, third, the roles of central and local government on funding, service delivery and standard setting must be clearly defined.”

b. Disability: Elizabeth Bauer, Mental Disability Rights International
Elizabeth Bauer outlined the relevant aspects of the CRC and a range of other international treaties that address disability. All children are entitled to community life, acceptance, good health, education, social support and, above all, fairness. Describing the barriers to inclusion for children with disabilities, Elizabeth Bauer cited the attitudes of society, which sees them as different and disability as something to be rectified or overcome. “Ignorance and fear isolate children with disabilities. But disability and normality are social constructs. We have built them and we can end them.”

Other barriers include assessment procedures to spot deviation from the ‘norm’, the lack of periodic review that condemns a child to institutionalization and a general focus on deficits, rather than potential, leading to widespread segregation.

“Poverty both causes disability and exacerbates it,” she said, and policies may exacerbate exclusion by promoting segregation and out of home services, compelling the severing of family ties. 

On funding issues, she pointed out that “funding drives the system. Very often, funding is a reaction to a crisis, as in Romania in the early 1990s, which means that local people saw money flowing into the institutions and then placed their children in care.” 

Elizabeth Bauer called for stronger advocacy: “We need to create a climate for advocacy, and for confrontation that leads to understanding, by bringing together those with disabilities, NGOs, parent organizations and others”  

Assessment processes should focus on abilities and should take place in the child’s natural environment rather than in an artificial situation. “Early screening for some problems means no disability later on – that is a huge return on investment.” The aim should be to accommodate disability rather than overcome it. Stressing education, she said: “The most powerful deterrent to institutionalization is free, appropriate public education integrating children with disabilities.”

Public policies that support children within their families should be backed by respite care, family support subsidies, home modifications, retraining of institutional workers to provide community-based services.

c. Ethnic Minorities: Blanka Kozma, Association of Roman Women in Public Life
Hungary’s Roma account for 5-6 per cent of the country’s 10 million people – up to 600,000 people in all. In the 1960s many Roma adults migrated from underdeveloped agricultural areas to the cities to work in industry and live in worker lodgings, where their spouses and children were not allowed.  Traditional lifestyles began to fall apart and many children ended up in institutional care. At present, around 25,000 children are in Hungary’s residential institutions and most of them are Roma. 

Blanka Kozma told  the conference: “A great number of Roma children who are brought up in residential institutions are third or fourth generation institution dwellers, even their grandparents were children under state care. And it has become clear that these people once they reach adulthood are unable to integrate … The second-third generation adults brought up in institutional care are … eternal residents of after-care institutions and homeless centres.”

Placement of children in institutional care is ordered by the local public guardianship authority, while the institutions are managed by the county or the ministry. Not only do the local governments pass the costs of institutionalization on to others; they free themselves of the need to fund the services that the child needs within the family and community. Local resources are limited and local governments are afraid of losing the votes of those who do not want Roma in their schools or neighbourhoods. The public opinion is that Roma children can only develop if they are removed from the Roma environment. As a result, 20,000 Roma children are placed in public care. When they turn 18, the authorities that removed them from their families simply send them back home.

Listing proposals to end the widespread institutionalization of Roma children, Blanka Kozma said that: “the body that orders the placement should be financially accountable for the costs of institutional care.”

She called for more family-style childcare, close to the child’s original community, preferably within the extended family. Such solutions need to be backed by financial support, including broadening of eligibility for unemployment benefits. 

“The Minority Act also has to be changed. It is vital that minorities choose their own representatives. Only with the help of a strong representation of Roma interest can the Roma rise above this prolonged, never-ending state of crisis.

“Funds aimed to improve Roma civil society should be spent on strengthening influential Roma organizations that are actively involved in politics, not on hunger appeasing survival programmes. Since money has been spent on such programmes the Roma have struggled even more with starvation as they are stuck within their own vicious circles.”

Assessment and Analysis

In order to understand the functioning of the child-care system, it is important to first map the system as a whole and concentrate on the relationships between its different parts. Within such system analysis, a good assessment of conditions for children and families in terms of decision-making procedures and resources will lead to more effective goal setting and development of strategies. Such approach will also allow for better evaluation and adjustment of both strategies and goals. Assessment is only one step in a never-ending cycle of diagnosis-intervention-evaluation.

Situation Assessment and Analysis as a Crucial Step in Building Knowledge and Setting Goals for Change

Dita Reichenberg, Regional Advisor on Child Protection, UNICEF Regional Office for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States. There is one main point of consensus: our conviction that all children have the right to grow up in a family environment. If the assessment is framed within the rights perspective, it will capture the three inter-related dimensions of provision, protection and participation (“3 Ps”). And the findings will guide us towards strategies that can reduce the number of children at risk and the demand for residential care. But in the region, we seldom use the 3Ps approach, because it seems that demand for residential care keep increasing. “Recalling that our aim is really a necessary change in the system, we must also be aware that the systems currently in place were created and re-created by specific actors who were, in turn, influenced by specific economic, ideological and socio-cultural factors.”

Different subsystems, such as social services, welfare and social security all interact with the child care system. In addition, they are regulated by interdependent legislation, administrative norms and financial flows. Therefore, the linkages among these regulations and the subsystems must be considered. “An example of predominant influence of financial regulators over legal norms is that child allowances are legally ensured and provided for, but their real value – due to financial shortages – does not produce the desirable effect. The balance of relative weight of different regulators is very much related to the question of political will and social demand. And social demand touches upon the question of public attitude and possibilities for participation. …. A good assessment of where we stand in terms of conditions for children and families or in terms of decision-making procedures and resources should lead to goal setting, to strategy development and to further evaluation.”

Four Working Groups that followed the presentation examined these issues in more depth. Each Group started with one or two short presentations, with the remaining time devoted to discussion to reach specific conclusions on the following four topics: 
· Key areas in which change should be prioritized in the child care system in order to ensure family-centred outcomes;

· Desirable outcomes for each area;

· Knowledge needed to decide on, promote and/or implement the changes;

· Key actors and decision makers in each area.
Working Groups

Working Group One: Assessment of the child care system as a whole: analysis of the links between subsystems and goal setting. 

Mayke Huijbregts, UNICEF Child Protection Officer, FYR of Macedonia. Using a specially designed template, UNICEF, Ministries and NGOs assessed four areas: prevention measures, procedures leading to deprivation of parental care, public care system set-up and integration/reintegration initiatives. Key strengths identified were functioning ministries, relevant legislation, an Ombudsperson for Children and Centres for Social Work. Weaknesses included gaps between legislation and implementation, laws that do not comply with international standards and staff shortages. The analysis called for systematic collection and analysis of data on children at risk and to use such information within a unified childcare system. The assessment template was appreciated as guiding a systematic approach to data collection and analysis ensuring consistency and clear indication where the changes are needed. 

Josi Salem-Pickartz, UNICEF Consultant in Armenia. A situation analysis included assessment of 21 residential institutions. It found that 80 per cent of institutions had difficulties in providing adequate food, clothing, shelter and health care, only half organized social and family contacts and only 20 per cent offered rehabilitation schemes tailored to individual needs. It found alternatives such as foster care, adoption schemes and integrated preschool education for children with disabilities, but reaching few children. It identified major gaps, including the need for training, support for families and the streamlining of laws as well as changes in public attitudes. Representatives from government, NGOs and institutions discussed these gaps at a Planning Workshop, and produced a plan to improve the functioning of the child care system.

 


Working Group Two: Assessment/analysis of risks leading to deprivation of parental care – a base for design of prevention measures 

Eszter Nemeniyi, The Child Care Forum, Hungary. The Child Care Forum has examined childcare systems in Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland and Slovakia, asking for reasons for placement of children in residential care. Surveys in each country also included data on the quality of institutional care. A sample of institutions in the six countries has monitored the entry and exit of children in/from residential care during a three-month period. While the findings pointed to family poverty as a main reason for placement of children in institutional care, the survey also exposed the general weaknesses of the information system. Professionals lack the basic information they need to do their job – the history of the child. This makes the system weak in responses to children who before placement have experienced bereavement, neglect, and health or emotional problems.

John Innes, Economist, The World Bank: Assessing Family Poverty. Poverty assessments were discussed as a tool for assessing deprivation and child need. Such assessments based on household surveys have advantages and disadvantages. They do not normally include children, and various groups may be under-represented such as those with disabilities, in institutions or on the streets, but there are trade-offs in terms of comprehensiveness, sample size and low cost. An assessment in Bulgaria, for example, found higher poverty rates among ethnic minorities – 84 per cent of Roma were poor in 1997, compared to 36 per cent nationally. These findings supported responses targeting institutionalized and street children, family benefits, social assistance, anti-discrimination measures and a Child Protection Act. In Romania, assessments found that families with three or more children accounted for only 5 per cent of the total population but had the highest incidence of poverty. Recommended responses included the doubling of the State Child Allowance.

Conclusions

Poverty is a major factor contributing to the growing numbers of children deprived of parental care and placed in institutions. While comprehensive policies are required, there is no ‘blueprint’ for success. Macro- and micro-level responses are needed. 

Priority areas: Macro-level change:

· Economic: for stable, equitable growth, with help for highly-indebted countries;

· Social: to change attitudes to build a more active role for local communities;

· Political: there must be political will to tackle difficult issues, such as discrimination.

Specific outcomes: Micro-level change:
· A continuum of services for families and children will have more impact than reactive responses; 

· A child-care system that responds to children’s needs, rather than its own needs; 

· A recognition that low-cost family support means cost-effective child welfare.

What do we need to know? Everything!

· We need to understand the impact of risks at family and at individual child levels. We need to know more about the poorest families – how do they cope? What kind of support do they need to cope better? Why do some break down and others don’t?

Who are the other key actors and decision makers? Everyone!

· Politicians, parents, NGOs, agencies and donors. 

Working Group Three: Assessment/analysis of the functioning and conditions in a public care system: base for design of family-based alternatives. 

