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The Index as a Warning and Guide

Over the past few years, extensive work has been done in Serbia to improve
the position of children and set laws and policies which govern the obligations
of government to children. However, children in difficult circumstances or
marginalised groups remain vulnerable and continue to live in conditions that
significantly diminish their chances to grow up in an environment that enables
dignity and optimal development. There is a discrepancy between existing policies, laws, and strategic action plans on the one side, and the implementation
of existing policies that translate into available resources, adequate services,
budget allocations and accompanying infrastructure on the other side.
The special value of the Child Protection Index is in measuring the level of
development and achievement of a country in the field of child protection
in comparison with results across the region; the Index documents Serbia’s
position in relation to neighbouring countries.
The Index verifies that we have all worked hard to protect children and also
shows us how to make the lives of children better, to let children live in a safe,
secure and inclusive environment. At the same time, the Index results warn us
and call for urgent action and change because children do not have unlimited
time and cannot wait for us.

SA ŠA ST E FA N OV I C `
DIRECTOR

NETWORK OF ORGANISATIONS FOR THE CHILDREN
OF SERBIA (MODS)
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The Catalyst for Change

Over the past few years, we have had the privilege to witness the tremendous
efforts of our colleagues Jocelyn Penner, Mirela Oprea and Andy Guth to
develop a unique advocacy tool for child-focused civil society in the region
– the Child Protection Index. This extraordinarily insightful document that we
have before us today is the final product of their work in Serbia.
At the same time, this is only one vision of an output based on the Index, since
the possibilities for its use are almost endless. It can serve as a reference
for all sorts of civil society and government endeavours, a solid ground for
regional cooperation and development, and a guide for international donor
community investments in child protection. Serbian experts who collected and
analysed different aspects of child protection on the behalf of the National
Network of Organizations for Children had the difficult and sometimes very
challenging task of identifying both the sources of information and the actual
data related to the status of child protection in Serbia. This is in itself proof
that evidence-based decision-making needs to become a prerequisite and
standard for all further steps in child protection system reform.
We would encourage civil society, as well as governments and institutions to
continue using the Child Protection Index as a catalyst for change in Serbia.

I VA K L JA K I Ć
MANAGER

AGROINVEST FOUNDATION SERBIA
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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 area of child vulnerability Serbia scores 0,623 out of a possible score of
1,0. It ranks first in this category. Serbia has the fewest rates of children living
in vulnerable situations than other Index countries.

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.47
ROMANIA

.47
BULGARIA

.40
ALBANIA

.34
M O L D OVA

.34
ARMENIA

.26

Serbia does not have high rates of children separated from their parents.
As a result, there are relatively few children living in publically-run residential
institutions. However, more than 50 per cent of all children living in residential
care are children with disability. Foster care rates are strong generally, but
limited for children with disability. Domestic adoption rates are low and the rate
of adoption for children with disability is zero.
The numbers of public sector personnel, such as social workers, who are
tasked to advocate on behalf of vulnerable children at local levels are high in
comparison to other Index countries. Serbia employs over 16 social workers
per 100,000 people and has 1,339 judges equipped to handle cases that
involve children. Serbia also ranks first on total social protection expenditure
as a percentage of its GDP, allocating 21 per cent annually to social protection
and over five per cent (5.6 per cent) of social protection expenditure to
benefits and services for families and children.
With such a landscape it is recommended that Serbia intensify efforts to deinstitutionalise children with disability and further develop community services
and support to families of children with disability to prevent institutionalisation.
Further, it is recommended that Serbia enhance adoption services generally.

SERBIA 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

11

Governance
ROMANIA

. 74

Serbia scores 0,578 out of a total possible score of 1,0 in the category of
“governance environment” and ranks fourth out of the nine Index countries. It
is closest in score to Moldova (0,542) while Romania ranks first (0,742).

