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Welcome to the Index

As a society, we will never finish the job of protecting children. Instead, we are
on a journey towards greater well-being, protection and participation of our
national treasures and future: children!
The Georgian Coalition for Children and Youth Welfare has had the privilege to
join this special initiative and we were the first to publish preliminary results.
Now, preliminary results have been transformed into wider analysis that
reviews issue-level commitments found within the UNCRC. The results verify
that Georgia has made significant achievements to improve the lives of our
girls and boys. Next steps will require new partnerships and united purposes.
The European Union and Georgia’s recent Association Agreement identifies
child protection as an important element for closer engagement. We hope that
the results of the Index verify a path of partnership and purpose for all levels
of stakeholders.

JABA NACHKEBIA
FIRST CHAIRMAN

G E O R G I A’ S C O A L I T I O N F O R
C H I L D R E N & YO U T H W E L FA R E
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Index Results Offer a Measure of Progress

For civil society, it is very easy to criticise government actions. For government,
it is very easy to idealise efforts made.
World Vision and ChildPact have jointly created the Child Protection Index as
a framework meant to start new conversations and develop a benchmark or
baseline to review progress as reforms continue in time.
For civil society, this Index should validate government’s efforts to protect
children. It is sometimes easy to forget about the hard-fought battles of all
stakeholders that led to strong achievements. All countries have them in child
protection reform. For government, this Index should affirm next steps that
are needed. All countries must continue to take steps forward to secure child
protection. For both civil society and government, the Child Protection Index
provides a tool to measure and celebrate progress; it is also a tool meant to
help all partners together define priority actions needed to further advance
child protection reform.

HANS BEDERSKI
REGIONAL DIRECTOR

WORLD VISION SOUTH CAUCASUS
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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).
In the Index category of child vulnerability Georgia scores 0,491 out of a
possible score of 1,0. In comparison, Serbia is a high performer at 0,623 while
Armenia scores 0,280.

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.47
ROMANIA

.47
BULGARIA

.40
ALBANIA

.34
M O L D OVA

.34
ARMENIA

.26

Georgia’s score is best explained through the following analysis. Georgia
maintains low rates of children separated from their families (including children
with disability) and low rates of children living in state-run institutions. A high
percentage of children who have been separated from their families currently
live in foster care, a type of family-based care where children receive individualised attention according to their specific needs. Georgia’s efforts to increase
access to foster care has had a positive impact on its score.
Sixty-four per cent of Georgia’s girls and boys separated from their families
live in foster care environments rather than large institutions or small group
homes. While Georgia’s rates of girls and boys in situations of vulnerability are
low compared to other Index countries, these rates do not take into account
girls and boys outside of state or family unit environments, most notably those
in private care. Private care facilities are operated by NGOs, the Georgian
Orthodox Church and other private providers that offer residential services to
girls and boys. There is no accurate data on the number of girls and boys who
have been placed in private care.
Private placements are currently beyond the control of the state because
there are no sanctioned monitoring and accountability systems in place to
inspect the residential conditions and actions of service personnel. Without
such systems it is difficult to identify and prevent situations of abuse and
neglect that may occur. There are no licensing requirements for private
placements.
There are limited numbers of public sector personnel, such as social workers,
tasked with advocating on behalf of vulnerable children at local levels. The
data reveals an average of 5.1 workers per 100,000 people. There are no
specialised judges officially trained to respond to cases involving child
protection. Without specialised judges it is less likely that judicial proceedings
and outcomes will align with UNCRC provisions.
Georgia spends almost seven per cent (6.9 per cent) of its total annual Gross
Domestic Product on social protection. In comparison, Serbia’s social protection budget comprises 21 per cent of its total GDP. In comparison to other
Index countries, Georgia’s social protection budget is low.
With such a landscape it is important to take steps to strengthen the number
of public sector personnel, including social workers and judges equipped to
hear cases related to the status and protection of children. It is also recommended that Georgia establish and implement a child protection monitoring
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and accountability system that extends to all organisations that provide care
and support to girls and boys, public and private. State action to collect data
and monitor all services, whether public or private, will reduce the numbers
of girls and boys exposed to abuse and neglect, strongly validate the child
protection and care actions of private and religious organisations and provide
more realistic data on the situation of Georgia’s vulnerable children. These
actions will increase the likelihood of more relevant interventions in the future.
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Governance
ROMANIA

. 74

Georgia is a low performer in the category of “governance environment”. It
scores 0,493 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks ninth out of the nine
Index countries.