Ken Maskall, Representative, and Gurcharan Virdee, Consultant, UNICEF Kyrgyzstan: Research in Kyrgyzstan. State child-care interventions in Kyrgyzstan favour institutionalization of children at risk, while institutions themselves face acute shortages of staff and resources. Meanwhile, the country has the highest per capita adoption rate in the whole of Europe. The UNICEF-supported Research on Child Protection and Care in the Kyrgyz Republic is analyzing many aspects of child protection and care, including criteria by which children are identified as being at risk, the nature of family reunification policies, etc. over a period of three years: 1998-2000. The participation of children and families in the research is encouraged and cultural sensitivities are carefully considered. The Study includes quantitative research using questionnaires for individual children in state care and their family history, and qualitative research, including in-depth interviews and focus groups, to examine the practical realities of interventions. The study is also collecting national data and other information to pinpoint gaps and trends over the last decade. Preliminary findings have produced first recommendations. In the short term, there is a need to improve all procedures connected with adoption, including recruitment and screening of adoptive parents. It is also important to maintain individual child-based records for every child in public care. The number of different carers and institutions should be kept to a minimum, siblings should be placed together and all children should be placed near their family home. The Study has also identified key actors and their information needs. A conference on these preliminary findings will take place in February 2001.

Conclusions

The Study is relevant to other Central Asian countries, with their mixture of traditional cultures and ‘Soviet-style’ approaches. In Kyrgyzstan, traditional support for adoption is strengthened by religion. Yet children are still entering residential care.

Priority areas:

· Reform of the whole child care system is needed to impact the level of care for the individual child; 
· The system also needs to be diverse and responsive. Child protection/care issues are complex, requiring flexibility and a focus on the best interests of the child.

Specific outcomes:

· Accountable service providers;

· Assessments that create a sense of ‘ownership’ among all players; 

· Short-term interventions need to be designed within a long-term vision.

What do we need to know?

· Cultural sensitivity to accompany any research;

· Consensus on minimum standard of care responsive to local situations.

Who are the other key actors and decision-makers?

· Children and families. It is vital to listen to their views;
· Decisions must be made jointly with care professionals and financial managers, to avoid decisions based only on finance.
Working Group Four: procedures/decision-making leading to deprivation of parental care: what needs to change.
Rosemary McCreery, UNICEF Representative, Moscow: A proposal. Special attention is needed for those children in care whose parents have been deprived of their parental rights. Their numbers are rising in Russian Federation institutions, doubling between 1993 and 1998 to 41,000, in contrast to the trend in juvenile justice where custodial sentences are decreasing. Are authorities more aware of the need to remove children from situations where they are at risk, or does it reveal increasingly severe social problems? UNICEF Russian Federation and its partners will analyze the decision-making process in a number of regions, in urban and rural communities and in those with high or low incidence of deprivation of parental rights. Statistical data on population trends, economic activity, poverty, criminality, education and health will be collected, together with data on children in care.  

Andy Bilson, Director, Centre for Europe’s Children, on mapping. Attempted reforms can have unintended consequences and even adverse outcomes. Mapping the child protection system can help to avoid such consequences and the Group discussed how decision-making systems could be mapped to identify strategies for change. Mapping can be used to define the child protection services required and gaps in the implementation of the CRC. Experience from a range of countries shows that strategies for reform of child protection must be based on services that aim to prevent unnecessary deprivation of parental care or entry into the child protection system. Mapping can help develop such services while promoting the best interests of the child. The presentation looked at the experience in Australia, Bulgaria, Romania, and the United Kingdom.

Conclusions

Priority areas:

· Making decisions in the best interests of the child at every stage;

· Reminding politicians and those running institutions that institutional responses will not solve the problems of children deprived of parental care in their countries;

· Emphasizing systems and services to prevent institutionalization;

· A recognition of the potential of these children to contribute to their countries.

Desirable outcomes:

· Restructured and redirected systems of information with focus on the best interests of the child, rather than on the needs of service providers;

· An effective information flow;

· A stake to different actors in information sharing;

· Improved and extended monitoring of child well-being, which will include teachers, health workers and others working with children on a regular basis.

What do we need to know?

· What types of information and information mechanisms are needed;

· How to get information, including news of positive initiatives, to decision makers;

· The existing processes and mechanisms that could prevent the institutionalization of children if expanded and accelerated.
Moving to Family-Centred Outcomes

The conference examined the range of services that should be available to families and to children at risk or deprived of parental care. Such services aim to prevent children ending up in public care, to set up alternatives to institutionalization, to transform existing institutions or to reintegrate institutionalized children into their family or community. They can be implemented by governmental, as well as non-governmental organizations. This range of services was illustrated by initiatives documented and self-assessed by implementing NGOs through the ‘positive initiative documentation and self-assessment exercise’. The exercise was briefly described and selected NGOs presented their initiatives in working groups. 

Making Choices to Ensure Family-Centred Outcomes – the Romania Example 

Liliana Momeu, Head of Strategy and Programme Service, National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights, Romania. In the early 1990s, many NGOs in Romanian orphanages realized that their efforts supported continued institutionaliziation. Some developed pilot projects to demonstrate alternatives in partnership with the authorities but coordination was difficult as responsibility for child welfare was divided between several Ministries. In 1994, the government created the National Committee for Child Protection to coordinate child protection activities and, in 1995, the Committee launched a National Plan for Children. Lacking the necessary power, however, the Committee failed to implement any of the provisions of the Plan. 

“By the end of 1996, there were 100,000 children in the state institutionalized child-care system. There was a lack of support or resources for families in difficult situations and a lack of alternatives, coupled with an authoritarian mentality inherited from the communist era. Once in the system, children were rarely released due to the lack of specialized services and the system’s lack of flexibility.”

In 1997, the government launched a reform based on four principles: reform of the legal and regulatory framework on child rights, decentralization, promotion of community-based services and alternatives, and an increased role for civil society and NGOs. Responsibilities were transferred from the Ministries of Health and Education to local authorities, which faced a major challenge: downsizing institutions and restructuring them for the provision of community integrated services.

Many alternatives have been created over the last three years, including family-group style residential care, mother and baby units, day-care centres, family counselling services, family placement/reintegration programmes including fostering and adoption schemes, and emergency reception and assessment services. By mid-1999, Romania was protecting 30 per cent more children than in 1997, using a budget half as large.

Local authorities have found it hard to fund child protection and the government is focusing on the integration of all childcare institutions under a unitary system. The National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights has been created as the single governmental central structure to monitor child rights. The transfer process has not been easy, and resulted in a short period of stagnation in reforms as resources were shifted. In less than six months, 193 institutions with over 30,500 children were transferred to the specialized public services for child protection. 

The Agency is developing standards to ensure that quality requirements for service provision are met by State and NGO actors. Standards have been designed for residential care and foster services, and methodological guides for good practice have been created for such services as emergency reception/evaluation, family counselling and mother and baby units. Fewer children are being placed in residential care and more are staying in a family environment. In 1999, 16,300 children stayed with their families, rather than going into residential care. “The National Strategy for the Reform of the Child Protection System does not foresee miraculous solutions, but a process of evolution.”

Protecting the Rights of Children Deprived or at Risk of Being Deprived of Parental Care: The Documentation and Self-Assessment of Positive Initiatives. 

Anne Grandjean, Assistant Child Protection Officer, UNICEF Regional Office for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States, and Séverine Jacomy, Regional Delegate, BICE. They described the first lessons learned from the testing phase and made proposals for next steps to take the process further. The overall objective is to promote respect for the rights of children deprived of parental care through the dissemination of examples of good practice. Specific aims are to provide ‘change agents’ with a tool and methodology to support continuous adjustment of their practices, and to foster a systematic learning process and information exchange. The UNICEF Regional Office for CEE/CIS and the Baltic States and the NGO Working Group on Children Deprived of Parental Care created a questionnaire for this purpose and asked 25 NGOs to test it. Ten were selected for inclusion in the first Compendium of Good Practice and were invited to present their work at the conference – initiatives that could be replicable elsewhere. The criteria used by the NGOs to self-assess their initiative were the following:

· Promotion and protection of children’s rights:  this must be included in the work of each initiative selected;

· Programmatic/Managerial criteria: 

· effectiveness – the initiative must be reaching its objectives

· relevance – it must contribute to reductions in children in residential care 

· efficiency –  its capacity to achieve results with minimum resources and effort

· sustainability

While all the initiatives were expected to promote and protect children’s rights, it was not essential that each initiative met all four of the programmatic/managerial requirements. The methodology focused on self-assessment, rather than surveys by external personnel, as self-assessment can lead to reflection and, if necessary, adjustment. The speakers acknowledged the pressures in terms of time and staffing on many NGOs: additional official incentives to encourage self-assessment would be beneficial, coupled with measures to give NGO staff the time and the guidance they need to complete self-assessment.  Ideally, all players involved in initiatives would be involved in the self-assessment.

This assessment process is work in progress that can be revised and amended. It is one step in a continuing process that includes a database of positive initiatives to be included in the Changing Minds, Policies and Lives web site, the possible expansion of the Compendium of Good Practice, and discussions during the Working Groups taking place at the conference.

Five Working Groups discussed definitions of positive initiatives and whether self-assessment tools are useful. Each Group began with two presentations of positive initiatives. The aim was to agree on the key criteria for success and results will feed into refinement of the assessment tool. Working Groups were asked to discuss: 

· Five key elements which are required if an initiative is to be successful

· The action already undertaken by participants to achieve these five elements

· The additional action needed to achieve them, and by whom

· The motivation for self-assessment and usefulness of a self-assessment tool

Working Groups

Working Group One: Early family support/prevention of family breakdown
Romania, For Every Child a Family. Maraia Voluntiru, Executive Director, explained how her organization aims to prevent the abandonment of children in maternity hospitals, child neglect and child institutionalization. Working in partnership with UNICEF and the Caras-Severin County authorities, its beneficiaries include up to 100 newborn babies at risk of abandonment each year, as well as 350 families at high risk in Resita City. The organization’s work to prevent abandonment of babies in maternity hospitals includes the Centre for Mother and Child – a support centre for young mothers and their children. It also supports the Counselling Cabinet at the maternity hospital – a multidisciplinary team including social workers, doctors and a midwife to work with mothers and pregnant women. Abandoned babies are housed at the Fairy House for two months while every option is explored to avoid their placement in residential care.

The Equal Chances Daycare Centre is also based at the organization and hosts up to 30 children each day. The organization’s support service for families at home includes a team of five social workers, working with 250 families in their homes to track the progress of children and link families to available sources of support. Alternatives to residential care include a foster parent scheme, with 36 prospective foster parents receiving initiation courses, and family group homes. 

Russian Federation, Home-Start. Ioulia Tchoupakhina outlined the work of Home-Start International (Russian Federation) and associated Federation initiatives that provide family support through home visiting in collaboration with academic institutions and other NGOS. Currently based in St. Petersburg and Ekaterinburg, the initiative is planning centres elsewhere in the Russian Federation. It aims to recruit enough volunteers to provide support to 100 families with young children in the St. Petersburg area within three years.