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

Serbia’s governance score shows that further work is necessary to align
with UNCRC obligations and to allow for transparency and accountability
within Serbia’s system. Serbia has yet to officially complete a comprehensive
review of all legislation that would ensure compatibility with the UNCRC.
A comprehensive review must be accompanied with legislative reform to
update laws that are currently not aligned with UNCRC commitments. Without
a comprehensive review, the quality of Serbia’s regulatory or administrative
system as it applies to child protection is questionable. If legislative actions in
Serbia do not comply with the UNCRC, outcomes for children may differ from
obligations laid out in the Convention. It is recommended that Serbia prepare a
comprehensive review and analysis of all legislation in an effort to ensure that
its legal and regulatory systems are compatible with its UNCRC obligations.
Further, Serbia has not yet adopted or considered a consolidated law on child
protection and the rights of the child. A comprehensive act can help to build
the right coordination and accountability mechanisms as it would group all
elements of child protection policy into one place for easier interpretation. It is
recommended that Serbia work towards a comprehensive consolidated law on
child rights and protection as previously recommended by the UN Child Rights
Committee. Work towards this outcome has been ongoing and debated within
policy circles in previous years.
Serbia has invested in a permanent parliamentary body (Committee on the
Rights of the Child) with a clear mandate to consult on matters pertaining to
child protection. A permanent mechanism exists to ensure the coordination
of policy between respective ministries, but it is not sufficiently effective and
lacks a permanent component linking central and local levels of government
and economic and social policy elements for child protection. It is recommended that Serbia create or rehabilitate permanent mechanisms to ensure
coordination of child protection policy between various levels and sectors in
government and include budgetary analysis on: 1) the proportion of overall
budgets devoted to children, 2) disparities between regions, rural/urban areas,
and particular groups of children, and 3) the most disadvantaged groups
of children. Finally, Serbia should establish a permanent mechanism at the
national level to consult with youth and children on matters of policy related to
their own development and rights.
Serbia also hosts an Ombudsman’s Office that complies with the Paris
Principles on the Status of National Human Rights Institutions and received
an “A” status of compliance from the International Coordinating Committee
of National Institutions for the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights
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(ICC). It is noted, however, that the deputy ombudsman holds jurisdiction
on child rights and gender equality simultaneously and maintains a position
subordinate to the general ombudsman. Both substantively and procedurally
this may limit the time, attention and political freedom necessary to adequately
protect the rights of children in all cases. It is recommended that Serbia
assign exclusivity of task and jurisdiction on child rights and protection to a
deputy ombudsperson, thereby reducing the scope of work from two issues
to one issue and allowing for freedom to investigate outside the control of the
general ombudsman.
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Scores relating to the Prevention of
Violence & Exploitation
ALL FORMS OF VIOLENCE

.68
ECONOMIC EXPLOITATION

.66
SEXUAL EXPLOITATION

.69
TRAFFICKING

.63
OT H E R F O R M S O F E X P LO I TAT I O N

.58

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.
Serbia scores highest in its efforts to combat sexual exploitation, but registers
lower scores in its actions to prevent trafficking and other forms of exploitation.
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All Forms of Violence
ROMANIA