ARMENIA

.71
ALBANIA

.70

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

SERBIA

.58
M O L D OVA

.54
KO S OVO

.53
BULGARIA

.52
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.52
GEORGIA

.49

Because child protection reform is ongoing and involves various government
sectors and levels, the Handbook on UNCRC Implementation suggests
the creation of one consolidated law on child rights and protection. One
consolidated law creates a consistent basis for decision making and the rule
of law when there are many public sector actors involved in child protection.
It is recommended that Georgia consider a more holistic approach by creating
a consolidated law on child rights and protection. Such a law could provide a
pathway to developing coordination mechanisms between central and local
authorities charged with child protection.
Another element of good governance requires the transparent access to
information. Access to information allows all stakeholders the right and ability
to contribute to reform efforts effectively.
Next steps should include effective and permanent policy mechanisms that
welcome the participation of all child protection stakeholders and allow for
transparency of government efforts, namely:
1) mechanisms to effectively monitor and assess policy implementation;
2) arrangements for budgetary analysis at all relevant levels of governance
for the purpose of producing data on, (i) the proportion of overall budgets
devoted to children, (ii) disparities between regions or particular groups of
children, and (iii) the most disadvantaged groups of children;
3) a permanent parliamentary body mandated to assess and solve child
protection issues; and finally,
4) a permanent mechanism at the national level that would allow for consultation and dialogue with NGOs and children on matters related to policy
development and implementation.
Georgia does offer a strong accountability mechanism. Georgia operates a
highly functional Public Defender’s Office (Ombudsman), which maintains a
strong focus on child-related issues. The Ombudsman’s Office is a powerful
and necessary component that generates accountability for public sector
decisions and actions.
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Scores relating to the Prevention of
Violence & Exploitation
ALL FORMS OF VIOLENCE

.50
ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION

. 41
SEXUAL EXPLOITATION

.49
TRAFFICKING

.57
OT H E R F O R M S O F E X P LO I TAT I O N

.44

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 a comparison of all violence-related issues Georgia scores highest in its
efforts to combat trafficking and abductions. Georgia has also prioritised
actions to prevent and end sexual abuse and domestic violence. The prevention and elimination of economic exploitation remains limited.
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All Forms of Violence
ROMANIA

.80
BULGARIA

.71

In the “catch all” category of “all forms of violence” articulated in Article 19 of
the UNCRC, Georgia scores 0,500 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks
sixth out of the nine Index countries. Albania ranks similarly to Georgia with a
score of 0,552. 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

Relative to other dimensions of government action, Georgia scores high on its
law and policy to end violence against children (0,750). Georgia’s coordination
score reflects the establishment of new coordination mechanisms and
increased action (0,625). Its services (0,450), capacity (0,500) and accountability (0,270) scores suggest areas that need improvement and development.

ALBANIA

.55
GEORGIA

.50
M O L D OVA

.49
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.39
ARMENIA

.34

Georgia’s law and policy score is relatively strong because its laws are detailed
in scope and aligned with UNCRC language; Georgia’s law prohibits all kinds of
violence against children in all contexts. The law condemns violence in all settings including schools, institutions, homes and other specific environments,
and calls on teachers, caregivers, families, and other responsible parties who
come into daily contact with girls and boys to prevent this violence.2
Georgia’s law has also led to the creation of a reporting and referral system
with an obligation for all citizens to report instances of violence against
children.3 However, Georgia’s services score is limited because there are not
adequate reporting mechanisms in place to ensure that cases of violence
receive attention. Although confidential hotlines to report situations of
violence exist, they were designed for adults and not sponsored by the state.4
It is recommended that Georgia create an additional free hotline specifically
for children and designed with their direct consultation that offers counselling
and legal advice in situations of violence. It is extremely important that any
mechanism for identifying and reporting situations of violence is accessible
and publically known and allows for peer and self-reporting. It is also recommended that Georgia create new outlets for reporting. Professionals who
work with children in social protection, education, health, athletics and other
sectors should receive training and support to identify and report situations of
violence.
Once a situation of violence is reported, Georgia’s Social Services Agency
investigates the allegation and safeguards any child victims.5 By law, Georgia’s
Social Services Agency assesses each child’s condition, refers support
services offering child safety and rehabilitation and provides supervision over
all aspects of the process.
Georgia’s services and capacity scores are limited because the process
of investigation and referral has not been adequately developed. It is
recommended that Georgia define case management protocols to regulate
caseloads and standardise practices nationwide. The current number of social
workers does not align with overall need and may leave children deprived of
necessary care and protection measures.
The Index also scores the availability and type of rehabilitation and recovery
services for child victims of violence. Georgia has defined service provision
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for children in situations of violence to include counselling and support
as well as alternative placement in cases where violence originates in the
home. The availability of these services varies between Georgia’s regions. It
is recommended that the service delivery mandated by law is scaled to all
regions of Georgia such that capacity meets need. For example, a total of 11
state-sponsored psychologists nationwide are tasked to meet all counselling
needs. Placement services also vary according to region; foster care is
available in some regions, but not others.
With the growth of services responding to child victims of violence it is also
necessary to create quality and financial standards to regulate these services
effectively, such as case management, foster care, kinship care and counselling and support. Without such standards it is difficult to maintain quality of
action and to monitor and hold actors accountable for their decisions. The gap
in standards contributes to Georgia’s accountability score. At present, quality
standards exist for 24-hour care facilities and draft quality standards exist
for foster care. Georgia’s State Child Care Minimum Standards provide basic
standards for all child protection services but are not sufficiently detailed to
guarantee the quality of individual types of services.
Georgia has made strides to create coordination protocols that link various
levels and protection actors together. The right coordination protocols can
allow social workers to tap into a variety of speciality services and further help
various protection actors to understand their own roles and responsibilities.
Protocols that define timelines for actions also enhance the efficiency of
the overall system and allow each actor to respond to more cases. Georgia’s
existing referral mechanism is a strong first measure to define general obligations under the three different government ministries and their substructures
in their response to child protection.6 However, next steps require detailed
coordination protocols to assign tasks and follow up actions that allow for the
participation of all experts and sectors.
Finally, because efforts to identify, report, refer and respond to situations
of violence against children require community support and acceptance,
campaigns are needed that would encourage public awareness on domestic
violence and other situations of violence. Georgia’s Government has yet to
support and endorse these kinds of campaigns.
Another step is the collection of data to help set policy and practice. It is
recommended that Georgia 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 research, the data has been limited.
Therefore, a government study that offers national scale and analysis could
produce significantly more data towards stronger policy.
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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.
Georgia scores 0,412 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks eighth out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prohibit child labour. Georgia is closest in
rank to Armenia at 0,381.