Home-Start Russian Federation will attempt to replicate the Home-Start networks in a number of western European countries and elsewhere in the world, where families receive support from other parents. In Russian Federation, an additional goal is the prevention of institutionalization. The initiative aims to prevent family breakdown, enhance parenting skills, develop stronger relationships within families and between families and communities and to provide direct protection for child rights. Volunteers may act as intermediaries between families and authorities when police are involved in family conflict situations. 

Staff have visited existing successful programmes in the United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland and are translating and adapting materials for use with Russian Federation volunteers. They have discussed the special features of Russian Federation family structure, such as the special relationships between family members, the influence of excessive alcohol use, and the absence of support from social workers or other community-based professionals. The strategies for the Russian Federation initiative includes recruitment of volunteers, visits that take place within the family’s own environment, building mutual trust and respect; preserving relationships among family members and developing volunteer awareness of the need for confidentiality.

Working Group Two: Enabling children with disabilities to stay with their families

Russian Federation, Centre for Curative Pedagogics. Anastasiya Kiseleva, Psychologist. The Centre focuses on psycho-pedagogical and social help for children with severe developmental disorders and their families, using a family-centred approach, aiming to keep such children out of institutions and to provide families with information, legal and financial support, with the overall ambition of changing attitudes. The Centre works in partnership with a number of other NGOs, Uprava (local authorities), Committees of Education and the Ministry of Social Protection. It collaborates with different professional organizations working with children with disabilities, leading programmes for professional training and communication for different organizations. 

Since the Centre opened in 1989, around 6,000 children and their families have been helped, with few children going to institutions and several removed from institutions as a result. Around 150 specialists have received training. While the Centre is based in Moscow, children are referred to the Centre from other Russian Federation regions and from Ukraine. Participants in the training programme come from 70 towns across the country. 
The Centre has created an effective model of rehabilitative work with children with developmental disorders such as epilepsy, autism and severe mental retardation and has disseminated this experience through its Special Child information system. It has lobbied for reform of the system of support currently available for children with disabilities.

Belarus, We Learn to Live a Joyful Life with our Children, BelAPDIiMI. Ludmila Veko, Chair. Over 4,000 children and their families are benefiting from this project, supported by BelAPDIiMI, the Open Doors Resource-Adaptation Centre in partnership with a number of international, State and NGO actors. The project has created self-help groups for the parents of children with disabilities in many towns and most of these children now spend their days in day-care rehabilitative institutions. In Minsk, for example, the Open Doors Centre hosts 30 children every day and the project aims to open similar centres in every town in the country.

The project promotes the rights of the child with disabilities, creates alternatives to residential care and rehabilitation programmes, coordinates the efforts of those working to improve conditions and lobbies for improvements and legislation. Children realize their right to education, while parents receive much needed emotional support and the chance to resume or improve their employment.

BelAPDIiMI monitors its own activities, conducting opinion polls among its clients to pinpoint areas where more work is needed. Activities are planned during round-table discussions with specialists and representatives from local authorities. The organization sees partnership, experience exchange, advocacy and the involvement of the mass media as central to its success. But it also addresses the psychological barriers felt by parents themselves through courses to help them connect with their child. 

Working Group Three: Family-Based Alternatives Care
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Save the Children UK and Tuzla Canton Fostering Programme. Jasmina Sekimovic, Project Coordinator. The project aims to reintegrate children currently in institutional care into family/society. Working with local government and the Association of Foster Parents of Tuzla Canton, the project builds the capacity of local government structures and the new association of foster parents and is developing policy and practice in the field of child protection and welfare that could be replicated nationwide. Beneficiaries include 680 children in foster care and 536 foster families. 

During the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina the number of children without parental care soared. In Tuzla Canton, the numbers increased ten-fold and two thirds of these children lost both parents. As their workload became larger, the local Centres for Social Work faced a chronic lack of resources. There were foster care and family placement programmes, but these were undeveloped, with no professional guidelines or tools. 

Since the project was created in 1996, its activities have included the creation of the Child Protection Unit at the Cantonal Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare, a situation analysis of foster care, a review of foster care placements, the development of care plans for each child, support for the creation of an Association of Foster Parents and training sessions for staff of the Centres for Social Work and foster parents.

The project’s main goals in the future are to continue to provide operational and professional support to the Association of Foster Parents and to work with a Coordination group to develop a training package for the standardization of foster care for possible application across the country and to support joint activities with the Cantonal Ministry. 

Romania, Funatia Romana pentru Copii Comunitate si Familie/FRCCF - Romanian Foundation for Children, Community and Family. Mihai Rosca, Executive Director. The Group Home Project is a collaboration between FRCCF and the local governments of Salaj and Arad counties, particularly the offices of Direction for the Protection of Children’s Rights, and offers an alternative to the classical type of institutional care. 

Launched in 1997, it supports small group homes for children who have previously lived in large isolated institutions. Around 30 such homes have been established, each housing some 10 children with up to four ‘social parents’. The aim is to create a family model for children who cannot be placed in a genuine family or who are waiting to be reintegrated into their natural families. Group homes allow siblings to live together and community involvement is encouraged, boosting the confidence of the children.  

All children in Group Homes have improved their school performance and are more likely to graduate from high school than those still in the large institutions. However, the project stresses that Group Homes should be seen as a first step in reducing the number of children in institutional care but the best solution is to create the conditions that would allow children to go back to their natural families.

Working Group Four: Transformation of Institutions and Assistance to Children within Institutions
Slovak Republic, Navrat Civic Association, Vladislav Matej, Social Worker. This project has transformed the Necpaly Children’s Home into a centre for family-based alternative care and is the result of close collaboration between the Navrat Civic Association, the Zilina Regional Department of Social Services and the staff of the Home. Before the launch of the project in 1997, the Home was an institution housing around 60 children in two old and damaged buildings. A scandal concerning sexual abuse led to the dismissal of the former Director and two staff members in 1997 and focused attention on the Home. The Navrat Civic Association and the new Director worked to create a pilot project, which, by the time the project ended in late 1999, had placed 30 children with professional foster families. A total of 14 professional foster families are now employed by the Home, a further 11 families have received training as prospective foster families and 60 substitute families have taken part in counselling camps. 
The project focused on building human capacity – of foster parents, social workers, psychologists and directors of children’s homes. It campaigned for a new social policy on care for children deprived of parental care, providing continuous information to key state officers. The success of the project is largely due to the basic willingness of the professionals involved to cooperate and to search for new solutions to the care of these children. 

Armenia, Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF), Tigranuhi Marikyan and Françoise Bouchet-Saulnier. MSF is working with children in a specific institution in Armenia with the objective to improve the children’s living conditions. To this end, the organization is providing psychological and medical assistance to the children, assessing their individual educational needs and following up each case monthly, developing partnerships to improve the living environment and creating opportunities for children to make their own choices. It also tries to consolidate the relationship between the child and his family, for instance by facilitating his or her return to the family on week ends or holidays; by encouraging visits to the family by the representatives of social and psychological services; by creating the necessary conditions for parents to come and see the child in the institution; and by developing and consolidating the cooperation between social services. The project organizes various activities for children within, as well as outside the institution, and notifies to the legal authority cases of violation of children’s rights. It also provides support to children over 18 who are leaving the institution in order to facilitate (re) integration into society. Another aspect of the project is a prevention service, aimed mainly at preventing street children from ending up in institutions. 

Finally, the organization is working toward raising awareness of the general public concerning children in difficult situations.
Working Group Five: Reintegration of Children into their Family and Society

Kyrgyzstan, Reintegration and rehabilitation of handicapped or abandoned children. Noorgul Baiburaeva, Country Coordinator, Save the Children Denmark. The result of an agreement between the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Save the Children Denmark and the Kyrgyz government, this project covers Kyrgyzstan’s four residential institutions for children with disabilities and two infant homes. Launched in 1994, it aims to improve conditions for children in these institutions, support family reunification and ensure proper surgical treatment for children with minor disabilities such as cleft palate. To date, three institutions and one infant home have been renovated and a rehabilitation/reintegration Centre has been established. Children with disabilities have been re-diagnosed and training programmes are helping them improve their motor-skills. Contact has been established with parents and a hotline helps other parents thinking of leaving their newborn babies at the maternity hospital. 

The project also provides family counselling and other preventive measures, drawing up action plans for each child with a view to their eventual reintegration into their natural family, and training for staff at hospitals and in institutions. Advocacy campaigns promote the potential of children with disabilities to prevent their placement in residential care. 

Between 1995 and 2000, 33 children were reunited with their biological families and 36 children have been moved from state residential institutions to schools under the Ministry of Education. A manual on good practice for staff in residential institutions has been created and more than 400 children have had successful surgery for the repair of labial/palate cleft. Maternity clinic staff report that the practice of abandoning children with labial/palate cleft has stopped, with not one case reported in the last two years.

Albania, Family Resource Centre. Alma Guli, Social Worker. The Centre is based in Shkoder, an area of extreme poverty in northern Albania. Most children in institutions are there for financial reasons and around 40 per cent have known parents. The Centre, run in partnership with Save the Children Denmark and the government, recognizes that most families want to be reunited with their children if they get the right support. 

The Centre aims to develop a model for family counselling to prevent institutionalization, reintegrate institutionalized children with their biological families and develop support for families and foster families. Talks with the biological or extended family of  institutionalized children assess whether there is a chance of increased family contact and family reunification. The Centre provides material support to families for up to one year after reintegration has taken place. It provides daily counselling at its office and at the local maternity hospital, organizes mothers groups and pays for kindergarten slots for some vulnerable children. Since the Centre opened in 1996, 19 children from residential institutions have been reunited with their biological families. Almost 70 children now have more regular contact with their parents or relatives, and 38 mothers with children at risk take part in mothers groups. Advice and counselling is offered to around 200 families each year, and material support provided to 150 families. Twelve children thought to be particularly vulnerable now attend kindergarten on a daily basis.

Feedback from the Working Groups on the Documentation and Self-Assessment of Positive Initiatives Exercise

The five Working Groups pooled themes emerging from detailed discussions, identifying key elements for successful initiatives and commenting on the self-assessment format.

