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Encouraging the Exchange of Ideas and Capacity

The Child Protection Network’s (CPN) primary objective is to improve the
protection and well-being of children. To achieve this objective, CPN advocates and partners with government and donors to improve laws, procedures
and practices for Armenia’s child protection system.
Together with eight other national coalition neighbours we present the Child
Protection Index as a tool to review the extent to which Armenia and eight
other countries have met their obligations under the U.N. Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UNCRC) to protect and care for children. We see the Index
as an independent monitoring tool to help us periodically review our progress
and to warn us of gaps that may make our children vulnerable. The tool is
meant to encourage the exchange of capacity and good ideas and to help us
stay on track towards our goal of child well-being for all girls and boys.
On behalf of Child Protection Network we thank our partners, donors, experts
and members for their support to offer the Index to citizens, policy makers and
civil society.

M I R A A N T O N YA N
PRESIDENT

A R M E N I A’ S C H I L D
PROTECTION NETWORK
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Greater Accountability for Child Protection

Armenia ratified the U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1993; since
then, the safety and protection of children has become a matter of urgency
to be addressed through the country’s development agenda. For more than
25 years, World Vision Armenia, together with partners in government, civil
society, the media and donor agencies has supported efforts that protect the
nation’s girls and boys from neglect, abuse and abandonment.
The Child Protection Index is a unique tool that measures the progress of a
country towards the fulfilment of its child protection obligations under the
UNCRC. It analyses the system of child protection through five dimensions
of government action: policy, service delivery, capacity, accountability and
coordination. Using the Index results, stakeholders can map out progress
and existing gaps in the current system to better reform and create targeted
interventions for improvements.
This year, the Government of Armenia is evaluating its 2013-2016 Child Protection Strategic Programme and the results will influence the design of the
country’s upcoming strategy. This is the moment for Armenia’s child protection
actors to unite and influence policy makers to determine next efforts. Therefore, we call on child protection actors to unite their voice and actions for a
better and brighter future for our boys and girls.

Z H I R AY R E D I LYA N
C O U N T RY P R O G R A M M E D I R E CTO R

WORLD VISION ARMENIA
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Index
Methodology
The Child Protection Index is designed to encourage regional cooperation,
stimulate more robust implementation of the UNCRC, and serve as a policy
analysis tool for civil society, governments and donors. The Index consists of
626 indicators that together measure a state’s policy and actions to protect
and care for girls and boys under their jurisdiction. The Index framework of
indicators heavily relies on the Implementation Handbook for the Convention
on the Rights of the Child, published by UNICEF. The Handbook provides a
series of yes, no and partially-implemented checklists to create an understanding of each UNCRC article’s significance. The Index uses these checklists
as core indicators to measure state performance.
The 2016 Index series is a pilot. Therefore, the Index scoring is based upon
data available as of December 2013. This date ensured that all information was
available across all nine countries and could be standardised over the last two
years. However, to validate new efforts since 2014, the analysis and recommendations take these new actions into account to every extent possible.

Please see the addendum to this brief for further information on the Index
framework, data collection and scoring

To read the Index, a score of one is a perfect score; the lower the score, the weaker the
action; the higher the score, the stronger the action for children.
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Dimensions of Government Action
The Index measures five dimensions of government action for each of the
articles of the UNCRC that refer to child protection. These five dimensions are:
policy and law, services, capacity, coordination and accountability.

Policy & Law

Services

Capacity

The dimension of policy
and law scores a country's
efforts to create policy,
laws and regulations
that protect and care for
children in situations of
violence and vulnerability.

The dimension of services
measures a country's
efforts to provide services
that respond to children
at risk or experiencing
exploitation or in need of
special care.

The dimension of capacity
scores a country's efforts
to provide resources,
staff, infrastructure and
equipment necessary to
adequately implement its
policies and services for
children.

Coordination

Accountability

The dimension of coordination scores a country's
efforts to effectively
coordinate between
different ministries,
agencies and levels of
government.

The dimension of
accountability measures
a country's efforts to
create accountability of
public sector actions and
formalise responsibilities
so that public sector
actors know their roles
and limits of responsibility.
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Index Indicators
The Index framework consists of a total of 626 indicators that are categorised
into the following sections.
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Index Teams
Teams at the national level researched and collected data to answer each
index indicator question. Regional teams compiled data, analysed country
results and visualised results.
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Analysis and Policy
Recommendations
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Child Vulnerability
SERBIA

.62
KO S OVO

.56
GEORGIA

.49

The “child vulnerability” score measures three distinct elements: the situation
of children living outside of their biological families; public sector personnel
available to advocate on behalf of vulnerable children; and finally, the amount
of state welfare expenditures as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product
(GDP).
Armenia scores low in the Index category of child vulnerability, at 0,280 out of
a possible score of 1,0. In comparison, Serbia scores highest at 0,623 while
Moldova scores closest to Armenia at 0,336.

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.47
ROMANIA

.47
BULGARIA

.40
ALBANIA

.34
M O L D OVA

.34
ARMENIA

.26

This score is best explained through the following analysis. Armenia does
not host large numbers of children in publically-run residential institutions;
nevertheless, 92 per cent of all children separated from their parents live in
large scale, classic residential institutions. Ninety-seven per cent of those are
children with disability. Further, Armenia offers limited foster care services and
kinship care (placement with members of extended family).
Public sector personnel (e.g. social workers) tasked to advocate on behalf
of vulnerable children at local levels is limited. However, the scale of local
community networks such as Guardian and Trusteeship Committees (GTCs)
and Family, Women and Children Units (FWCUs) offers a potential remedy. The
data reveals an average of 0.66 social workers per 100,000 people. There are
no specialised judges officially trained to respond to cases that involve child
protection. Without specialised judges it is less likely that judicial proceedings
and outcomes will align with UNCRC provisions.
Armenia spends almost three per cent (2.9 per cent) of its total annual GDP on
social protection. In comparison, Serbia’s social protection budget comprises
21 per cent of its total GDP.
With such a landscape, it is recommended that Armenia renew its efforts to
deinstitutionalise children, with an emphasis on children with disability. Wider
efforts to include and adapt spaces for children with disability outside of
residential institutions are a precursor to deinstitutionalisation. Gatekeeping
services that prevent first time entry into residential institutions can offer
a strategic way to redefine the system. Efforts should be made to further
develop alternative care solutions such as kinship care and foster care. It
is also important to take steps to strengthen the capacity of public sector
personnel.
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Governance
ROMANIA