SERBIA

.66
M O L D OVA

.63
ALBANIA

.55
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.52
GEORGIA

. 41

Georgia’s score on law and policy to prevent child labour (0,625) is far higher
than its implementation efforts, with limited scores in services (0,250),
capacity (0,333), coordination (0,400) and accountability (0,201).
Georgia receives a relatively high score on law and policy for the following
reasons. First, Georgia adopted the International Labour Organisation’s (ILO)
Conventions on Child Labour as a first step to combat the economic exploitation of children. Second, domestic laws within Georgia prohibit the “worst
forms” of child labour and all work that interferes with a child’s education.
However, Georgia does not criminally sanction individuals who engage children
in prohibited acts of labour. Rather, an administrative charge can be levied
against employers who violate laws on child labour.9 It is recommended that
Georgia define further sanctions and assign a public authority the resources
and responsibility to address allegations of child labour.

ARMENIA

.38

Georgia’s services score is limited because there are no mechanisms to
identify and report situations of economic exploitation. There is no investigatory body to inspect places of employment and employers do not have to
demand age-verification documents from prospective employees. Without
child-friendly reporting mechanisms such as helplines and without an authority tasked with identifying situations of child labour, Georgia’s capacity to fulfil
its obligations under the UNCRC is limited. It is recommended that Georgia
create mechanisms to identify and report situations of economic exploitation
involving children and authorise a public body to investigate and identify
violations. One indicator of limited state action to end child labour is the fact
that there are no official cases pending in which the state has identified a
labour violation.
Should state agencies identify cases of child labour, the Social Services
Agency is tasked to manage the needs of victims. There are no services
defined specifically for children in situations of economic exploitation. It is
recommended that Georgia define the types of services needed in situations
of child labour and provide sufficient resources and capacity to make them
available.
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) that engage 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