Key elements for positive initiatives
· Children’s rights as expressed in the Convention on the Rights of the Child should be the guiding principles:

· All project objectives and strategies should be framed within the rights perspective

· Among children’s rights the following two were singled out as especially relevant for children deprived of parental care, or at risk:

a. Every child has the right to grow up in a family environment:

· Birth family, extended family, alternative family = in order of priority.

b. All rights apply to all children alike without discrimination:

· Projects should be positively inclusive: gender, ethnicity, disabilities and religion;

· Passive non-discrimination is not enough. Projects must proactively attempt to reach the most marginalized of children;

· Materials, particularly the CRC, should be produced in local languages.

· Agreement should be made with an appropriate level of government:

· Projects should stress State responsibility for child protection and services;

· Projects should be open to other partners, particularly to those in government who  make policy decisions for the benefit of children.

· Community involvement and public awareness:

· Children, families, professionals, neighbourhoods, NGOs, churches, the business community should all be seen as potential project partners;

· Mass-media collaboration and other awareness raising efforts are essential to increase understanding of underlying issues and possible solutions.

· Each project should aim at systemic change:

· Support appropriate laws, regulations and guarantees;

· Support the establishment of necessary financial means;
· Support the development of consensus among key players including the authorities, the mass media, service providers, families and children on the values of the project;
· Support changes in the entire system of child protection and welfare wherever necessary.
Comments and Suggestions on the Self-Assessment Tool and Methodology 
Among the positive aspects of the proposed format, the participants highlighted the description of the initiative from a children’s rights perspective, the self-assessment and participatory methodology and the usefulness of the proposed criteria (effectiveness, relevance, efficiency and sustainability). Participants suggested that more guidance be provided when going through the exercise, as well as more time. 

All these comments are being taken into account by the NGO Working Group on Children Deprived of Parental Care in revising the format and methodology. 

Entering and Leaving Public Care: The ‘Gatekeeping’ System

This session addressed issues surrounding a child’s entry into and exit from residential institutional care, highlighting the chronic lack of information on the individual children concerned. Even basic information is often missing – where children come from and where they go – making it difficult for carers to meet their needs or help them plan for the future. What are the procedures that result in a child’s placement in residential care? What is the decision-making process? What criteria are applied to this process? Very little is known. It is clear that this is not only a problem in the CEE/CIS and the Baltic States, but is a phenomenon common to systems of public care in many countries.

Reasons for Entry and Exit into/from Institutions

Maria Herczog, Hungarian National Institute for Family and Social Policy highlighted the problem in a presentation on the Child Care Forum, a research programme gathering basic information in six countries: Bulgaria, Hungary, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland and Slovakia with support from UNICEF. The Forum was created after the issue of the 1997 Regional Monitoring Report, No. 4, by UNICEF, which looked at children at risk, including children in public care. The Forum has carried out data collection on children entering and leaving care over a three-month period in each of these countries and is preparing a report that will include results from over 2,300 questionnaires. The findings show that the overall number of children in care is increasing in Central and Eastern Europe despite a low and decreasing birth rate. 

“Poverty is one reason, possibly even the main reason for the placement of children in care, but if we look at the poverty rate in different countries, poverty in itself cannot be the only reason. If it were, far more children would be in the system. Poverty alone does not make parents unable to care for their children and it is misleading to assume that if we solve the problem of poverty in the region all the other problems will be solved.” 
Carers found it hard to provide information on routes into and out of care, having little information on why particular children are there. ‘Financial difficulties’ top the list of reasons for child placement. “We know that professionals and decision-makers often choose an answer which makes their lives easier, but this makes the child’s life harder, especially when it comes to their therapy or rehabilitation.”

Hungary’s 1997 law prohibiting the placement of children for financial reasons led to an increase in the number of children placed because of ‘inadequate living conditions’, now accounting for 45 per cent of placements. Parental neglect is often cited, but this may be another easy way to express complex problems. Alcoholism and unfit parents are also mentioned but are not consistently defined. The death of parents was another reason, raising questions about efforts to unite children with extended families. On gatekeeping, the questionnaire asked about decision-making procedures before children come into care. “In 50 per cent of cases there was no answer. The carers have no idea about the child’s past, no information on what happened to them before they came into the institution. From the perspective of quality of care, this is a really bad outcome. Carers don’t get proper information on children so can’t plan the treatment that they need.”

The research found a lack of information on the relationship between the child and the family, making it hard to plan an ongoing relationship with parents. There is also little information on the child’s history in terms of rehabilitation programmes, difficulties in school, health problems, how many institutions the child has experienced or how long the child has been in care. The percentage of carers who left these questions unanswered reached 80 per cent in Slovakia and was high in all other countries examined.

The research also found that some children leave the institution after a very short period, but it failed to answer why did they enter in the first place. Few carers could provide information on the efforts made to help children go home or strengthen family relationships. It would be better to strengthen prevention rather than send children back to an unchanged family situation; having lost their family ties in the interim. Some go to relatives who may have been able to help at the time the decision to institutionalize the child was made. Children often experience five or six institutions during childhood, undermining later chances of stability. Independent living is not an option for most of those leaving at the age of 18. 

The research has pinpointed priority needs in this area:

· More legislation in keeping with the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC);

· Proper assessment of entry/exit conditions;

· Better documentation of assessment/planning/decision-making/reviews/outcome;

· Professional standards, codes of ethics and training;

· Support for involvement of parents and children in a culture of cooperation;

· Competency-based distribution of duties and responsibilities: “Shared responsibility often means that nobody is responsible for these children.”

· More accountability;

· Local multisectoral/multipurpose services for prevention, case management and after-care; 

· Measures to strengthen the family at the local level. 

Four Working Groups aimed to assess the different ways in which children may be deprived of parental care and what should be done to ensure that these procedures contribute to a decrease in the number of children in institutions. Following two presentations in each Group, participants discussed four questions:

· The formal and informal procedures for depriving a child of parental care and the changes that need to occur in order to decrease the residential placement of children;

· The conditions to meet in order to guarantee that procedures contribute effectively to a decrease in institutionalization, as well as how to use the CRC in this respect;

· The full involvement of children and families in the procedures;

· The possible tools and processes to improve the ‘gatekeeping’ system and the key agents of change.

Working Groups

Working Group One: Detection of child abuse

Elisabeth Schauer, WHO/EURO, Copenhagen, Denmark. WHO/EURO activities to combat child abuse and neglect (CAN) include promotion of effective perinatal care, materials on prevention and detection for health workers, and piloting research on prevention in Tajikistan and Romania. Its work has highlighted urgent issues, particularly the need to see this as everyone’s problem and responsibility – as a public health issue that threatens child development. Health professionals have a particular role to play in preventing, detecting and referring cases. The CRC should guide work on CAN and close international coordination and partnership are required for the creation and dissemination of guidelines for prevention and intervention. The questions that health professionals should ask when faced with a possible case include, for example: is the injury consistent with the parents’ story? Was there a delay in seeking help? Is there violence in the household? A list of risk factors provides some guidance, with the more factors that match a family situation increasing the risk, such as parents who are indifferent, socio-economic problems, a history of family violence and parents who were abused themselves.

Appropriate case management would include the establishment of proper referral and threshold criteria to prevent unnecessary institutionalization, multidisciplinary teams for assessment, and family-centred, problem solving approaches. In the UK, for example, only one quarter of children on the child register are placed in substitute care.   

Working Group Two: Assessment of disability
Svetlana Samoilova, Saratov Regional Rehabilitation Centre for Disabled Children and Yuri Smoliakov, Samara Regional Rehabilitation Centre for Disabled Children, Russian Federation. Two presentations showed how traditional Russian Federation diagnostic systems for children with disabilities violated the child’s right to develop to the maximum of his/her potential. Children already facing discrimination have been further threatened by diagnoses that trap them in institutions. Children not assessed as ‘normal’ at the age of four by Psychological-Medical-Pedagogic Commissions have been classified as either mildly or severely disabled. Those diagnosed as mildly disabled, lived either in orphanages and attend mainstream schools, or specialized boarding schools under the Ministry of Education. The Ministry of Labour and Social Development has taken charge of ‘ineducable’ children, who are considered to have no potential. These children have little or no access to education. The Commissions have had no responsibility for the future of any child.  

A new approach in Samara and Saratov regions, under Regional Rehabilitation Centres for Disabled Children, has established systems of permanent centres for diagnostics and rehabilitation, with full responsibility for early diagnostics, follow-up of cases, and re-assessment of children at least once every two to three years. The Centres also create individual rehabilitation programmes for each child. In Samara, re-assessment exercises and individual work have resulted in the transfer of 1,000 children from institutions for the severely mentally disabled to boarding schools where educational opportunities are greater. At the same time, the ‘clientele’ of these boarding schools has fallen by one third, with more children attending mainstream secondary schools.     

Working Group Three: The administration of juvenile justice

Graham Giles, Faculty of Sociology and Political Science, Bucharest University, Romania. “Child welfare reform, social services development and juvenile justice go together.  With tragic consequences in most of Europe's transitional societies young offenders and victims have been excluded and ignored.  Change has not reached behind the metal doors of police cells or through the barbed wire of prisons.  Children are disempowered, minorities are disempowered, communities and parents are disempowered.  All but a few land on the rubbish heap of forgotten youth, their prospects for a stable future more precarious than before entering the 'care' of criminal justice agencies”.

Rising levels of delinquency, violence, and new crimes involving alcohol, illicit drugs and international prostitution networks add to the risks for young people and law-enforcers.  Yet national initiatives to promote anti corruption, human rights and demilitarization in juvenile justice show limited progress even after ten years of democracy.  Moreover, United Nations and Council of Europe minimum standards for police interrogation of children, the right to bail, conditions of imprisonment, community-based sanctions and social reintegration for incarcerated minors still await implementation.