. 74
ARMENIA

.71
ALBANIA

.70
SERBIA

.58
M O L D OVA

.54
KO S OVO

.53
BULGARIA

.52
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.52

Armenia is a high performer in the category of “governance environment”. It
scores 0,713 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks second out of the nine
Index countries. Romania holds first place at 0,742 and Albania scores third at
0,704. The score reflects the strength of Armenia’s rulemaking and enforcement mechanisms in relation to child protection.
Generally, governance refers to the process of rulemaking and enforcement,
and the Index reviews whether a government has pursued aspects of good
governance in its implementation of the UNCRC. Good governance upholds
citizen rights, provides transparent access to information, relies on consistent
decision making and rule of law and pursues furtherance of the public good.1
The score reflects Armenia’s consolidation of laws on child protection and
various government bodies assigned to protect and monitor child rights.
Armenia adopted a comprehensive law on child rights2 in 1996 that regulates
public sector actions and by law affirms the precedence of Armenia’s
international treaties over domestic law in situations of conflict, guaranteeing
the primacy of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child
(UNCRC). The protection (and enforcement) of rights is organised through a
number of important bodies: a permanent parliamentary body, an independent
ombudsman’s office and a national level commission on the protection of child
rights that includes civil society organisations as members. It is recommended
that Armenia strengthen its enforcement bodies in order to increase policy
implementation through detailed monitoring and follow up.

GEORGIA

.49

For citizens and beneficiaries of the child protection system, the availability of
formal mechanisms increases accountability channels where “on the record”
documentation mitigates corruption or a lack of real assistance.
At present, Armenia’s Ombudsman’s office3 is not mandated under law to
investigate human rights complaints. Without the power of investigation the
office must rely on Armenia’s other government agencies for this service. It is
necessary to operate investigative services as independent from government
agencies to avoid potential bias and political incentive. Such action would
increase the transparent access and analysis of information.
Enforcement of child rights should include the presence and participation
of Armenia’s children to increase accountability. At present, there is no
mechanism to engage children in consultations for policy development and
child rights protection. It is recommended that Armenia develop a process to
engage children in the National Commission on the Protection of Child Rights
and create a platform to engage children in Armenia’s permanent child rights
and protection parliamentary body.
Finally, Armenia has yet to mandate budgetary analysis for child protection
efforts, nationally or regionally. Without detailed and periodic budgetary review
it is difficult to make clear, impact-oriented choices on funding and importance
of issue. It is recommended that Armenia create a process to review the proportions of government budgets devoted to children and develop structures
for analysing the budgetary impact of government actions. Analysis should
include a review of funding disparities between Armenia’s regions, rural/urban,
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and particular groups of children. This review should utilise disaggregated
data to determine and understand if and how Armenia’s budget allocations
reach the most disadvantaged groups of children and whether such funding is
aligned with UNCRC commitments.
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Scores relating to the Prevention of
Violence & Exploitation
ALL FORMS OF VIOLENCE

.34
ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION

.38
SEXUAL EXPLOITATION

.49
TRAFFICKING

.52
OT H E R F O R M S O F E X P LO I TAT I O N

.28

Government action to prevent and end violence against girls and boys must
respond to domestic abuse and neglect, economic exploitation (labour),
sexual exploitation and trafficking. Government and a variety of other actors at
every level are essential in effective efforts to identify situations of violence,
adequately report and investigate these situations, refer victims to services of
rehabilitation and operate such services effectively.
In comparison between all issues of violence, Armenia scores highest in its
efforts to combat trafficking and abductions. Armenia has also prioritised
actions to prevent and end sexual abuse. Actions to prevent and end child
labour and domestic violence remain limited.
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All Forms of Violence
ROMANIA

.80
BULGARIA

.71

In the “catch all” category of violence discussed within Article 19 of the UNCRC,
Armenia is a low performer, scoring 0,339 out of a possible score of 1,0. Bosnia
and Herzegovina ranks similarly to Armenia with a score of 0,385 and Romania
is a high performer at 0,800. “All forms of violence” is defined in the article as
mental or physical violence, any form of corporal punishment, and any other
form of cruel or degrading treatment in any setting.

SERBIA

.68
KO S OVO

.58
ALBANIA

.55
GEORGIA

.50
M O L D OVA

.49
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.39
ARMENIA

.34

Armenia’s actions to identify and report situations of violence against children
are limited. In a comparison with all dimensions of government action to eliminate violence, Armenia’s legal system stands out as the most advanced with
a score of 0,412 out of a possible score of 1,0. Services to eliminate violence
score 0,300 while capacity is at 0,125. Accountability and coordination score
0,325 and 0,500 respectively.
Armenia’s law and policy score reflects limited actions to ensure structures
that identify, report and refer and operate services to prevent and end
violence against girls and boys. Although Armenian law provides for criminal
sanction in cases of violence against children, there are no specific mechanisms in place to identify violence perpetrated against children except in
cases of trafficking. It is recommended that Armenia actively prescribe new
outlets for reporting and require that local and regional child protection
personnel as well as school-based actors identify and report allegations
of violence. Without accessible and known spaces of identification and
reporting, Armenia cannot guarantee that children who are in situations of
abuse will engage police units accordingly. Reporting should be compulsory
for certain professionals, including teachers, social workers and police
officials. Child-friendly mechanisms are also needed to encourage reporting at
local levels. The national Ombudsman’s office does not offer sufficiently easy
access for girls and boys who need to report situations of violence.
Local and regional social work professions, including Guardian and Trusteeship
Committees (GTCs) and regional child protection units do not yet have the
legal or regulatory basis to actively identify and report cases of violence.
They only have a mandate to intervene and manage cases of violence once
they have been reported. Since 2014, the government has put in place case
management protocols to track and refer cases to services. The next step
requires that local and regional personnel receive training to activate such
protocols.4 There is also a need to hire additional staff trained in social work to
build strong referral and case management practices.
Once cases are identified and reported, governments are required under their
UNCRC obligations to offer services to bring about the end of violent situations. Armenian law assigns criminal liability to offenders. Victim rehabilitation
is also a component of government assistance. In Armenia, few services exist
to respond to child victims of domestic or other forms of violence. Armenia
operates a single rehabilitation shelter for victims of domestic abuse with the
requirement that children must be accompanied by a parent to be admitted.
For children without an accompanying parent, Armenia offers placement in a
residential institution. Because alternative, family-based care is preferable for
children who are separated from their biological families, it is recommended
that Armenia pursue both foster care and kinship care as potential alternatives
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to institutionalisation in cases of children exposed to violence. Only a few of
Armenia’s residential institutions maintain staff experienced or trained in services for child victims of violence. There are also only three state-operated day
care facilities that provide psycho-social support and counselling.5 Sufficient
services, both locally accessible and offering professional assistance, need to
be coordinated and provided for children who have experienced situations of
violence.
To prepare for these services (such as counselling, psycho-social support,
emergency foster care, long-term foster or kinship care), it is recommended
that Armenia create and regulate quality and financial standards to manage
these services. Licensing of both public and private services will also enforce
these standards to allow for sufficient monitoring. In the short term, it is
recommended that Armenia reinstate licensing requirements on all residential
institutions, day care and substitute care facilities accordingly. Such standards
can identify the right level of capacity (staff, resources, equipment) to create
appropriate and professional responses to child protection.
Finally, because efforts to identify, report, refer and respond to situations of
violence require the community’s understanding of the prevalence of violence,
campaigns to encourage public awareness on domestic violence and other
situations of violence are also needed. Armenia’s Government has supported
or endorsed campaigns created by civil society organisations to build awareness of both child rights and domestic violence. Another step is the collection
of data to establish appropriate policies and practices. It is recommended
that Armenia prioritise research or a national study targeted at understanding
and reporting the prevalence of domestic violence with data disaggregated
by gender, age and disability. Although international organisations and civil
society have carried out limited research, a government study that offers
national scale and analysis could produce significant data towards stronger
policy.