Georgia scores 0,493 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks seventh out of
the nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the sexual exploitation of girls
and boys. Georgia is closest in rank to Armenia at 0,488, Moldova at 0,514 and
Albania at 0,515.
Georgia’s actions to end and prevent sexual exploitation differ in nature from
other issues because its capacity score indicates relatively strong implementation. Capacity scores are the hallmark of successful implementation efforts
because they include information on the resourcing, staffing and equipment
available to tackle any given issue. That said, Georgia scores the following: law
and policy (0,633), services (0,397), capacity (0,600), coordination (0,700) and
accountability (0,278).
Although Georgia’s law and policy score is not its highest score under this
article, there is strength in Georgia’s legal framework. Georgia is 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
Georgia’s legal provisions assign criminal liability to offenders who engage
children in prostitution, pornography or unlawful sexual practices.11 Any sexual
practice that includes a child under the age of 16 is unlawful.12 For such
offenses Georgia also applies criminal prosecution to citizens outside of its
territory.13
During prosecution of alleged offenders Georgia does not yet provide for
special legal privileges that protect child victims. Without special privileges
that take into consideration the age and well-being of child victims, there is
strong possibility that such cases can re-traumatise victims during testimony
and reviews of evidence. It is recommended that Georgia adequately protect
child victims and witnesses in investigation and judicial proceedings and
provide special legal privileges for children in such circumstances.
The investigation of cases that involve the sexual exploitation of children also
requires stronger regulatory provisions to ensure the protection of children.
When alleged abuse takes place in the home environment, Georgia’s Social
Services Agency does not have the power to remove a child for emergency
placement until sufficient evidence has been produced for use during
prosecution. It is recommended that, upon credible complaint, children are
temporarily removed from any space they might share with an alleged abuser.
There is also a need for specialised investigators, judges trained in child rights
and protection and special rooms where children can offer their testimony
safely.
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Georgia scores low in services for children exposed to sexual exploitation for
a variety of reasons. First, there are no peer or self-reporting mechanisms
to identify situations of sexual exploitation. It is recommended that Georgia
establish child-friendly and accessible reporting mechanisms that allow for
self-reporting in a confidential environment. Hotlines and complaint mechanisms in schools, police stations and engagement with local level social work
staff are necessary. A single, national level hotline that launches with national
and community level marketing and public awareness could provide a needed
outlet for abuse complaints and offer assistance to children. Georgia does
operate an agency within the police force that has been tasked to identify and
eliminate online sources of sexual exploitation of children.14
To date, Georgia operates a patchwork of services designed more generally
for domestic violence or trafficking rather than child victims of sexual exploitation. Although some overlap is expected, there must also be attention
paid 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 Georgia build a network of services and protocols staffed
by experienced professionals for the purpose of guiding children through
rehabilitation and recovery.
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Trafficking
ROMANIA

.84
BULGARIA

.75
ALBANIA

.70
SERBIA

.63
GEORGIA

.57
M O L D OVA

.57
KO S OVO

.53
ARMENIA

.52
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

. 51

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.
Georgia scores 0,571 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks fifth out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the abduction, sale or trafficking
of children. Georgia is closest in rank to Moldova (0,568) and Kosovo (0,529).
The Index compares each dimension of government action to end and prevent
the abduction, sale and trafficking of children: policy, services, capacity,
coordination and accountability. Georgia’s law and policy score (0,560) is low
compared to its services (0,800), coordination (0,700) and capacity (0,625)
scores. Accountability is less advanced (0,437).
Georgia has adopted all recent international agreements on the abduction,
sale and trafficking of persons, 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).15 These conventions are important because they affirm the scope
and definitions of slavery, servitude and forced labour. Georgia’s national law
translates its international obligations into national level commitments.
Georgia’s services score is strong in comparison to its other dimensions of
government action to end trafficking. There is a hotline provided by the state
under the State Fund for the Protection and Assistance of Victims of Human
Trafficking. It is accessible 24 hours a day. It is recommended, however, that
the hotline employ operators trained in child-friendly counselling and legal
assistance as the hotline is available to both adults and children. The hotline
should also incorporate the review and consultation of children to ensure that
it is well-aligned with child-friendly protocols.
Its services score is also strong because Georgia operates two placement
shelters that provide care for child victims of trafficking. These shelters are
accessible and provide appropriate responses to child victims of every age.
There are quality standards for these shelters that govern the rehabilitation of
children and their reintegration into society.16 Such services can be considered strong practices. The next important step is to staff and resource these
services effectively and to support a sufficient number of social work staffing
across the country to allow for referrals to these services.
Georgia’s coordination score is also stronger than its law and policy score.
As required in the recent Strategy for Fighting against Human Trafficking,
Georgia created high level coordination mechanisms for cases involving
trafficking allegations.17 These regulations specify which state authorities
must be involved in the process of identification, first contact, granting status,
protection, assistance and rehabilitation. It is recommended that Georgia also
create detailed case management and coordination protocols to ensure that
these regulations are enacted consistently at the local level.
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Accountability for the trafficking shelters is the responsibility of a unit under
the State Fund for Protection and Assistance of Victims of Human Trafficking,
which is the same office that operates the shelters. It is recommended
that Georgia authorise an independent authority to perform monitoring
and evaluation of shelters and services for victims of trafficking. Without
an independent authority there is the potential that quality of service and
protection of residents will be limited.
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Disability
ROMANIA

.71
BULGARIA

.53
ALBANIA

. 51

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.
Georgia scores 0,433 out of a possible 1,0 on its actions to protect children
with disability. Georgia ranks closest with Armenia and Serbia at 0,445 and
0,491 respectively. Overall, Georgia ranks seventh out of the nine Index
countries.

M O L D OVA

. 51
SERBIA

.49

Georgia’s highest score on disability is law and policy (0,541). Its capacity score
is also fairly high (0,500) in comparison with its services (0,387), coordination
(0,333) and accountability (0,375). The scores suggest that Georgia has
concentrated its efforts on standardising its commitments to disability through
law and regulation.