Denied a child-centred infrastructure with qualified gatekeepers, and diversion options into programmes for family and behavioural development, abused, exploited or neglected children become street children, then institutionalized delinquent and imprisoned children.  “Later they join the growing population of homeless, uneducated, unemployable young adults.  Romania urgently needs an interministerial partnership for juvenile justice which devotes a higher importance to solving social dilemmas than it does to punishing social deviants.  This is a crucial moment to ponder the choices for marginalized children as the neighbourhood of Europe moves capriciously into a new millennium”.
Working Group Four: Decision-making regarding orphans

Eka Ebralidze, Head of Mother and Child Protection Demography and Social Services, Georgia, and Maya Kuparadze, Assistant Programme Officer, UNICEF Georgia. In Georgia, adolescent affairs commissions are functioning in every district of the capital city, and are subordinated to central commissions, which are under the Ministry of Education. The commissions consist of the representatives of the district police departments and of the district departments for youth affairs. The commissions meet on an ad hoc basis when there is a case for discussion and take decisions regarding the child. Too often the decision is to take the child away from the family and place him into an institution. Existing standards and norms are far from being child/family friendly, and are scarcely respected by the commissions during decision-making. As observed, deprivation of parental care is mostly due to limited commission capability, professionalism and will properly identify the child’s needs to carry out deep family assessment, to examine roots of child abuse, negligence and abandonment.
Feedback from the working groups on some conditions that should be in place to ensure that procedures contribute to a decrease in institutionalization

Legislative and policy framework

· Ensure existence of appropriate legislation. If necessary, improve legislation/standards with legislative representatives in steering groups for pilot initiatives;

· Policies towards children in need of special protection should be framed within efforts to improve conditions for all children, and take into account all their rights;

· Approaches should be flexible in order to address emerging issues.

Knowledge of issues and procedures

· Assess and analyze procedures from a rights perspective; 

· Promote better understanding of the linkages between child protection, children in institutions, street children and juvenile justice;

· Promote more research and more accurate and complete data.

Decision-making authorities

· Decisions should be made at the local level/decentralization;

· Responsibilities should lie with one entity in order to avoid fragmentation and to ensure accountability.

Capacity building/training

· Review professional status to identify and acknowledge key actors on a regular basis

· Target key actors through training, information and publications;

· Build capacity at all levels, especially among case workers, courts and magistrates;

· Support for medical staff who lack the time, and the channels, to report abuse;

· Sharing of knowledge among professionals, e.g. a list of resource persons and experts on this issue across the region could be established.

Decision-making process

· Develop community-based pilots to test gatekeeping procedures;

· Decision making must be needs-driven, not money-driven;

· Those who decide to deprive a child of parental care should carry some financial responsibility for their decision.

Development of community-based services

· Build on existing institutions and resources to develop community-based alternatives, and ensure appropriate standards of care.

Monitoring of procedures and situation of children

· Monitor the decision-making procedures;

· Create systems for reporting/complaints;

· Establish concrete mechanisms to ensure periodic review and revision of decisions to remove a child from his or her family;

· Maintain as much as possible the relationship between children and their families while in public care: e.g. promote placements close to the community where the child belongs; promote relationships with the extended family; increase visits between children and families.

Involvement of children and families in procedures

· Enforce legislation that guarantees the participation of children during court hearings;

· Involve children in the process;

· Ensure participation of parents and guardians at every stage.

Awareness raising/advocacy

· Better communication on child abuse;

· Advocacy campaigns to change behaviour towards the children concerned, including children with disabilities.

Redirecting Resources to Community-Based Services

The objective of this session was to highlight the importance of changing financial flows so that alternatives to institutions can be created and sustained. The discussion on shifting resources from institutions and towards community-based services underlined the linkages between budgets, decision-makers and accountability. 

Challenges of Harmonizing Financial Flows with Decentralization

Alia Mekkaoui, Economist, the National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights, Romania. Until 1996 the Romanian child protection system, based on residential care in large institutions, was centrally funded. Decisions on child placement were made by County Council Commissions for the Protection of Minors. Budgets for institutions and for county offices depended partly on the number of children in institutions, leaving little incentive for alternatives. In 1997, after the creation of county public services for child protection and the transfer of many institutions to county authorities, child welfare activities began to be financed from county budgets. “Child protection decisions were taken at the county level by a new structure – the Commission for Child Protection – and began to shift towards protection and alternative services. Decisions now had to fit county policies, strategy and budget.”

Income taxes were meant to provide the revenue, but harsh economic conditions made it hard for counties to gather the income to support public services. The transfer of responsibility for institutions was not matched by a corresponding transfer of funds from ministries to county authorities. Many institutions brought with them huge debts that were transferred to the county authorities. In early 1999 the new law on Local Public Finances changed the way county budgets were to be constituted:

· Of county revenues, 50 per cent goes to the State budget, 30 per cent to the county budget, and the remaining 20 per cent is allocated to other needs;

· Central budgets would no longer balance needs within the child protection system.

Local authorities in some counties were unable to sustain public services for child protection. At the end of 1999 the Department for Child Protection was allowed to intervene with emergency aid. The National Agency for the Protection of Children’s Rights was created as the single government structure to monitor children’s rights. One of its tasks is to ensure supervision of the application of relevant regulations. It can provide co-financing to specialized public services for child protection and NGO/private service providers – programmes to reform the child welfare system or emergency programmes. Financial support depends on a contracting mechanism with rigorous selection criteria.

From late 2000 local councils will contribute to the funding of specialized public activities according to the number of children in residential care – an incentive to support alternatives. The county council decides the level of cost borne by each local authority – as much as 25 per cent of the costs of each child in residential care. “The next challenge is to expand the decentralization process and to ensure sustainable sources for budgeting at this level, directly linked to the decision-making process.”

Funding Models for New Municipal Level Social Services

Sandra Baltina, Director, Social Assistance Department, Ministry of Welfare, Latvia.  While Latvian legislation stresses the child’s right to grow up in a family environment, families with children are in a worse material situation than families with no children. In recent years, the number of parents who have had their parental rights removed has increased. The 1995 law on social assistance defined the responsibilities and financial duties of State and municipalities. The State would support services in institutions for children and adults with mental disabilities and for children without parental care under the age of two years. Regional municipalities would provide services for children from the age of two years and for the elderly, while local municipalities would provide alternative care for all groups. This increased the number of children in institutional care without creating alternative care in the local municipalities.

The Welfare Reform project launched in 1995 with The World Bank support outlined the concept of social assistance and created objectives based on an assessment of the current situation. The resulting White Paper called for a system to provide services that were appropriate for the client and economically justifiable. A pilot project aimed to develop an optimal model of social assistance service administration that is client-oriented, cost- effective and fosters alternatives. The tasks linked to development of social care services were defined as making the decision maker pay, developing effective gatekeeping, alternatives and standards and establishing a monitoring system for care providers.

Today, municipalities are responsible for institutional and alternative care services for those over two years of age, except those for children with disabilities. There has been an increase in the number of children in guardianship – covered by state funds – rising from 3,300 in 1995 to 7,902 in 1999, and a fall in the numbers of children in state orphanages. Sadly, there has been a rise in the number of children in the municipally funded institutions, linked to poverty, social problems, poor social services and undeveloped social work in local municipalities. Not enough effort is being made to get children back to their families and there are not enough foster families to provide a family environment.

“In cooperation with The World Bank experts, we identified the barriers to successful implementation of Social assistance reform. First, the lack of social workers, and second, the administrative territorial reform that is still not completed – 560 municipalities for only 2.5 million inhabitants. Municipalities rarely have the funds for the development of alternatives, but there is little cooperation between them for the provision of social care.”

The next steps in Latvian social service reform will be as follows:

· Evaluate the provision of social care in local municipalities;

· Evaluate State social care institutions – who lives there and why;

· Raise awareness about social assistance policy and the public’s right to alternatives;

· Evaluate and disseminate best practices of alternative care in municipalities;

· Improve the training of social workers and the quality of social care services;

· Develop service quality monitoring processes, train monitoring specialists and implement a self-monitoring system for social service providers.

Networking: Agents of Social Change

One of the most essential elements in promoting and sustaining reform is networking among change agents, providing them with a vehicle to share knowledge and information and to build consensus on new approaches. One of the aims of the UNICEF/World Bank project Changing Minds, Policies and Lives is the establishment of a network bringing together the different actors, including family associations, NGOs, funding agencies and policy makers. The network, supported by an electronic link, was launched during this session. The session also presented two types of agents of change (governmental and non-governmental): an Ombudsman and the representative of a Parents’ Association.

The Role of the Ombudsperson in Hungary

Katalin Gönczöl, Parliamentary Commissioner for Civil Rights of the Republic of Hungary. “An ombudsman is only able to support change in child protection if that person is realistic. My role is limited by the constitution, by the Ombudsman Law of 1993 and by the Child Protection Law of 1997. The legal frame may be adequate, but I have to remember several other objective facts – the condition of my own country in child protection areas, for example. I have to calculate the inheritance of the big institutions, the ways in which older professionals think and their emphasis on taking the child away from the family, in any trouble, and putting them in institutions. I also have to remember the financial limits of my country and the rapid social and economic change that is producing more and more children in danger from year to year. If it were not for all of these issues, I would be an idealist. …We cannot make legally binding decisions – only recommend. Indeed, Ombudsmen have been described as human beings with very big mouths but very small hands.”

But the 1997 Child Protection Law, saying that no child can be separated from the family on material grounds, is “a very important weapon in my hand in my day to day activity.”

Katalin Gönczöl has investigated child rights in residential institutions over a three-year period and has called on parliament to speed up reform to family-centred approaches, with a deadline of 2003. Her team monitored a residential home for children with disabilities in 1996, 1997 and 2000. “When we first went there we found these children doing nothing – they got something to eat, minimal health care and no mental health care. They were absolutely passive. Our first recommendation was for some kind of activity, according to the ability of the client to increase their chance of integration into society. Second, we called for regular medical and professional reviews, at least once a year, of the capacity of each person, including questions on whether that person still needed institutional care or not. Third, we called for more civil control, with regular visits by ordinary people from the community so that they see what is going on. These children live in the same towns, but are invisible, lacking any contact with the community.”

Around 80 per cent of her recommendations have been accepted by Parliament and many are now law. “My philosophy is to be as loud as possible when faced with a serious violation of human rights, and louder if the media can help me. I must be open to compromise, but only to a certain limit … Minimum standards of human rights must have priority over money.” 

The Role of Civil Society Organizations in Influencing and Implementing Policy Changes: The Work of a Parent’s Association

Dana Migaliova, President, Viltis (Hope), the Lithuanian Welfare Society for people with mental disabilities. There are an estimated 23,400 people with mental disabilities in Lithuania, in a total population of 3.7 million. The NGO Viltis brings together parents of children with mental disabilities, working with state institutions and other NGOs to represent the interests of these families. During the Soviet years, those with mental disabilities were hidden from society. It was difficult, if not impossible to care for children with mental disabilities at home and families wishing to do so received no support from the community, and no treatment, education or help for their children. “We were told that that the answer was to get rid of them. My son, now aged 21, is autistic and I feel that the system denied me the right to be a good mother to him. Why did I have to send him away?”