CHILD PROTECTION INDEX

A N A LYS I S A N D P O L I CY R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S : E N D & P R E V E N T

16

Economic Exploitation
ROMANIA

.82
BULGARIA

. 76
KO S OVO

.66

Article 32 of the UNCRC prohibits child labour that interferes with a child’s
education and is hazardous or harmful to a child’s development. The Article
requires that States Parties set a minimum age for employment, define hours
and conditions for acceptable employment of youth and create enforcement
mechanisms to motivate compliance by all potential actors.
Armenia scores 0,381 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks last out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prohibit child labour. Armenia is closest in
rank to Georgia (0,412).

SERBIA

.66
M O L D OVA

.63
ALBANIA

.55
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.52
GEORGIA

. 41

Armenia’s strongest score to prevent and end child labour is law and policy
(0,615). All other dimensions of government action are significantly limited:
services (0,083), capacity (0,333), coordination (0,300) and accountability
(0,211).
Armenia receives a relatively high score on law and policy in part due to its
adoption of the International Labour Organisation’s (ILO) Conventions on Child
Labour as a first step to combat the economic exploitation of children. Within
Armenia’s domestic laws there is ambiguity in how various legal definitions of
child labour align with those of the ILO. It is recommended that Armenia adopt
within its domestic law the definition of “worst forms” of child labour and fully
embrace in the definition a prohibition of all labour that interferes with a child’s
education and is harmful to a child’s physical, mental, spiritual, moral or social
development.

ARMENIA

.38

Armenian law criminalises child begging and further criminalises all actions
that contravene the laws on child labour, but there are no mechanisms to
identify persons responsible for non-compliance. Without an identifiable actor
responsible for child labour there will be no prosecutions. General sanctions
can be wielded against employers for breaches of any kind of labour law,
which should allow for sanctions in cases of child labour.6 However, without
clear and identifiable sanctions created specifically for child labour such
infringements may go unpunished.
Armenia’s services score to prevent and end child labour is relatively low for
a number of reasons. The State Labour Inspectorate has lost its mandate to
inspect and verify compliance with all labour laws, including provisions on
child labour.7 Without the capacity to inspect, Armenia has no recourse to an
important means of identifying child labour cases. Without this agency, police
authorities and taxation offices are left with the task of investigating child
labour complaints, and, to date, no such complaints or inspections appear
on record. There are no child-friendly complaint mechanisms to allow for
self-reporting and identification.
It is recommended that Armenia create easily accessible complaint mechanisms for children and community members and re-activate labour inspections
to build sufficient national presence for reporting and identification of child
labour. Joint efforts between employers and government to coordinate,
consult and create community awareness on economic exploitation could also
result in actions that reduce its prevalence.
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Should state agencies identify cases of child labour, Armenia’s Department
of Family, Women and Children is tasked to manage the needs of victims. As
in situations of domestic violence, there are few service options that provide
psycho-social support and counselling for victims of economic exploitation.
For children separated from parents due to economic exploitation, there are
few alternative community-based care options. Rather, children will likely end
up in an institution.
Given the lack of data and reporting, next steps should include further
research to populate child labour data that can be disaggregated by gender,
age and disability.
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Sexual Exploitation
ROMANIA

.82
BULGARIA

.71

Article 34 of the UNCRC requires that States Parties protect girls and boys
from sexual exploitation and sexual abuse. The Convention requires States
to prevent the abuse of children through prostitution and pornography and
prevent actions (coercive or otherwise) engaging children in unlawful sexual
activity. States Parties must take all necessary action, including joint action with
other States Parties to prevent this type of exploitation.

SERBIA

.69
KO S OVO

.66
ALBANIA

.52
M O L D OVA

. 51
GEORGIA

.49
ARMENIA

.49
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

. 41

Armenia scores 0,488 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks eighth out of
the nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the sexual exploitation of girls
and boys. Armenia is closest in rank to Georgia, at 0,493.
Armenia’s law and policy (0,733) and coordination (0,500) scores are high
relative to its capacity (0,300), services (0,351) and accountability scores
(0,368), which again suggests that Armenia’s greatest challenge is in the
implementation rather than development of policy. This hypothesis is confirmed by Armenia’s Index score for total implementation of sexual exploitation
policy (0,373 out of a possible 1,0).
Armenia’s law and policy score to prevent and end sexual exploitation is
strong in comparison to other dimensions of government action. Armenia’s
legal provisions assign criminal liability to offenders who engage children in
prostitution, pornography or unlawful sexual practices.8 Any sexual practice
that includes a child under the age of 16 is unlawful. Armenia allows for the
criminal prosecution of its own citizens outside of its territory for such offenses. In investigation and judicial proceedings, Armenia adequately provides for
child victims and witnesses and creates special legal privileges for children in
such circumstances.9 Armenia is also a State Party to a variety of international
and multi-national treaties that are established for collaboration on issues of
cybercrime and pornography that may involve children.10
Services dedicated to prevent and end sexual exploitation are limited. There
are no mechanisms to identify situations of sexual exploitation. Mechanisms do
exist for specific situations of trafficking, yet there is a gap in law because not
all circumstances of sexual exploitation concern the elements of trafficking. It
is recommended that Armenia establish child-friendly and accessible reporting mechanisms that allow for self-reporting within a confidential environment.
Complaint mechanisms in schools, police stations and with local level social
work staff (GTCs and regional CPUs) are necessary. A single, national level
hotline (various hotlines are currently operated by civil society organisations)
with national and community level marketing and public awareness could offer
a needed outlet for abuse complaints and assistance to children.
Armenia’s ongoing social reform invites further social work activities to identify,
report and refer children to crucial rehabilitation services. The three-tiered
system, once fully implemented and resourced, has the potential to use
case management techniques to link services with specific children and to
follow up with care and rehabilitation. Armenia’s new efforts to create referral
mechanisms must also be met with the availability of specialised services and
protocols for engagement. Efforts must be effectively coordinated between
the three tiers and other necessary actors such as police officials, prosecutors, school administration and service providers. Coordination protocols that
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assign responsibility and build accountability measures are also important
elements for success. To date, Armenia hosts a patchwork of services that
are designed more generally for domestic violence or trafficking, but not
specifically for child victims of sexual exploitation. Although some overlap is
expected, there must also be attention to the specific needs and recovery
protocols for this particular class of children. Because the needs of these
children are specific and complex, it is recommended that Armenia build a
network of services, public or private, that hosts professional and experienced
staff to guide children through rehabilitation and recovery.
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Trafficking
ROMANIA