ARMENIA

.45
GEORGIA

.43
KO S OVO

.36
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.33

Georgia’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.18 Within education environments
Georgian law requires inclusive settings in primary school and venues of
higher education.19 It is recommended that Georgia extend the call for inclusive
environments to pre-kindergarten and alternative care such as institutions
and venues for play and recreation. Without real opportunity to engage in
mainstream environments, children with disability will remain on the outside of
civic life and continue to be treated differently. The Law on Social Protection of
Persons with Disabilities requires that public services and institutions provide
adequate accessibility for all people of disability.20
Georgia’s services score reviews its inclusive venues. In education, Georgia’s
pre-kindergarten and kindergarten programmes do not have a mandate
to provide inclusive learning environments. Some schools do have these
environments, but most are in urban areas and have received funding support
from external donors. Georgia has made progress on inclusive education in
primary education settings but infrastructure and human resource capacity
is not scaled to adequately meet the need. Next steps require additional
resources and experts in all schools across Georgia to make inclusive schools
a reality.
In health, Georgia guarantees free health services for all people with disability.
There is also access to rehabilitation services which are standardised across
the country. Rehabilitation services include physical, occupational, speech,
or behavioural therapy, psychological assistance for parents and access to
legal representatives. Outside of school hours, day care centres offer help to
parents to care for children with disability.21 It is recommended that outreach
and mobile services are scaled, especially in rural areas where transportation
is limited and rehabilitation services are located far from family residences.22
There is also a need to make transportation, buildings, playgrounds and
schools accessible for people with disability. Accessibility requirements in
Georgia are not enforceable in practice, which creates significant barriers to
children with disability and limits their opportunities to take part in mainstream

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 : C A R E & P R OT E C T

22

society without being stigmatised.
State options for alternative placements still offer three classical residential
care facilities for children with disability deprived of parental care. Although
deinstitutionalisation and the development of gate-keeping mechanisms and
family-based care are priority issues for Georgia, there are limited family-based
care alternatives for children with disability. It is recommended that Georgia
create more family-based care venues for children with disability. There are
pilot services that offer specialised foster care for children with disability, and
small group homes are also potential alternatives for children who have been
placed in larger residential institutions. Further scaling of community-based
rehabilitation services may also reduce the number of children with disability
living outside of parental care.
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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
State 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 parental 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

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.
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
to prevent unnecessary separations. Georgia scores a total of 0,500 out of a
possible score of 1,0 and ranks sixth out of the nine countries. Georgia’s score
is closest to Moldova at 0,538.
Georgia’s services and accountability scores are its strongest, both scoring
0,667. Its law and policy score is limited at 0,500 and its coordination mechanisms also score low at 0,333. Capacity is 0,00. Because Georgia does not
maintain high levels of children outside of parental care and because efforts
to help families stay together are limited, further research and information
is necessary to understand these facts within the particular context of the
country.

ALBANIA

.27
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.27

Georgia’s services to prevent separation of parents and children offer its
strongest score under this article. To help working parents and families living
below the poverty line, Georgia provides day care services and food supplements to children at risk of separation.23 It is recommended that this service
is scaled to cover children of all ages and populations without exceptions.
Georgia has started to expand access to this entitlement to children over
the age of two. For families in crisis Georgia offers a one-time material and
financial assistance package.24 It is recommended that a stronger implementation mechanism is created so that this fund is accessible to families in
times of crisis.25 The Social Services Agency should be able to identify when
such assistance could make a substantial difference to a family and proceed
to deliver the aid package quickly and efficiently. Psychological and legal
assistance should also be provided by state services.
For families physically separated, Georgia’s law prescribes that police
authorities have a duty to search for parents or children with the goal of
reunification.26 It is recommended that Georgia also establish mechanisms and
protocols to implement practical assistance in these situations. Further, it is
recommended that Georgia create cooperation mechanisms between police
authorities and social services to align the work under case management
processes so that families and children can receive legal and psychological
support.