Viltis was created in 1989 to demand the right of parents to take care of their own children and campaign for equal status for those with mental disabilities. The aim has been to create a social system that does not violate human rights. New legislation proposed by the organization covers medical treatment, education and community-based homes for people with mental disabilities, while other laws address their equal rights. The NGO supports the families of those with mental disabilities to prevent new admissions into institutions. Ten years ago, it was an organization of social service users. Today, it is a social service provider, taking responsibility for part of the government’s budget for the Programme of Social Integration of the Disabled. It has worked with municipalities to establish pre-schools, schools for children with mental disability, integrated classrooms in mainstream schools, work and occupation centres and group homes. The main activity is the creation of new community-based institutions for children and adults. Viltis funds reconstruction of buildings, equipment, information and training for staff, while the municipality maintains the institution in the future. 

Viltis is working towards long-term, sustainable programmes, with municipalities sustaining new community services, while national programmes aim at effective legislation and awareness raising. Small, community-based services are 30 to 50 per cent cheaper, and of better quality, than the centralized care system, which should lead towards greater decentralization and the reform of large institutions into smaller units. Advocacy through events and the media are helping to form a more positive attitude to those with mental disabilities that are, slowly, becoming part of the community. But there is still some way to go. 

“We understand the economic difficulties faced by our country and the complexity of the reform. But we do demand from the government and other authorities a clear strategy of reforms and the rational use of limited funds. Dumping it into the ineffective, out-of-date institutions just prolongs the agony. We need to invest in the future, not the past.

“The basic issue is one of responsibility. Who is responsible for what? What is the responsibility of the family, of the professionals, of the State? I would ask professionals and politicians not to be too strict and closed when working with people with disabilities. Speak to us, not about us. When you are making your reforms, ask the consumers if they really need what you are offering.”


· Interactive elements, including:

· reviews of positive initiatives

· reviews of toolkits

· open discussion forum for comments

· e-mail discussion list 

· online conferencing

How Conference Participants can Help

· Share feedback and ideas;
· Provide documents;
· Share information on positive initiatives;
· Suggest other web sites and databases that could be linked;
· Join the e-mail discussion list
· “Above all, tell others about the site, and make use of it yourselves.”
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UNICEF Belgrade

Svetozara Markovica 58

11000 Belgrade 

Tel: (381 11) 3602-100

Fax:               3602-199

Email: svetlana@unicef.org.yu
Matejic Djuricic Zorica

Developmental Psychologist

Faculty of Special Pedagogy Belgrade

Mijuskovic Snezana 

Deputy Minister

Republican Ministry of Social Welfare and Labour 

Montenegro 

Miric Marija 

Familia

Mokuo Yukie 

Head of Sub-office, Project Officer

UNICEF Podgorica
Vladike Danila 28

Podgorica 81000

Tel/Fax: (+ 381 81) 224 277

Tel: (+ 381 81) 224 278, 225 097

Email: ymokuo@unicef.org.yu
Vulevic Dragan 

Lawyer

Ministry of Family Affairs

Nemanina 22-26, Belgrade

Tel: (011) 3616 301; 3631 492

Fax: (011) 681 353

Wisch Elke 

Area Programme Officer

UNICEF AO

Kolodorska 6 Sarajevo

Tel.:  387 71 230 118

Fax:      387 71 642 970

Email: ewisch@unicef.org
GEORGIA

Ebralidze Eka 

Head of Mother and Child Protection

State Chancellery

7 Ingorokva Str., 

Tbilisi

Tel: 99532/92-35-88, 98-97-06

Fax: 99532/99-97-08, 98-97-10

Iashvili Nana  

President

‘’Child and Environment’’

Apt. 51, 14K. Gamsakhurdia Ave. Tbilisi 380015 

Tel: (995 32) 94-37-35

Fax: (995 32) 94-37-35

Email: bavshvi@ip.osgf.ge
Kuparadze Maya 

APO Education/Child Protection

UNICEF Georgia

9, Eristaci Str., Tbilisi

Tel: (995-32) 23-23-88

                      25-11-30

Fax: (995-32) 25-12-36

Email: mkuparadze@unicef.org
Lomia Irina 

Head of Financing and

Planning Dept.

Ministry of Finance 

HUNGARY

Adamczyk Miroslaw 

Secretary of Nunciature

Representative of the Holy See

Apostoli Nunciatura Gyimes u.1-3

1126 Budapest

Tel: 355 8979

Bandy Alex 

Correspondent/Representative

Associated Press

International Trade Center Bajcsy-Zsillinszky ut. 12 # 603 

1051 Budapest

Tel: (36-1) 267-0626

Email: abandy@ap.org
Csato Zsuza

Down Syndrome Association

Tel.: + 36 1 241 0675

Email: downe@matavnet.hu
Erdo Péter 

Rector of the Catholic University of Budapest

Representative of the Holy See

Erdös Krisztina 

Soros Foundation

Gonczol Katalin

Parliamentary Commissioner for Human Rights

Herczog Maria

The National Institute for Family and Social Policy

Email: herczog@mail.datanet.hu
Karoly Gaspar

Head of the Department of Family and Child Care

Ministry of Social and Family Affairs

Roosevelt place 7-8

1051 Budapest

Tel.: +36-1-312-8275

Fax: (36-1) 312-7021

Email: csgyved@szcsm.gov.hu
Kecskeméti Edit 

UNICEF National Committee

Varsanyi iren u.26-34

ii. lh vi.1

1027 Budapest
Tel.: 36-1 201 49 23

Fax: 36-1 355 50 19
Kozma Blanka

Elected Representative of the 5th Roma Minority Self Government

Roma Woman in Public Life

Tel.: + 36 1266 5615

Fax: + 36 1 266 9779

Email: nane@mail.zpok.hu
Nemenyi Ester 

Child Care Forum

Pulay Gyula 

State Secretary

Ministry of Social and Family Affairs

Ratay Csaba

Add Tovab

League for Family Support Foundation

Ull I ut 99

1091 Budapest

Tel/fax: + 36 1 215 97 68

Email: csszla@drotposta.hu
KAZAKHSTAN

Almagambetov Baurbek 

Consultant of the Secretariat of the Minister; Chairperson of the National Commission on Family & Women's Affairs

The National Commission on the Family and Women under the President

Building 4, Republic Square

Almaty, 480013

Tel/Fax: + 7 3272 53-39-44
Lykova Raissa 

Director

Centre for Temporary Isolation, Adaptation and Rehabilitation of Children (Govt – former detention centre)

Marasovic Nada 

Child Protection Officer

UNICEF Area Office for Central Asian Republics and Kazakhstan

15, Republic Square

Almaty 480013

Tel: +7-3272-63-02-03

                    63-89-87

Fax: +7-3272-51-16-62

Email: nmarasovic@unicef.org
Suleimenova Roza 

General Director

Centre for Social Adaptation and Vocational Rehabilitation of Disabled Children and Adolescents (NGO)

273a, Baizakov Str. 480010

Almaty 

Tel/Fax: +3272-54-77-83

Email: 
satr@nursat.kz
anarat@kaznet.kz
KYRGYZSTAN

Maskall Ken 

Assistant Representative

UNICEF Kyrgyzstan

31/1 Razzakova Street, Bishek 

Tel: +996(312) 660014, 660076

Fax: +996 (312) 660565

Email: kmaskall@unicef.org
Nurgul Baiburaeva

Country co-ordinator

Red Barnet, Denmark

Kievskaya Str., 107 4 floor 

Bishkek

Tel: + 996 312 61-00-77

Email: gill@barnet.bishkek.su
Osmonova Achilova Galina

Dept Director, Primary Education, Child Services

Ministry of Education

Moskovskaya Street 53/23 

Bishkek

Ph: 00 996 312 22-89-46

Fax: 00 996 312 66-10-14

Turusbekova Gulsana 

Assistant Project Officer

UNICEF Kyrgyzstan

31/1 Razzakova Street, Bishek 

Tel: 996(312) 660014, 660076

Fax: 996 (312) 660565

Email: gturusbekova@unicef.org
Virdee Gurcharan 

Child Care Consultant

UNICEF

31/1 Razzakova Street

Bishek 

Tel: 996(312) 660014, 660076

Fax: 996 (312) 660565

Email: gvirdee@unicef.org
LATVIA

Amatniece Evija 

State Inspector Department of Supervision

The National Centre for the Rights of the Child

Email: evija@vbtac.lv
Baltina Sandra 

Director

Social Assistance Department, Ministry of Welfare

28 Skolas Str. Riga, LV-1331 

Tel.: + 371 7021657

Fax: + 371 7021678

Email: Sandra_Baltina@lm.gov.lv
Dudins Aldis 

Head of Social Services Department, Social Assistance Division

Ministry of Welfare

28 Skolas Str. Riga, LV- 1331

Tel.: +371 7021658

Fax:  +371 7021678

Email: Aldis_Dudins@lm.gov.lv
Kursite Ilze  

Program Assistant

The World Bank 

2, Smilsu Street

Riga LV-1162 

Tel.: +371 7 227 288

Fax: +371 7 828058

Email : Ikursite@worldbank.org
Rieksta-Riekstina Laila

Head of Social Assistance Policy and Prognoses Division, Social Assistance Department

Ministry of Welfare

28 Skolas Str. Riga. LV-1331 

Tel.: + 371 70211661

Fax: + 371 7021678

Email: Laila_Rieksta@lm.gov.lv
Zeibots Ralfs 

Head of Income Support Division  Social Assistance Department

Ministry of Welfare

28 Skolas Str. Riga 

Tel.: + 371 7021667

Email: ralfs_zeibots@lm.gov.lv
LITHUANIA

Migaliova Dana 

Social Worker, Chair of Board of Viltis

Lithuanian Welfare Society for Persons with Mental Disability Viltis

Kastony 2/14-17 

Vilnius 2001 

Tel.: +370 2 61 5223

Fax: +370 2 61 08 20

Email: viltis@post.5ci.lt
           Danamigaliova@centras.lv
Mikalauskaite Audra 