.84
BULGARIA

.75
ALBANIA

.70

Article 35 of the UNCRC requires that States Parties protect girls and boys
from the abduction, sale or trafficking of persons. States Parties must take all
necessary action, including joint action with other States Parties to prevent
this type of exploitation.
Armenia scores 0,519 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks eighth out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the abduction, sale or trafficking
of children. Armenia is closest in rank to Kosovo (0,529) and Bosnia and
Herzegovina (0,506).

SERBIA

.63
GEORGIA

.57

Armenia’s law and policy score is high (0,660) and its services score higher
at 0,700. Coordination is also a strong component of government action with
a score of 0,800. Capacity and accountability score lower at 0,375 and 0,294
respectively. Armenia’s efforts at addressing global trafficking can be seen as a
response to renewed global focus and donor interest in this issue.

M O L D OVA

.57
KO S OVO

.53
ARMENIA

.52
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

. 51

Although not its highest score on the issue of trafficking, Armenia’s law and
policy score is still fairly strong. Armenia has adopted all new international
agreements on the abduction, sale and trafficking of persons11 but has yet to
sign and ratify the Supplementary Convention on the Abolition of Slavery, the
Slave Trade, and Institutions and Practices Similar to Slavery (1956) and the
Convention for the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of the Exploitation of the Prostitution of Others (1949). These conventions are important
because they affirm the scope and definitions of slavery, servitude and forced
labour. Armenia’s national law should translate these international obligations
into national level commitments.12
Armenia’s services score is its strongest. However, there are limited
identification and reporting mechanisms available in Armenia that would
support registration of missing children or hotlines that allow children to seek
assistance. Existing civil society-funded hotlines should be scaled by way of
community awareness and government sponsorship.
Referral mechanisms are in place that outline the protocols of action and
rehabilitation for child victims of trafficking and slavery.13 The police remain the
mainstay of action in investigation and prosecution.14 Although the state itself
does not provide services directly to victims of trafficking, it offers funding to
civil society organisations for efforts such as training and expertise in rehabilitation and recovery services. International cases of trafficking are managed by
law enforcement bodies who maintain international cooperation agreements
that extend assistance through consulates and partner with various civil
society organisations.
Armenia has created coordination mechanisms that allow for case management and service delivery for victims of trafficking. Assistance includes
preliminary medical and other urgent care assistance, intermediate shelters
and psychological support and, finally, vocational training and financial support.
Because many of these services are offered with government support through
civil society organisations, there is a need to create quality and financial
standards to regulate services and allow for accountability and monitoring.
Whether private or public, all services should be licensed and licenses should
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be reviewed periodically to verify standards.
Coordination is Armenia’s weakest score in this category. Coordinating bodies
function at various levels; a national council on anti-trafficking issues is tasked
to host and manage the multi-stakeholder working group on anti-trafficking.15
There is, however, a lack of social services engagement. Policy and civil society
organisations (although paid for by government and donor funding) are the
main actors for anti-trafficking initiatives and victim recovery. With new efforts
to fortify a three-tier child protection system, case management should rely on
local GTCs and regional CPUs to coordinate services for recovery. Without the
clear presence of local and regional social services to standardise referrals
and create protocols, actions to protect and locate trafficking victims may be
limited.
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Disability
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Article 23 of the UNCRC recognises that children with disability often need
additional resources and care to enjoy a full and decent life. Therefore, Article
23 creates a special duty to protect and promote the welfare of children with
disability and their families.
Armenia scores 0,445 out of a possible 1,0 on its actions to protect children
with disability. Armenia ranks closest with Georgia and Serbia who score 0,433
and 0,490 respectively out of a possible 1,0. Overall, Armenia ranks sixth out of
the nine Index countries.
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Armenia’s highest score on disability is law and policy at 0,603. Its coordination
score is also comparatively high (0,500) compared to services (0,312), capacity
(0,300) and accountability (0,430). The scores suggest that Armenia has
concentrated efforts at standardising its commitments on disability through
law and regulation.
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Armenia’s laws address discrimination against people with disability and
specifically mention a special duty to protect and promote the welfare of
children with disability and their families.16 Within education environments,
Armenian law requires inclusive settings in pre-school, primary school and
venues of higher education.17 The call for inclusive environments does not
yet extend to alternative care, such as institutions and venues for play and
recreation. The Law on Social Protection of Persons with Disabilities requires
that public services and institutions provide adequate accessibility for all
persons with disability. Accessibility requirements extend to employers as
well.18 The law, however, does not require that construction and design align
with international standards of accessibility. Without recognition of these
standards it may be difficult to provide sufficient access in practice, even
though formal requirements exist.19
Given Armenia’s services and capacity scores, Armenia should further develop
its actions to guarantee children with disability non-discriminatory access to
services and settings. The “inclusive” educational framework recently adopted
is a strong step towards fulfilment of Armenia’s UNCRC obligations. The next
step requires implementation. Armenia’s civil society groups have partnered
with local and national government to pilot inclusive education within kindergartens and in primary education. Learning from these pilots, and reforming
school environments through scaling the successful ones, will require
additional resources and capacity. Reports and surveys suggest that close to
70 per cent of school age children with disability do not yet attend school.20
Armenian schools will require teacher’s aides with well-developed inclusive
learning skills along with increased efforts to make classrooms accessible for
all.
Services outside of the classroom are also in need of development. Residential institutions that host children with disability operate with a variety
of specialists and aides on hand. However, with a UNCRC requirement to
deinstitutionalise all children, including children with disability, new efforts are
required to create and operate rehabilitation centres within local communities
rather than institutions. Health care is another area in need of growth. Armenia
offers free access to health care for all people with disability, yet studies
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verify that few parents take advantage of this assistance. There is a need to
provide information at the community level on steps for disability registration
and free public health services for children with disability who are registered.21
Armenia’s Law on Social Protection of Persons with Disability requires that
all children with disability have an individual rehabilitation plan (IRPs). Studies
suggest that more than 50 per cent of children with disability do not have an
IRP.22 Efforts are needed to scale IRPs to all children with disability and realise
those plans through case management protocols.
To prepare for the scale of rehabilitation services outside of residential
institutions it is recommended that Armenia develop quality financial and
licensing standards. These standards would allow beneficiaries and families to
hold services accountable for deliverables and enable government monitoring
bodies to assess compliance accordingly.
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Scores relating to Children
Separated from their Parents
The following scores measure government efforts to manage the separation
of a child from her parents. Although not all biological families are safe from
violence and neglect or allow for appropriate child development, living outside
the care and protection of a biological family creates an additional set of
vulnerabilities for children. Without the care and protection of parents, other
distinct groups and individuals must proactively step in to identify needs, provide protection and care and create a nurturing environment for growth and
development. Without the proactive engagement of the right advocates and
social safety nets, children outside of family care do not receive the basic care
and protection to foster long term development, resilience and well-being.
Instead, the effects of neglect and poverty leave children vulnerable to harmful
actors and risky behaviours. The UNCRC sets forth particular obligations of
States Parties to care for and protect this subset of girls and boys.
UNCRC States Parties must first work to prevent child and parent separations
as long as parent care is within the best interests of the child (i.e. a child is
not susceptible to harm from within the family unit). If separation is required
to protect a child, States Parties must follow certain protocols to keep
children safe and encourage a strong path of development for the child. If
separation will be permanent, the UNCRC recommends an alternative family or
community-based environment for the child’s development. Finally, the UNCRC
instates a responsibility to care for children living on the streets without family
or home.
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Helping Families Stay Together
ROMANIA