GEORGIA 2016

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 : C A R E & P R OT E C T

25

Keeping Children Safe
ROMANIA

.78
SERBIA

.67

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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.45
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.40
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Georgia places sixth out of the nine countries with a score of 0,448 out of a
possible score of 1,0. Georgia ranks closely with Armenia (0,426) and Moldova
(0,471).
Georgia’s scores vary in initiating separation of parents and children: policy
and law (0,769), services (0,500), capacity (0,00), coordination (0,500) and
accountability (0,312). With Georgia’s capacity score at zero, there is concern
for the welfare of children who remain in homes where their development and
well-being might be compromised.
Georgia’s law and policy score is high and aligns with the UNCRC “terms of
art” that provide the basis for the separation of parent and child. Georgia’s
legal framework on parent-child separation requires that the state only act
to separate a child when it is the action of last resort and necessary for the
child’s best interests.27 In order to terminate or limit parental rights Georgia’s
law requires that its Social Services Agency assess the family situation and
seek court approval for the separation of parent and child.28 It is recommended that social workers, during the initial comprehensive assessments of child
and family, offer each child counselling and support and allow sufficient time to
address the question of alternative placement. At present, children are often
not informed of alternative placement options until the moment of court order.
In court proceedings it is recommended that Georgia affirmatively provide
each child, regardless of age, the right of participation and the discretion of
judicial determination. The law does not preclude the testimony and opinions
of children, but because such provision is not required and judges are not
necessarily trained in or aware of child rights, it is important to affirmatively
provide this right by law. Further, it is recommended that Georgia train and
equip a portion of judges to hear cases that decide a child’s status so that
these courtrooms and appearances constitute a child-friendly environment.29
In situations concerning the limitation or termination of parental rights,
counselling and psycho-social support are essential to minimising hardship
and trauma for both parents and children. Counselling services are currently
limited because there is only one psychologist per each of Georgia’s regions.
It is recommended that all children and parents who undergo separation
are provided with counselling services that align with quality and financial
standards.
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Maintain contact
between parent and child

Caring for Children Separated
from their Families

ARMENIA

1
GEORGIA

1
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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. Familial, specifically parental connection fosters the
emotional development of personhood.

KO S OVO

1
ROMANIA

1
SERBIA

1
BULGARIA

.88
ALBANIA

.75

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. Georgia scores 1,0
out of 1,0 achieving the highest score possible. Armenia, Kosovo, and Romania
similarly score 1,0.
Georgia 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.30 Guardianship and Care
Regional Panels are in place to review whether or not communication between
parent and child will have a negative impact on the child.31 Should parents find
it difficult to access their children at placement centres there are complaint
mechanisms to ensure that parents are afforded this right.32

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.75
M O L D OVA

.75

States must also take action to provide adequate care environments for
children deprived of their biological families (Article 20.1 of the UNCRC).
Georgia scores 0,513 out of a total possible score of 1,0 and ranks sixth out of
the nine Index countries. It is very close in score to Moldova at 0,514.
Georgia’s law and policy score on alternative care is 0,695. Georgia’s services
score is also relatively strong at 0,634. Capacity is Georgia’s weakest score
(0,230) while coordination and accountability are 0,500 and 0,451 respectively.
Under Georgian law, children deprived of parental care have a right to
protection, care, education and assistance through various state actors.33
Although the law ensures that children have the right to a family environment it
is recommended that Georgia clarify in law that residential institutions should
be considered a last resort to all other structures of care.
Georgia maintains a number of alternative care structures, including foster
care (emergency, long-term and for children with disability), kinship and
guardianship care, adoption, small group homes, mother-baby shelters and
residential institutions. It is recommended that Georgia finalise quality and
financial standards for all foster care structures, adoption procedures and any
other placement centres currently lacking them.
Because private placements are also used in Georgia to host vulnerable
children it is recommended that quality and financial standards also apply
to all placements, private and public. Licensing of all placements can build a
systemic approach to monitor and enforce standards in all placements. These
private placements are currently beyond the control of the state because
there are no sanctioned monitoring and accountability systems in place to
inspect the residential conditions and actions of service personnel. Without
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Care for children
separated from parents
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such systems it is difficult to identify and stop situations of abuse and neglect
that may occur. It is recommended that Georgia collect data on the numbers of
girls and boys living in private placements and establish and implement a child
protection monitoring and accountability system that extends to all organisations providing care and support to girls and boys, public and private.
Further monitoring and periodic assessment of children with disability living
in residential institutions is also an important element for child protection.
Residential institutions must operate according to government quality and
financial standards. The law should also affirmatively prohibit the use of
compulsory uniforms, child labour (which goes beyond normal domestic
chores), and the deprivation of contact with families for control purposes in all
alternative placement centres.
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Adoption
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In situations where the state terminates parental rights (voluntary by parents
or state sanctioned), 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.
Georgia scores a total of 0,529 out of a possible 1,0. It ranks fourth overall and
is closest to Bulgaria and Moldova at 0,548 and 0,510 respectively.
Georgia scores high in its efforts to create coordination mechanisms (0,833),
services (0,687) and law and policy (0,669) for adoption. Georgia’s capacity
(0,250) and accountability (0,250) scores for adoption are low.
The government has signed and ratified the 1993 Hague Convention on the
Protection of Children and Cooperation in respect of Intercountry Adoption.34
Georgian 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 Georgian children adopted
domestically.
Georgia 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 have been enforced
or maintained by government agencies to regulate the adoption process.
Without clear regulations and standards to define the limits of discretion,
conflicts of interest and protocols of engagement between stakeholders,
there is potential for corruption and error in adoption processes.
In adoption hearings children under the age of 10 do not have the right to
offer their consent to be adopted. Because child participation and input are
critical to determine placement outside of the family it is recommended that
Georgia re-define the role of all children in judicial proceedings that would
determine their status, including adoption cases.35
Georgia provides basic counselling services for adoptive parents, but not
does provide any training on parenting skills. It is recommended that further
support is provided for adoptive parents and adopted children (in the case of
older children) to ensure a smooth transition for all.
State services should allow for open adoptions based on consent between
the parties and allow children in closed adoptions to be informed of their
medical histories and other crucial family knowledge necessary for the
preservation of 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 and/or working on the
street. Article 20.2 requires States Parties to address the situation of children
living and/or working on the street.
Georgia scores 0,379 out of a possible score of 1,0 in its actions to address
children living and/or working on the street. Georgia’s score is similar to
Albania, Kosovo, and Moldova. Georgia’s services score (0,667) is its highest
out of all dimensions of government action. The other dimensions of action
include policy and law (0,562), capacity (0,250), coordination (0,500) and
accountability (0,150).
Georgia’s social services are assigned to respond to homeless children and
those who work on the street.36 The state shares funding responsibility with
donors to support day shelters, crisis centres and mobile teams for outreach.
Georgia is working to expand these services outside of Tbilisi. It is recommended that further resourcing is made available to scale these services
to meet need and that specific quality and financial standards are adopted
for each service. All services, whether private or public, should be licensed
according to standards, and monitoring of such services should be carried out
by an independent body.