.80
BULGARIA

.71
SERBIA

.68
KO S OVO

.58
ALBANIA

.55
GEORGIA

.50
M O L D OVA

.49
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.39
ARMENIA

.34

In the “catch all” category of violence that aligns with Article 19 of the UNCRC,
Serbia ranks third out of the nine Index countries with a score of 0,679 out of a
possible score of 1,0. “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’s actions to prevent all forms of violence against children are more
evident in its coordination (1,0) and law and policy actions (0,893). Serbia’s
capacity is limited (0,375), while services (0,600) and accountability (0,527)
have seen development. There is a wide discrepancy between its coordination
and services scores.
Serbia’s law and policy score is very strong and suggests that its laws are
detailed in scope and align with the UNCRC. Serbia’s legal framework protects
children from all forms of violence including all domestic violence.2 It is
recommended that Serbia also prohibit corporal punishment in all settings.
Its regulatory framework is detailed and defines protocols and standards for
all involved sectors and authorities in situations of violence against children.3
These protocols have helped Serbia achieve its perfect score of 1,0 in coordination to protect children from violence.
Serbia requires that all authorities and staff in the education and social services sectors report allegations of violence against children.4 This obligation has
created a strong reporting mechanism amongst various actors of the community who are able to identify and report situations of violence. Serbia also
hosts reporting mechanisms for children. A hotline for children encourages
self-reporting and peer-reporting and is operated, with government funding,
by a member of civil society. The National Ombudsman’s Office also operates
an online tool that allows for complaints.
Once cases have been identified and reported, the state has a duty to manage
the care of victims and prevent future violence. Serbia’s services and capacity
scores are limited in comparison to the other dimensions of government
action to prevent violence. Centres for Social Work (CSWs) are tasked with
case management that includes investigation, coordination with other services, appointment of a guardian ad litem and referral to needed services. The
state sponsors shelters to protect children from violence. There is a question
as to whether these shelters are operating over capacity and whether they
are organised specifically to care for children who have faced violence or
also include children in conflict with the law.5 Residential facilities should offer
separate spaces and rehabilitation services for children with different needs
and issues. Such facilities should not operate over capacity or with limited
staff.
Health care venues also offer psycho-social support, counselling and health
care for victims. However, because health care has been limited to those with
valid health insurance cards, children without identity cards or health insurance cannot always access this needed support. Although Serbia’s recent
2013 law extends health care to all, regardless of identity papers, it is essential
that the law becomes practice. This problem concerns some of Serbia’s most
vulnerable children: Roma children and those living in extreme poverty whose
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parents and fellow community members may not have identity cards and
health insurance. It is recommended that Serbia put into practice its recent
2013 law that waives identity and health insurance requirements for children,
pregnant women and new mothers.6
Index results also point to limited resources for needed field work and follow
up on cases managed by CSWs. It is recommended that Serbia create case
management protocols to define caseloads to improve its capacity score.
Serbia has recently worked to develop stronger accountability mechanisms.
Serbia has created new licensing procedures for both public and private
entities in order to better manage the quality and accountability of services.
This step is critical and requires strong and swift implementation to ensure the
protection of children within the range of service provision. Licensing is one
element of accountability. It is recommended that Serbia create and implement
a plan to monitor and evaluate services in accordance with licensing rules
and quality standards. It is also recommended that Serbia enhance its service
provision with financial standards that can offer a more systematic approach
to quality and budgeting.7
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Economic Exploitation
ROMANIA

.82
BULGARIA

. 76
KO S OVO

.66
SERBIA

.66
M O L D OVA

.63
ALBANIA

.55
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.52
GEORGIA

. 41
ARMENIA

.38

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.
Serbia scores 0,654 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks fourth out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prohibit child labour.
Serbia has created strong law and policy frameworks (0,895) to align with
the UNCRC’s child labour provisions. Its services score is also high (0,750).
In contrast, Serbia’s capacity (0,416), coordination (0,500) and accountability
(0,410) scores are limited.
Serbia receives a high score on law and policy for many reasons. A major
reason is that Serbia has signed and ratified all of the significant International
Labour Conventions on child labour.8 Domestic law does not prohibit children
from work that conflicts with secondary or higher education. The law does
prohibit all work that conflicts with primary and secondary-lower education.9
Serbia does not currently have a national strategy or specific goal to reduce
economic exploitation. It is recommended that Serbia develop a national
strategy for children that specifically addresses and works toward limiting
child labour. Without set provisions and objectives, child labour may not be a
priority for government authorities or donors.
Serbia has developed a variety of mechanisms to identify and report situations
of child labour that influence its services score. The crisis hotline for all child
rights violations operates with support from government authorities. The
Ombudsman’s Office hosts a panel of youth counsellors that can respond to
complaints.10 Also, Serbia’s labour laws allow for employees or employers to
lodge complaints with Labour Inspectorates.11 Because of the lack of other
simple and effective reporting mechanisms for children, it is important that
the hotline, as Serbia’s only child-friendly reporting mechanism, has sufficient
support and is known broadly through awareness campaigns and marketing.
It is recommended that Serbia market the hotline and other reporting mechanisms more rigorously in an effort to campaign against child labour.
Serbia’s coordination efforts could increase to build appropriate alliances
between various authorities and experts. The Labour Inspectorate enforces
labour laws, including the prohibition against child labour. However, there
are no defined cooperation protocols between the Labour Inspectorate
offices and the child protection system to ensure that children in situations of
economic exploitation receive adequate assistance.
Serbia’s services score is also limited because there are no specialised
services for children identified as victims of economic exploitation. It is
recommended that Serbia provide a protocol for coordination between Labour
Inspectorates and social services to provide children with specific, expert
assistance in cases of economic exploitation. Further work is also required to
define services that address particular protection and recovery needs.
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Going forward, it is recommended that Serbia create ongoing data gathering
and research mechanisms that provide stronger information on the prevalence of child labour with data disaggregated by gender, age and disability.
Labour Inspectorates collect information on known cases, but without an
understanding of prevalence policies may be applied too narrowly or too
generally. Given limited funding, better data will allow budget choices to align
with need.12
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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