.81
KO S OVO

.79
BULGARIA

.77
SERBIA

.65
M O L D OVA

.54
GEORGIA

.50
ARMENIA

.42
ALBANIA

.27
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.27

Article 9 of the UNCRC addresses the separation of parent and child, creating
three distinct obligations of the state. It requires that States Parties provide
services and support to families, with the goal of keeping family units together.
Second, it requires that States Parties only separate parents and children
when separation is in the best interests of the child. Third, it requires that
States Parties help parents and children maintain contact in cases when
parents and children are separated. The first requirement is analysed below.
First, it requires that States Parties provide services and support to families
with the goal of keeping family units together. The state can play an important
role in preventing unnecessary separations. Armenia scores a total of 0,423
out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks seventh out of the nine countries.
Georgia scores closest to Armenia at 0,500.
Armenia has made limited progress to help families stay together: law and
policy (0,500), services (0,500), capacity (0,00), coordination (0,167) and
accountability (0,667).
Armenia’s progress through law and policy frameworks to help families stay
together can be noted. Services are available in some regions. Armenia’s
system prevents separation of parents and children through a number of
programmes. First, up until 2015, families of limited financial resources were
offered social support in the form of material benefits, counselling and other
actions to promote improvements in livelihoods.23 It is recommended that
Armenia reinstate the social support law and provide funding according to
need. Efforts to expand outreach and increase the participation of Armenia’s
poorest citizens would also strengthen Armenia’s actions to prevent parent-child separation. Secondly, Armenia’s police force, under its mandate of
civilian protection, is tasked with searching for missing persons.24 Thirdly, some
regions host counselling services (the Family, Women and Children Unit) and
day care centres as preventative measures to reduce parent-child separation.
Including day care options as a part of child care allows for both parents to
work outside of the home to support their families. Counselling is another
important factor in limiting parent-child separation. Considering the successful
results from pilot regions it is recommended that Armenia scale the reach of
these services nationally. Capacity will need to align with service delivery in
the form of resources, technical staff and mechanisms to identify need.
If services are scaled nationally, further coordination efforts will be needed to
extend their scope and promote wider access. Connections to GTCs, regional
level CPUs, schools and police units can build a unified approach to family
support that will further reduce parent-child separation. Coordination should
be built upon protocols of cooperation and assignment of responsibility in
order to limit overlap and build greater system efficiency.
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Keeping Children Safe
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Article 9 of the UNCRC also provides guidance to States Parties in situations
that require the separation of a child from her parents. The Article provides
that States Parties may only initiate separation of a parent and child when it
is in the best interest of the child. In this way, the UNCRC allows that States
Parties can act to separate children from their parents only when remaining in
their custody would compromise a child’s development and well-being.
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Armenia scores seventh out of nine countries with a score of 0,426 out of a
possible score of 1,0. Armenia ranks closest with Georgia (0,448) and Moldova
(0,471).
Armenia’s total services, capacity and coordination score is 0,500. Its law and
policy score is 0,423 with accountability at 0,312.
Armenia’s legal framework on parent-child separation requires that the state
only act to separate a child when it is a necessity for the child’s interests.
The legal provisions do not specifically mention the UNCRC term of art, “best
interests of the child”. This term is unique because the UN Committee on the
Rights of the Child offers specific guidelines on the definition and circumstances around this term. Without a clear reference to the “best interests of
the child”, Armenian jurisprudence might be limited in its adherence to the UN
Committee’s language and concepts. It is recommended that Armenia reframe
its legal code to include the specific language of “best interests of the child”.
Eliminating ambiguous language would reduce broad interpretations and
designate parent-child separation as an option of last resort.
In order to terminate or limit parental rights, Armenia’s law requires that its
Family, Women and Children Unit (FWCU) assess the family situation in concert
with the local GTC.25 In situations of adoption, a multi-disciplinary group that
includes a psychologist, lawyer and other relevant stakeholders plays a role in
the assessment process. By law, a child over the age of 10 has the right to assert opinions and guide the assessment and judicial proceedings processes.26
Although all children have the right to be present in all judicial proceedings
that determine their status, it is recommended that Armenia extend to children
under 10 the right to provide opinions and participate according to age and
level of development.
To further protect children in judicial proceedings it is recommended to
enhance judicial training on child rights and civil procedure as it relates to
children. For example, the State Justice Academy offers trainings of this nature.
It is recommended that testing on child protection and procedures relating to
children is standardised and required for all judicial staff.
In situations that concern the limitation or termination of parental rights,
counselling and psychosocial support are essential elements to ease the
hardship and trauma for both parents and children. Counselling services
are provided by the FWCUs. Next steps should include further coordination
of other community-based services and actors through case management
techniques.
Alternative community-based care options must also expand to respond to
children separated from their parents. Residential institutions remain the “go
to” choice as accommodation for children who lose parental support; foster
care and kinship care are limited in Armenia.
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Maintain contact
between parent and child