GEORGIA

.38
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.22

Providing status documentation for children found on the street remains a
challenge37 and the process is long and inefficient. It is recommended that
state officials address inefficiencies and barriers to ensure that children can
access documentation. Without documentation these children will remain
outside mainstream society, unable to meet their essential needs of health,
education and family-based care.
Once documentation procedures are simplified it is recommended that
Georgia create protocols of coordination between social, education and
health services on issues related to street children to allow them access to
resources necessary to take the next steps.
Finally, 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 and key services specialised
to respond effectively to the situation of children living and working on the
street.
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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.
Georgia scores 0,407 out of a possible score of 1,0 on the implementation of
its UNCRC commitments. The gap between its law and policy (0,630) and the
implementation score of 0,407 suggests that more work is needed to implement UNCRC commitments. With this in mind, the Index provides the following
recommendations in alignment with the five dimensions of government action
(policy, services, capacity, coordination, accountability):

[Services]

Create a nationwide hotline to serve as a reporting mechanism for all issues
of violence and exploitation. Such a hotline should be accessible to all,
child-friendly and offer a mechanism for self-reporting and peer reporting in a
confidential environment. The hotline should be designed in collaboration with
children and provide support and counselling to children and youth. Without
accessible and known spaces of identification and reporting, Georgia cannot
guarantee that children who are in situations of abuse will seek help. Access
to reporting venues must align with increased knowledge and understanding
of child rights and definitions of violence. New efforts to create awareness of
child rights and pathways to safe reporting are recommended.

[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.

[Accountability]

Provide child beneficiaries with adequate participation and mechanisms to
complain when necessary. Georgia does not yet have a dedicated complaint
mechanism for children as beneficiaries (related to service provision) that is
accessible and child friendly. Such mechanisms should be developed with
the direct contribution of children themselves according to age and level of
development.
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[Accountability, Capacity,
Services]

Define services and develop quality and financial standards for those services that are not yet covered. Specifically define and standardise funding for
all relevant services (linked to quality standards). The absence of adequate
procedures and standards reduces the ability of government, civil society and
citizens alike to effectively monitor service delivery. Accountability to protect
girls and boys becomes more difficult when standards are uncertain. The
absence of such provisions also minimises the quantity and quality of service
delivery nationwide.

[Social Work, Capacity]

Improve staff structures, workloads, and ongoing training and supervision
requirements related to all services provided to girls and boys and their
parents. Case management protocols are also necessary to regulate
caseloads and define staff qualifications. Regulation of social work can help
to organise social work resources more effectively and provide a baseline for
needed levels of expertise.