Civil Servant

Min of Social Security and Labour

Tel.: + 370 2 60 37 88

Email: AudraM@socmin.lt
Milasiute Vilhelmina 

Pediatrician; chairman of local branch

Lithuanian Save the Children

Email: gelbvaik@takas.lt
Vadoklis Valdemaras 

Lawyer

Children’s Rights Protection 

Agency of Lithuania 

Yuozapaviciaus 10 A 

Vilnius

Tel.: + 370-2-72-80-81

Fax: + 370-2-72-58-25
THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA

Huijbregts Mayke

Child Protection Officer

UNICEF Macedonia

Rampo Levkata 2 P.Fah 491

1000 Skopje

Tel: (389) 91/365-798; 91/365-197

                 91/378-970; 91/378-971

Fax: (389) 91/361-537

Mobile: 070/252-158

Email: mayke@unicef.org.mk
Lazova Elena 

Advisor to the Minister

Min. of Labour and Social Policy

Emin Duzaku #3/4/23

Skopje

Tel.: (389) 91/365 106-226

Fax: (389) 91/365 117-154

Mc Loughney Edmond

Head of Skopje office

UNICEF

Rampo Levkata 2 PO Box 491

Skopje, Macedonia

Tel.: (389) 91/378-970; 378-971

Email: emcloughney@unicef.org
Najdenova Levic Natasa

Child Rights/ legislation consultant

Helsinki Committee for Human Rights

Ul. Dame Giruev 28/5

Skopje, R. of Macedonia

Tel/Fax: + 389 91 119-073

Tel:        + 389 91 225-085

Email: helcom@soros.org.mk
           Levic@mt.net.mk
Raspaskovska Irena 

Interpreter

Recjanovski Ilija 

Assistant Minister

Min. of Labour and Social Policy

UN Vladimir Romarov Br 29-2-7-Skopje

MOLDOVA

Bucun Nicolae 

Researcher in Education and Health

Ministry of Education, Vice Minister

Chifa Svetlana

Pedagogue, Child protection

Chisinau Municipal Department of Child Protection

Ganu Dominica

Pedagogue, National Consultant on CEDC

UNICEF Moldova

Grigoras Stela 
Manager of Programmes

The European Children’s Trust in Moldova

31 August 105, apt. 9

Chisinau  

Tel: 373 2 22 92 05

Email: ectmoldova@mdl.net
Lazarescu-Spetetchi Larisa

IEC Project Officer

UNICEF Moldova

UN House Str. 31 August 1989, no. 131

Chisinau, MD-2012

Switchboard: (373-2) 22-00-34

Fax: (373-2) 22-02-44

Email: llazarescu@unicef.org
Logan Christopher 

Country Director

The European Children’s Trust in Moldova

31 August 105, apt. 9

Chisinau

Tel/Fax: +373 2 229205

Email: clogan98@softhome.net
Musteata Simion 

Pedagogue, Child Protection

Govt, Dept of Social Protection

Casa Guvernului MD-2033

Chisinau

Tel: 
(373-2) 23 32 64

      
(373-2) 23 30 71

Tofan Irina

Pediatrician

Ministry of Health

POLAND

Keller-Hamela Maria

Coordinator

Nobody’s Children Foundation

Ul. Walecznych 59

03-926 Warsaw

Tel/Fax: 616 02 68; 616 03 14

Email: hamela@medianet.pl
ROMANIA

Davis Rebecca 

Director, Child Welfare & Protection Project, Romania

World Vision

7, Rotasuliu St. 

Bucharest

Tel. +40 94388943

Email: 
becky_davis@wvi.org Beckytd@aol.com
Giles Graham 

Associate Professor

University of Bucharest, World Bank Consultant (Juvenile Justice)

Bucharest University, Faculty of Sociology and Political Science

Oficial Postal 3/175, ARAD, 2900 

Email: grahamgiles@hotmail.com
Guth Adrian 

Physician, child welfare specialist

World Bank

Bulevardul Dacia No. 83

Sector 2, Bucharest 

Tel: (40-1) 210-18-04

Fax: (40-1) 210-20-21

Email: aguth@worldbank.org
Hulshof Karin 
Area Representative

UNICEF Romania

Olari Strada 23 Sector 2

Bucharest

Email: khulshof@unicef.org
Mekkaoui Alia

Economist

National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights

Bd. Magheru nr.7 Sector 1, 

Bucharest

Tel: + 401 310 0789

Fax: + 401 312 7474

Mobile: + 4094 193 199

Momeu Liliana 

Head of Strategy and Programme Service

National Agency for the Protection of Child Rights

Magherv No. 7, Sector 1

Bucharest

Tel. + 401 3100789

Fax: + 401 3127474

Email: Depcop@dial.kappa.ro
Mulheir Georgette 

Director for Romania

Hope and Homes for Children, Romania

Bdul Unirii Nr. 16/17

4800 Baia Mare

Tel. +40 62 222079

Email: Hope_h@conseco.ro
Neagu Mariela 

Task Manager Child Protection

EC Delegation Bucharest

11, Grigore Mora St. Bucharest 

Tel. +40 2035458

Fax +40 2302453

Email: Mariela.Neagu@delrom.cec.eu.int
Outin Nadine 

Programme Coordinator

Médecins du monde

Str. Occidentului 44

Bucharest

Tel.: + 401 312 79 54

Fax: + 401 312 79 57

Email: odee@kappa.ro
Popa Smaranda 

Child Protection Officer

UNICEF Romania

Str. Olari nr. 23 70317 

Bucharest

Tel: 401-2521751

Fax: 410-2522729

Email: spopa@unicef.org
Roman George 

Salvati Copii

3, Stefan Furtuna St. 77116 

Bucharest

Tel. +401 2126176

Fax +401 3124486

Email: Rosc@mb.roknet.ro
Rosca Mihai Florin 

Executive Director

Romanian Foundation for Children, Community and Family

Str.R. Descartes nr. 6 3400 Cluj-Napoca C.P. 1140 OP 1 

Tel/Fax: 064/19.48.93

Email: mihai@frccf.codec.ro
Todea Julia 

Deputy Country Director

Romanian Foundation for Children, Community and Family

6 Rene Descartes Street 3400 Cluj-Napoca PO BOX 1140 PO 1 

Tel./Fax: (40)/64/19.48.93

Email: iulia@frccf.codec.ro
Volintiru Maria 

Executive Director

« For Every Child a Family »

Resita, Bv.Al. I H.J. Cuza Resita

Nr. 39, cid 1700 

Tel. / fax +40 55 210648

Email: Pfcf@cs.ro
Wimmer Jane 

Bethany Christian Services, Romania

4, Stefan Cel Mare St. Bl. 14, sc. A, et. 6, apt. 24,  Sect. 1 Bucharest 

Tel. +401 2100902

Fax +401 2109023

Email: Jane@bethany.dnt.ro
RUSSIAN FEDERATION

Doubrovskaia Marina 

Project Development Specialist

Assistance to Russian Orphans Programme

113035 Russia Moscow, 

Sadovnicheskaya Street 76

Tel/Fax: (095) 725-44-43

Email: mdoubrovskaia@aro.ru
Gurvich Elena 

Program Manager for Assistance to Russian Orphans Program

USAID

American Embassy, UN States Agency for International Development Novinskii Boulevard 21 Moscow

Tel. +7 095 7285143

Fax  +7 095 9602141

Email: Egurvich@USAID.ru
Kiseleva Anastasiya 
Psychologist

Centre for Curative Pedagogic

Levina Marina 

Manager of Social Work and President of the Fund

St. Petersburg’s Charitable Fund « Parents Bridge »

191180 St. Petersburg

PO BOX 26

Tel: (812) 272-23-64 ; 272-67-42; 272-68-51

Fax: (812) 272-23-64

Email: 
rodmost@hotmail.com
foster@solaris.ru
Lysova Elena 

Ministry of Labour and Social Development of the Russian Federation

McCreery Rosemary 

UNICEF Representative

For the Russian Federation, Ukraine and Belarus

UNICEF Moscow

Offices No. 18/20 Pokrovsky blvd. 4/17, bld. 1 101000 Moscow 

Tel: (7 095) 933 8818

Fax: (7 095) 933 8819

Email: rmccreery@unicef.org
Pankevich Valentina 

Director, Russia Branch

The Christian Children’s Fund
191180 St. Petersburg PO Box 25 Primorsky Prospect, 33

Tel/Fax: (812) 430-5988

Email: ccfgb@spb.cityline.ru
Pavlova Lidya 

Director

Bethany Christian Services

Tel: 7-812-329-74-29

         7-812 543-47-68

Email: 
bethany@online.ru
bethany@unitel.spb.ru
Remenets Olga 

CNSP Assistant Project Officer

UNICEF Moscow

Offices No. 18/20 Pokrovsky blvd. 4/17, bld. 1 101000 Moscow, 

Tel: (7 095) 933 8818

Fax: (7 095) 933 8819

Email: oremenets@unicef.org
Samoilova Svetlana 

Director

Saratov Region Rehabilitation Centre for Disabled Children
Smoliakov Yuri 
Samara Regional Social Rehabilitation Centre for Adolescents

Tchoupakhina Iulia 

Member of Management Committee/ Psychologist

Home Start Russia

197373 Russia 

St. Petersburg p/b 167

Tel.: ++7 (812) 30787 32

Email: jouliat@gmx.de
Trostanetskaya Galina 
Ministry of Education

SLOVAKIA

Brennerova Renata 

Secretary

Slovak Committee for Children’s Rights, Min. of Social Affairs and Family

Ministry of Labour, Family & Social Affairs

Spitalska St. 2 – 4 85101 Bratislava

Tel. +421 759751813 

Email: kustor@employment.gov.sk
Cakova Maria 

Director General, Family Policy Section

Min. of Social Affairs and Family

Ministry of Labour, Family & Social Affairs

Spitalska St. 2 – 4 85101 Bratislava

Tel. +421 759751813 (secretary)

Matej Vladislav 

Social Worker

Civic Association Navrat

Email: matej_shn@nextra.sk
TAJIKISTAN
Ashurova Roza 

Doctor, Head of the NGO

NGO « Odamiyat »

12 , Tehrone Str. Dushanbe 

Tel: (99 2372) 21-65-82, 24-42-20

Email: rosiamo@herbs.tajik.net
Partovov Faizullo 

Deputy Head of the Dept of Schools and Pre-schools

Min of Education

Ministry of  Education 13, Chekov St.

Dushanbe 

Tel. +992 372 273269

Zhukova Marina 

Child Enrichment Programme

UNICEF

14/1, Khamza Khakim-Zade St.