Caring for Children Separated
from their Families
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Once a child is separated from her parents (due to a voluntary surrender of
custody or state action to separate family members), States Parties have a duty
to allow and help maintain contact between the child and parents. The UNCRC
maintains that the bond and relationship between parent and child is an
important child right. Family and, specifically, parental connection fosters the
emotional development of personhood.
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The Index scores a government’s effort to allow and help maintain contact
between parent and child as required under Article 9 of the UNCRC. Generally,
all nine countries have made significant efforts to preserve the contact
between parents and children who have been separated. Armenia scores 1,0
out of 1,0 achieving the highest score possible. Georgia, Kosovo, Romania and
Serbia similarly score 1,0.
Armenia receives a score of 1,0 because its law and practice allow for parents
and children to maintain contact while separated as long as such contact does
not have a negative impact on the child.27 Judicial procedures are in place to
review whether or not communication between parent and child will have a
negative impact on the child. GTCs, foster parents and the heads or deputies
of residential institutions are asked to provide opinions to the court.28
States must also take action to provide adequate care environments for
children deprived of their biological families. Under Armenian law, children
deprived of parental care have a right to protection, care, education and assistance through various state actors.29 Although the law clarifies that residential
institutions should be considered a last resort to all other structures of care,
Armenia continues to host close to 4,000 girls and boys in these institutions
including special schools. The law sets forth other care structures, including
foster care, kinship care (guardianship care) and adoption, but because these
services are underdeveloped and limited in scope, residential care is often the
only option.30
It is recommended that government concentrate its efforts on the deinstitutionalisation process (as defined in its 2013–2016 Strategic Programme of
Child Rights), which requires adequate development of alternative community-based services to limit separation and scale services such as foster care
and kinship care.31 Foster care models should include temporary, emergency
and long-term care, as well as care specific to children with disability.
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Care for children
separated from parents
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In the short term, further monitoring and periodic assessment of children
living in residential institutions is an important element of child protection.
Residential institutions must operate according to government quality and
financial standards. The law also prohibits corporal punishment in all schools
and residential institutions.32 Due to the potential risk to children living in
residential care who have limited engagement with anyone other than their
assigned caregivers, independent monitoring bodies should be assigned to
visit the premises unannounced and at irregular intervals. Complaint mechanisms do exist in classical residential institutions but not in day and night care
centres.33
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Adoption
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In situations where the state terminates parental rights, the UNCRC establishes the right of children to live in a secure, family environment. Adoption affords
children without parental care the right to live in a secure, family environment.
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Armenia scores a total of 0,409 out of a possible 1,0. It ranks closest with Bosnia and Herzegovina and Albania who scored 0,423 and 0,500 respectively.
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Armenia scores high in its efforts to create coordination mechanisms (0,833)
and law and policy (0,553) for adoption. Services for adoption score 0,412 with
capacity at 0,250. Accountability is low at 0,187.
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Armenia operates adoption services solely through government agencies
and does not grant private intermediary services the right to act as bridges
between potential adoptive parents and children who are available for
adoption. There are no standards, quality or financial, that are adopted or
maintained by government agencies to regulate the adoption process. Without
clear regulations and standards that define the limits of discretion, conflicts of
interest and protocols of engagement with stakeholders, there is potential for
corruption and oversight in adoption processes.
The government has signed and ratified the 1993 Hague Convention on the
Protection of Children and Cooperation in respect of Intercountry Adoption.
Armenian law, however, does not prescribe periodic review of placements
once the adoption is complete (except in cases of intercountry adoption
where the Hague Convention authorises this review). Due to the absence of
substantive monitoring upon placement and lack of quality or financial regulations to standardise adoption and afford accountability to government actors,
it is recommended that the state quickly put in place sufficient oversight and
monitoring practices to verify the safety of all Armenian children adopted
domestically.34
Adoption services should also include family counselling and social work studies to review the home environment of potential placements and introduce
additional procedures to monitor placements. Because there are no official
adoption services in Armenia, GTCs and regional level CPUs are charged
with recommending adoption and accessing potential placements. They do
not have special training on adoption and because the state lacks sufficient
protocols and standards there is much work to be done to protect children
during and after the course of adoption through monitoring mechanisms.
State services should allow for open adoptions based on consent between
the parties and allow children in closed adoptions to be aware of medical
history and other needed family facts to preserve their identity and health.
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Children Living and/or Working on
the Street
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The UNCRC also addresses the rights of one of the most vulnerable classes
of children deprived of parental care: children living on the street. Article
20.2 requires States Parties to address the situation of children living and/or
working on the street.
In actions taken to address children living and/or working on the street,
Armenia scores 0,312 for its law and policy work, 0,583 for services, 0,582 for
capacity, 0,625 for coordination and 0,283 for accountability. Overall, this is one
of Armenia’s strongest implementation areas.
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Armenia has just adopted a new strategy to address the situation of homeless
children who live and/or work on the street. Under law, there are no specific
services or provisions for street children; rather, Armenia places children living
and/or working on the street within the broader category of children deprived
of parental care, although there are differences in practice regarding children
separated from their families but who remain off the street and children living
on the street. Armenia’s police force is the first line of government engagement with street children. At present, there are no directives or protocols to
regulate this relationship and social services should be included according to
joint coordination agreements between the Ministries of Justice and Social
Affairs.35
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Armenia operates a number of services that are open to children living on the
street, including day and night institutions. Zatik Orphanage has recently been
restructured to serve as a dedicated service point for homeless children, and
the Juvenile Police Force is able to connect with Zatik as a placement centre.
There are no mobile teams tasked with reaching out to children living on the
street; rather, the responsibility falls on police patrols to carry out engagement
activities. Social workers assigned to Zatik work with homeless children to
provide counselling and placement services. The situation is more difficult in
other regions due to the lack of early intervention community-based services
to address the needs of homeless people.
It is recommended that the state assess and respond to the root causes
of homelessness for specific children. This will require a case management
style approach that relies on social work practices and a network of services
specialised to respond effectively to the situation of children living and
working on the street.
Should private bodies and NGOs develop services to support homeless
children, it is recommended that Armenia create a system of licensing and
accreditation that is based on quality and financial standards.