[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, Georgia 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 Georgia’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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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

Georgia Law on Elimination of Domestic
Violence, Protection and Support of Victims
of Domestic Violence; Georgia Civil Code,
para.2/1 prima, art.1198/1 prima; Joint Order
No152/N–No496–No45/N, of the Minister of
Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia, the
Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia and the
Minister of Education and Science of Georgia on
Approval of child protection referral procedures,
2010; Georgia Law on Administrative Offences;
Georgia Law on Education, Criminal Code of
Georgia
2

3

Civil Code, para.2/1 prima, art.1198/1 prima

Information accessible in Georgian at: https://
matsne.gov.ge/index.php?option=com_ldmssearch&view=docView&id=1021481
4

Joint Order No152/N–No496–No45/N, of the
Minister of Labour, Health and Social Affairs of
Georgia, the Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia and the Minister of Education and Science of
Georgia on Approval of child protection referral
procedures, 2010
5

Ibid.5

6

ILO Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention,
ratified in 2002, in force since 2003; B) ILO
Minimum Age Convention, ratified and in force
since 1996; ILO Forced Labour Convention
ratified 1995, in force 1997
7

Labour Code, articles 4, 18, 25, 39; Constitution
of Georgia, art.17, para.2
8

9

Code of Administrative Offences , art.42

The 2001 Budapest Convention on Cybercrime, ratified and in force since 2012; The
CE Convention for the protection of children
against sexual exploitation and abuse, ratified
2007; The Optional Protocol to the Convention
on the Rights of the Child on the sale of
children, child prostitution and child pornography, signed in 2001
10

Law on Combating Human Trafficking, art.5;
Law on Elimination of Domestic Violence,
Protection and Support of Victims of Domestic
Violence; Criminal Code, chapter 22; Criminal
Code, art.171
11

12

Criminal Code, articles 140-141

13

Criminal Code, art.5

The 2001 Budapest Convention on Cybercrime, ratified and in force since 2012; The Cyber
Crime Unit was established with operational and
investigative capabilities: http://police.ge/ge/
projects/kiberdanashauli/saertashoriso-tanamshromloba-kiber-danashaultan-brdzolashi
14

Optional Protocol to the Convention on the
Rights of the Child on the sale of children, child
prostitution and child pornography, ratified
2001, in force 2005; Protocol to Prevent,
Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons,
15

Especially Women and Children, supplementing
the United Nations Convention against
Transnational Organized Crime ratified and in
force since 2006; Hague Convention on Civil
Aspects of International Child Abduction ratified
1995, in force 1997
Order N183/ 2008 of the Minister of Labour,
Health and Social Affairs of Georgia, approving
the Standards for the Rehabilitation Centre for
Victims of Trafficking
16

Decree N78/ 2007 of the President of Georgia
on Standards and Rules in Identification of the
Victim of Human Trafficking; Law of Georgia
on Combating Human Trafficking, 2944/ 2006;
Decree N534/ 2006 on the composition of the
permanent commission affiliated to the Coordination Council and the rules for its activities;
Permanent Interagency Coordination Council
for Carrying out Measures Against Trafficking
in Persons -The Strategy for Rehabilitation and
Social Reintegration of the Victims of Trafficking
in Persons, 2007
17

Law of Georgia on Social Protection of
Persons with Disabilities, 2006, art.1, para.2
18

19

Law of Georgia on General Education, 2005.

Law of Georgia on Social Protection of
Persons with Disabilities, 2006, articles 8 and 9
20

Ministerial Order N291 on the State Program
for 2014 on Social Rehabilitation and Child Care
21

GeoWel Research, World Vision Georgia –
Baseline Study for WV Georgia, 2014
22

Information available at: http://ssa.gov.ge/
index.php?sec_id=502&lang_id=ENG
23

"Helping Families in Crisis" sub-programme of
the Ministry of Health, Labour and Social Affairs,
2014
24

25

UNICEF, Annual Reports for Georgia, 2013, 2014

Law of Georgia on Adoption and Foster Care,
art.14
26

27

Civil Code, articles 1206 and 1197

Civil Code para.1 art.206; Code of Civil
Procedure; Law on Adoption and Foster Care
28

The Court system only differentiates judges to
criminal, administrative and civil law. Information
in Georgian available at: http://tcc.gov.ge/index.
php?m=502
29

Order N52/N of the Minister of Labour, Health
and Social Affairs of Georgia, on approving
the rule and conditions for placement in and
discharging of a person from the specialised
institution
30

Social Service Agency website information:
http://ssa.gov.ge/index.php?sec_id=47&lang_
id=ENG
31

Technical Regulations on Approval of
Childcare Standards, N66/ 2014, Standard N11
32

Ibid.34", para.7, art.2; Law on Adoption and
Foster Care, N2381/ 2009
33
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The 1993 Hague Convention on Protection
of Children and Cooperation in respect of
Intercountry Adoption, ratified 1999, in force
since 1999
34

35

Civil Code, art.1255

Securing Shelter for Vulnerable Children
sub-programme of the State child care
programme
36

Netgazeti Georgia webpage quotes the
deputy minister who mentions the possibility
of providing ID cards for these children: http://
netgazeti.ge/life/19835/
37
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