UNICEF Office Dushanbe 

Tel. +992 372 218261 / 247261

Fax +992 371 510081 / 241905

Email: mzhukova@unicef.org
TURKMENISTAN

Guzhikova Akjemal 

Administrative Assistant

UNICEF Turkmenistan

40, Atabaeva St. UN Building 744013 Ashgabat 

Tel. +993 12 414784

Fax + 993 12 350830

Email: aguzhikova@unicef.org
UKRAINE

Akimova Ludmila

Head of department

Odessa Regional Staff Administration Family and Youth Department

83, Kanatnaya Str.  Odessa, 270107 

Tel: 380/0482 283434, 220305

Fax: 380/0482 25-85-83

Email: helper@pako.net
Basyuk Tatiana 

Program Assistant

Christian Children’s Fund 

Tel/Fax: 380 44 295 66 28

Email: ccf@elan-ua.net
Demchenko Svitlana

Consultant Social Service Micro- projects

Ukrainian Social Investment Fund
77, Lukyanicska Str., Kiev

Tel: (380 44) 417-23-80, 417-2633

Tel/Fax: (380 44) 417-1057

Email: svitlana@usif.kiev.ua
Kyanitsya Zinaida 

Head of Humanitarian Program

Foundation for Children

All Ukraine Foundation of Good and Hope

30, Shorsa Street, Kiev 

Tel/Fax: +38044 418-98-98

+38044 561-66-68

Lubov I. Gur’yeva

Chairperson

Crimean Charity Foundation “Centre of Social Protection and Assistance”, Simferopol, Crimea

Simferopol 24, Vorovskogo Street

Tel: + 38 0652 259 720

Fax: + 38 0652 253 168

Email: fond@time.crimea.ua
Postoliuk Halina 

Country Manager

Ukraine and Belarus Hopes & Homes for Children 

Tel: (044) 224-22-87

Email: hhc@alfacom.net
Tsyuman Tanya 

Ternopil City Public Organization “Pilitkoviy Dim”

4 / 44, Protacevicha St.

Ternopil 

Tel./fax +38 0352 330894

Email: Social_work@rc.te.ua
Volynets Ludmila 

Head of Children Research Centre

Ukrainian Institute for Social Research

14 Desiatynna Str. 01025 

Kiev 

Tel: (+38) 044 228-43-06

Fax: (+38) 044 228-36-19

Email: uisr@ukmet.net
Yasko Natalia

Executive Director

Ukrainian Social Investment Fund
77, Lukyanivska str., Kiev

Tel: (380 44) 417-23-80, 417-2633

Tel/Fax: (380 44) 417-1057

Email: nyasko@usif.kiev.ua
UZBEKISTAN

Cabcabin Diana 

UN Volunteer, 

Child Protection

UNICEF Uzbekistan

11, Obid Akramkhojaev Str.

Tashkent 700100 

Tel: (998 71) 173 83 90, 173 83 91

Fax: (998 71) 120 65 08

Email: dcabcabin@unicef.org
Kasymova Feruza 

Field Officer

SCF UK

3, Ekhtiram - 3 St., Tashkent 700100 

Tel: (998 712) 530 539, 530 686

Fax: (998 712) 152 66 72

Email: Feruza@scf.uz 

Matycyna Lyuba 

Juvenile lawyer

NGO « Aktinus »

Tel: 8 (3712)-75-32-78

INTERNATIONAL PARTICIPANTS

European Commission

Post Roelie 

Task Manager children, Roma, Civil Society

European Commission, DG Enlargement – Romania Team

Rue de la loi 170 CHARL 3/142

B-1049 Brussels 

Tel. +32 22956805

Email: Roelie.post@cec.eu.int
Council of Europe

Kattau Thomas 

Responsible for the Programme for Children

Email: Thomas.KATTAU@coe.int
World Health Organization

Schauer Elisabeth 

Child Protection Officer CHD

WHO / EURO Scherfigsvej 8

DK-2100 Copenhagen Denmark

Tel. +45 39 171717 (general)

       +45 39 171319 (direct)

Fax +45 39 171852

Email: esc@who.dk
ACADEMIC INSTITUTIONS

Bilson Andy 

Director

Centre for Europe’s Children
University of Glasgow

Lilybank House, Bute Gardens, Glasgow, G12 8RT Scotland

Tel.:: + 44-141-330-3710

Fax: +44-141-330-4856

Email: A.Bilson@socsci.gla.ac.uk
Harwin Judith 

Professor of Social Work

Brunel University

300 St Margaret's Road Twickenham, Middlesex TW1 1PT, UK

Tel: 44(0)20 8891 0121 ext 2162

Fax: 44(0)20 8891 8266

Email: judith.harwin@brunel.ac.uk
Johnson Dana E. 

Physician

University of Minnesota

Mayo Mail Code 211 420 Delaware Street S.E. Minneapolis, MN 55455

Tel: 612-624-0644

Fax: 612-624-8176

Email: johns008@tc.umn.edu
http://www.peds.umn.edu/iac
National Research and Development Centre for Welfare and Health (Stakes)

Siltasaarenkatu 18 A
P.O. Box 220

00531 Helsinki

Finland

Mikko Mantysaari

Head of Research & Development

Finland

Tel.: + 358 9 3967 2302

Fax: + 358 9 3967 2227

Email: mikko.mantysaari@stakes.fi
Sinkkonen Minna 

Project Manager

Tel.:: +358 9 3967 2032

Fax: +358 9 773 2922

Email: minna.sinkkonen@stakes.fi
Wiman Ronald 

Development Manager

Tel.:   +358 9 3967 2464

Fax: +358 9 3967 2054

Email: ronald.wiman@stakes.fi
Internet: http://www.stakes.fi/
International NGOs

Anthopoulos Anastasia 

Christian Children’s Fund, USA

150 Route de Ferney 1211 Geneva

Switzerland

Tel. +41 22 7889077

Fax  +41 22 7889083

Email: anastasia.ccf@cortex.ch
Barron Tanya 

Home-Start International, UK

Liscartan House

127 Sloane Street

London SW1X 9BA

Tel.: + 44 207 730 0472

Fax: + 44 207 225 0696

Email: TanyaBarron.homestart@europe.bovis.com
Bauer Elisabeth 

Executive Director

Mental Disability Rights International 

Email: EBAUER@mpas.org
Boegh Charlotte 

Programme Manager

Eastern Europe/CIS

Red Barnet

Save the Children Denmark

Rantzausgade 60

2200 Copenhagen, Denmark

Tel: + 45 35365555

Fax: + 4570206220

Email: cb@redbarnet.dk
Bouchet-Saulnier Francoise

Médecins sans Frontières

Paris, France

Cammisa Laurie, Esq.

Vice President for Child Advocacy Children's Hospital Boston

Eisenhower Exchange Fellowships

300 Longwood Avenue Boston, MA 02115

Tel: (617) 355-6090

Fax: (617) 277-0634

Email: Laurie.Cammisa@TCH.Harward.edu
Carter Richard 

European Children Trust, UK

64 Queen Street London EC4R 1 HA UK

Tel: + 44 207 248 2424

Fax: + 44 207 248 5417

Email: Richard.Carter@eur-child-trust.org.uk
Cook Mark 

Hope and Homes for Children, UK

Tel: 00 44 1722 790111

Email: HHC@hope&homes.org
Coursen-Neff Zama

Lawyer, Children’s Rights Division

Human Rights Watch

350 Fifth Avenue, 34 Floor

New York, NY 10118-3299

Tel: 212-216-1826 (direct)

       212-290-4700 (main)

Fax: 212-736-1300

Email: neffzc@hrw.org
De Crombrugghe Dominique

Programme Coordinator

South-East Europe

King Baudouin Foundation

Rue Brederodestraat 21

1000 Brussel, Belgium

Tel: +32 2 511.18.40 - + 32 2 549.02.53

Fax: +32 2 549.03.11 - + 32 2 500.54.53

Email: 
decrombrugghe.d@kbs-frb.be-www.kbs-frb.be
Messiaen Laurent 

Programme Officer

King Baudouin Foundation

Rue Brederodestraat 21

1000 Brussel, Belgium

Tel: +32 2 511.18.40/549.02.84

Fax: +32 2 549.03.11

Email: messiaen.l@kbs-frb.be 

           www.kbs-frb.be
Droogleever Fortuyn Maud 

Information Officer, Children’s Rights

Netherlands National Committee for UNICEF 

St. Barbaraweg 4 Postbus 30603

2500 GP Den Haag

Tel: 070-333 93 92
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Conclusions


The assessment findings have motivated FYR of Macedonia to declare a moratorium on placement of children in residential care. Directors of Centres of Social Work have requested more daycare centres. 





Priority areas for change: 


Development of minimum requirements for prevention measures in support of families at risk;


Enabling legislation and finance to support its implementation;


Creation of social demand for alternatives to institutional care;


Creation of political will.








Additional interventions 


There should be ombudspersons to represent children in each country;


Promotion of children’s rights.


What do we need to know?


Skills of staff of NGOs and residential institutions should be ‘equalized’ to ensure adequate levels of knowledge and expertise among all actors;


‘Know-how’ for re-ordering the financial flows to ensure family-centred outcomes;


Streamlining of financial and decision-making accountability for placement in residential care;


Cost-benefit analyses to confirm cost-effectiveness of alternatives. 











Picture





Launch of the Changing Minds, Policies and Lives web site – a new resource to pool current thinking and developments on the issue of children deprived of parental care, or at risk of being so deprived.





http://www.eurochild.gla.ac.uk/changing





Andy Bilson, Director, Centre for Europe’s Children. Introducing the web site to Conference participants, Andy Bilson said: “This is not just about a set of documents. It is a resource for all of you. Over the last three days we have heard about the good work going on all over the region. All of this information needs to be shared, to be spread, without reinventing the wheel.” 





The web site will include:





News about positive initiatives to reach thousands of web site users each year. “If you do something worthwhile, you have got to tell people about it. This web site is about sharing experiences and the participation of everyone involved.”





Technical Groups and their related Toolkits. “These groups should not be closed working parties – we all need access to all of their expertise.”





Database of Contacts. “Add your name to the list so that people coming to visit your country can contact you for expert advice.”





Database of Web sites on children’s rights and child protection;





Bibliographic database, searchable by keywords;





Documents, including the Information Kit from the Budapest Conference;





Access to the work of other organizations such as the UNICEF TransMONEE database, responses of the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child, and conference reports from the Council of Europe,
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