ARMENIA 2016

31

CHILD PROTECTION INDEX

P O L I CY C O N C LU S I O N S

32

Policy Conclusions
Article 4 of the UNCRC requires that, “States Parties shall undertake all appropriate legislative, administrative, and other measures for the implementation
of the rights recognised in the present Convention…”. The UNCRC is not
meant to remain a document of ideals, but rather a document that describes
implementation.
Armenia scores 0,355 out of a possible score of 1,0 on the implementation of
its UNCRC commitments. The gap between its law and policy (0,547) and the
implementation scores (0,355) is fairly small in comparison to other countries
in the region. This means that Armenia has implemented many of its domestic
commitments under domestic law. However, because Armenia’s law and policy
score is limited, there is also a need to expand its domestic commitments
within law and policy. Further implementation will be needed once Armenia
takes these new policy steps forward. With this in mind, the Index provides the
following recommendations in alignment with the five dimensions of government action (policy, services, capacity, coordination, accountability):

[Policy]

Too many children across the region are still institutionalized in large
residential care facilities. This is a serious matter of concern as institutionalization had proven to be extremely damaging for children, especially the very
young ones. Efforts towards closing down all large residential care institutions
have to be enhanced across the region, starting with a full ban on placements
of children ages 0-3 in residential care.

[Services, Capacity]

New services are needed to create community-based alternatives to
residential care facilities. The process of deinstitutionalisation must continue
with resolve and resources. Armenia’s system will remain unresponsive to
children in vulnerable situations unless such alternatives are created and
scaled nationally. Foster care, kinship care and the prevention of child/parent
separation are key initiatives in need of further action.

[Services, Capacity]

Stronger financial investment in services and staff is needed to make
successful pilots into national features. Given that all governments must make
funding choices with limited resources, Armenia will be able to make stronger
investments when budgetary analysis aligns with data on, (i) the proportion of
overall budget and expenditure devoted to children, (ii) disparities between
regions or particular groups of children, and (iii) the most disadvantaged
groups of children. This review should utilise disaggregated data to determine
if and how Armenia’s budget allocations reach the most disadvantaged groups
of children and whether such funding is aligned with UNCRC commitments.
Without detailed and periodic budgetary review it is difficult to make clear,
impact-oriented choices on funding and importance of issue.
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[Accountability, Capacity]

It is time to build data to understand national trends, specific vulnerabilities
in Armenia and the impact of programmes and initiatives. Although NGOs
and international organisations have provided some of these studies, a
government study on key UNCRC issues that offers national scale could
produce significant analysis towards stronger policy. Armenia’s context and
environment, like that of every country, is unique and requires careful attention
to culture, vulnerability and risks and available assets.

[Services]

It is essential to create adequate services and mechanisms for the identification and reporting of situations of abuse that are accessible and friendly
to girls and boys. Without accessible and known spaces of identification
and reporting, Armenia cannot guarantee that children who are in situations
of abuse will seek help. Further, local and regional social work professions,
including Guardian and Trusteeship Committees (GTCs) and regional child
protection units do not yet have the legal or regulatory basis to actively identify
and report cases of violence. They only have a mandate to intervene and
manage cases of violence once they have been reported. A wider approach is
necessary to identify and report abuse.

[Capacity, Coordination]

Armenia’s recent reforms to introduce different levels of social work and
case management demand a new emphasis on coordination mechanisms
and training for staff. With new reforms, there is a need to capitalise on these
efforts with the right trainings for staff and to provide guidance on day to day
protocols and issues so that responsibility is assigned and the network of
staff and services know their roles and how to cooperate effectively.
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Addendum - Index Methodology
Index framework

The Index framework includes a series of 626 indicators that together measure
a state’s policy and actions towards greater child protection. The indicators are
drawn from four sources.

The first set of indicators draws from
quantitative data about the current
child protection status of girls and
boys in each country. For example,
one indicator considers the rate of
children aged 0–2 in residential care
(per 100,000 population aged 0–2),
at the end of the year. For a review
of all quantitative indicators used,
please see the indicator addendum
section of this brief. Data collected
for this section originates directly
from UNICEF’s TransMoEE database,
a widely used source of data on the
well-being of children globally and
official statistical data reported by
each of the nine countries.
The second set of indicators comes
from Article 4 of the UNCRC. This
Article requires that states apply
all appropriate measures within
the toolbox of government action
to achieve child protection. The
Index refers to this category as
“the governance environment” for
child protection. An example of the
governance environment indicator is:
Has a consolidated law on the rights
of the child and child protection been
adopted?
The third set of indicators uses
specific child protection articles from
the UNCRC and principles from the
systems approach to child protection
as the common foundation and matrix
for its qualitative indicators. To unpack
each Article’s requirements, the Index
framework relies on the Implementation Handbook for the Convention on
the Rights of the Child published by
UNICEF. The Handbook offers analysis
on each UNCRC Article from the Committee on the Rights of the Child’s

Concluding Observations in over 300
different opinions. The Handbook
provides a series of “yes”, “no” and
“partially-implemented” checklists
to create an understanding of each
Article’s significance. The Index uses
these checklists as core indicators
for the framework. The qualitative
indicators are “yes”, “no” and “partially-implemented” questions that
measure a state’s (i) Policy/ legal and
regulatory framework; (ii) Services,
processes, mechanisms; (iii)Capacity;
(iv) Accountability; and (v) Coordination and cooperation in relation to the
UNCRC articles on child protection.
These key elements are necessary to
achieve a functional child protection
system. UNCRC articles chosen are
those associated with every child’s
right not to be subjected to harm and
a state’s duty to protect and care for
children vulnerable to harm.
The fourth set of indicators focuses
specifically on government support
for social workers. Social work
plays a key role within the public
sector to administer child protection
mechanisms, processes and services
at both the local level and regional or
national levels. Therefore, the Index
includes specific indicators on social
work, with the importance of this role
in mind.
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Data collection & validation

Each national data collection team included eight child protection experts
(one served as national coordinator)
and two legal experts selected in
order to acquire a variety of expertise.
A training workshop led by the Index
Data Manager (and co-author of the
Index framework) provided training
to the team prior to collection. In the
first stage of collection, groups of two
experts collected data independently
on one of four sections of indicators
(using reports, studies, articles,
statistics data, etc.) to validate a “yes”,
“no” and “partially-implemented”
responses to each Index indicator. In
this way, two experts reviewed the
same indicator separately. Where
such evidence-based information
was not available, interviews with
relevant stakeholders and information
based on the personal experience of
professionals with relevant expertise
in that particular field were taken into
account.
After the completion of individual
review and validation, responses
provided for the same indicator by

Scoring

Each qualitative indicator required a
“yes,” “no,” or “partially-implemented”
answer. To score the results, “yes” = 1,
“no” = 0, and “partially-implemented”
= 0,5. In situations where several
sub-indicators contributed to one
main indicator, the final main indicator
score is calculated as an average of
the scores of its sub-indicators (e.g.
1+0,5+0+1+0,5 = 3 : 5 = 0,6).
For the quantitative indicators, a
linear transformation formula was
applied: Y = X – Xmin / Xmax – Xmin
where Y is the score, X is the
quantitative data for the respective
country, Xmin is the quantitative data
of the least performing country, and
Xmax is the quantitative data for the
strongest performing country.
An average score was calculated for
three of the four sources of indicators 1) Current Child Protection Status
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two different experts were considered and compared side-by-side by
the Index Data Manager. Responses
found to be inconsistent between the
two experts or that lacked sufficient
validation required further review and
evidence gathering. The two experts
assigned to the same indicator
again in group work reviewed and
discussed the evidence and sought
additional information when needed.
Joint answers provided by each
sub-team were further reviewed by
the Index Data Manager. Three to four
reviews over a total period of 3 to 4
months were required for the entire
review process, in order to reach
final agreements on each indicator
considered.
A final cross-check of information
provided under the various sections
of the Index framework was performed by the Index Data Manager
before finally validating the National
Index, with the support of the
National Coordinator and the team of
experts.

of Girls and Boys, 2) Governance
Environment and 3) Social Work. In
the case of the main source (UNCRC
Articles analysed with the Child
Protection Systems Approach), each
UNCRC article and its indicators is
scored separately (to create one
average score per article) and equally
contributes to the final Index score.
Therefore, the final CPI score for
each pilot country is calculated as an
average of the three sources and the
average scores from each UNCRC
article.
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End Notes
World Bank at http://web.worldbank.org/
WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNTRIES/MENAEXT/
EXTMNAREGTOPGOVERNANCE/0,,contentMDK:20513159~pagePK:34004173~piPK:34003707~theSitePK:497024,00.html
1

The Law of the Republic of Armenia (RA) on the
Child ‘s Rights, 1996
2

The Law of RA on the Human Rights Defender,
adopted in 2003 and amended in 2006
3

Committee on the Rights of the Child,
Concluding observations on the combined third
and fourth periodic reports of Armenia, adopted
by the Committee at its sixty-third session (27
May – 14 June 2013), para.29
4

UNICEF and EU, Situation Analysis of Children
in Armenia, 2012, page 51
5

RA Code On Administrative Offences, 1985

6

The State Labour Inspectorate was dissolved
in 2015
7

8

Criminal Code of the RA, Articles 166 and 132.2

Criminal Procedure Code of the RA, Chapter 12
and Article 207
9

The UN Convention “Against Transnational
Organised Crime” and its Optional Protocol
“To prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking
in persons, especially women and children”;
the Council of Europe Convention “On Action
against Trafficking in Human Beings”; the Council
of Europe Convention on Cybercrime and its
additional protocols; the Optional Protocol
to the Convention on the Rights of the Child
on the sale of children, child prostitution
and child pornography; the Memorandum of
understanding between Armenia and United
Arabian Emirates on cooperation against human
trafficking
10

11

Ibid.

Sale of children and trafficking are criminally
liable actions according to articles 132 and 168
of the Criminal Code of the RA; the sale of bodily
organs or tissues is prohibited according to
article 132 of the Criminal Code of the RA and
the RA Law About organ transplantation and (or)
tissues of a person, article 2.
12

RA Law on the Identification and Assistance
to Victims of Human Trafficking and Exploitation,
2014
13

RA Government Decree on National
referral mechanisms (NRF) for victims of human
trafficking, N1385-N, 2008
14

RA Government Decree on establishment of
the Council on Trafficking in Human Beings, No.
861-A, 2007
15

Article 1 of the RA Law on Social protection of
Persons with Disabilities, 1993; Article 26 of the
RA Law on the Child’s Rights, 1996; Chapter 6,
Article 13 of the RA Law on Social Assistance,
adopted 2005, amended 2006
16

Special order of the RA Ministry of science
and education on organisation of inclusive
17

education, N 1281-N, 2010; Articles 13, 14 of the
RA Law on Social protection of persons with
disabilities
Article 22 of the RA Law on Social protection
of Persons with Disabilities
18

National Disability Advocacy Coalition of
DPOs, Armenia - Shadow report to 2012 initial
report submitted by the RA Government under
the UN Convention of Rights of Persons with
Disabilities, 2013, para.59-60
19

UNICEF and the United Children’s Charity
Foundation - Strengthening Health Services
for School-age Children and Adolescents in
Armenia, Options and Opportunities, 2010; RA
Ministry of Labour and Social Issues and UNICEF
– It’s about inclusion; Access to education,
health and social protection services for
children with disabilities in Armenia, 2012
20

RA Ministry of Labour and Social Issues and
UNICEF – It’s about inclusion, 2012, p.15; Shadow
report on the UN Convention of Rights of
Persons with Disabilities, 2013 – para.45
21

RA Ministry of Labour and Social Issues and
UNICEF – It’s about inclusion, 2012, p.51
22

Article 5 of the RA Law on social support,
2006 (not valid since 01.01.2015)
23

24

Article 11 of the RA Law On Police, 2001

Articles 21-26 of the RA Family, Women and
Children Unit Charter
25

26

Article 44 of the RA Family Code, 2004

Articles 42 and 54 of the RA Family Code;
article 15 of the RA Law on Children's Rights
27

28

Article 65 of the RA Family Code.

Article 24 of the RA Law on Children's Rights;
RA Law on the social protection of children left
without parental care, 2002; Chapter 6 of the
RA Family Code; RA Government Decision on
the statute of the guardianship and trusteeship
bodies, 164-N, 2011
29

30

Article 24 of the RA Law on Children's Rights

RA Government Decision on the Strategic
programme on child rights protection 20132016, N 1694-N, 2012.
31

Art.9 of the RA Law on Children's Rights; RA
Family Code
32

Standard II, Article 4 of the Minimum
Standards for Residential Institutions, RA
Government Decree N 1324
33

UNICEF Armenia, ToR for International
Institutional Contract, Analysis of the Adoption
situation in Armenia, 2014; http://armlur.
am/175488/
34

Joint Order of Ministry of Territorial Administration and Ministry of Labour and Social Issues,
No. 07-N and No.66, 2010, Art. 8.8
35
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