Serbia scores 0,691 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks third out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the sexual exploitation of girls
and boys.
Serbia has created a strong legal framework to end and prevent sexual
exploitation with a law and policy score of 0,900. Furthermore, coordination
protocols have helped Serbia achieve the high score of 0,800. Its services
score shows progress in defining needed assistance (0,628), while capacity
(0,500) and accountability (0,525) scores are lower.
A review of Serbia’s legal framework validates its high score in law and policy.
Serbia’s legal provisions assign criminal liability to offenders who engage
children in prostitution, pornography or unlawful sexual practices.13 Serbia has
ratified the Council of Europe Convention on the Protection of Children against
Sexual Exploitation and Sexual Abuse.14 It has also signed the 2001 Budapest
Convention on Cybercrime and its additional protocol.15 Serbia’s laws, however,
do not extend the right of other sovereign nations to prosecute Serbia’s
citizens. It is only through bilateral agreement that extradition is possible. It
is recommended that in the case of alleged sexual exploitation of children,
Serbia extend the right of extradition and prosecution abroad.
Serbia’s services score also validates its efforts to identify situations of
sexual abuse. Identification and reporting mechanisms are available to ensure
self-reporting, peer-reporting and reporting access for professionals who
engage with children and youth. Cybercrime units in the Ministry of Interior
identify, track and remove child pornography within Serbia’s jurisdiction. Youth
can report on internet content using the online reporting mechanism Internet
Patrol. Twinning projects with other European countries has allowed Serbia to
build its expertise and capacity to respond. The national hotline for children
is available for peer and self-reporting. Serbia extends information on how to
identify and report situations of sexual abuse through various state-sponsored
websites and public awareness materials distributed by the Ministry of Health.
Centres for Social Work can also identify and report situations of sexual abuse.
It is recommended, however, that Serbia review and analyse whether these
reporting mechanisms are accessible to children excluded from mainstream
systems, such as children with disability and Roma children.
Centres for Social Work are responsible for managing individual cases of
sexual exploitation. Case management protocols are in place along with
standards for services and case management as applied to situations of
abuse and neglect. There is a protocol for children who are victims of trafficking that may be applied when facts suggest that a victim has been trafficked
and exposed to sexual violence. It is recommended that in situations where
children are victims of sexual violence and trafficking Serbia create stronger
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coordination protocols between police and social services that comply with
case management protocols.
Serbia does not offer special services to children who experience sexual
violence; however, rehabilitation shelters, counselling services, health
services and other needed support are available and defined by CSW case
management procedures. For services that do exist at local levels or are
offered through private charities it is recommended that Serbia create specific
standards relating to cases of exploitation. It is also recommended that Serbia
review the capacity and effectiveness of these general services to verify that
they do in fact provide critical and impact-level assistance to child victims of
exploitation.
Serbia has created new licensing procedures for both public and private
entities in order to better manage the quality and accountability of services.
This step is critical and requires strong and swift implementation to ensure the
protection of children within the range of service provision. Licensing is one
element of accountability. It is recommended that Serbia create and implement
a plan to monitor and evaluate services in accordance with licensing rules
and quality standards.16 The newly minted National Preventive Mechanisms
within the Ombudsman’s Office is tasked with conducting both planned and
unplanned visits to institutions to verify the quality of their services. It is
recommended that Serbia provide needed staff and capacity to make this
office viable and responsive to its mandate.17
It is also recommended that Serbia enhance its service provision with financial
standards that offer a systematic approach to quality standards and budgeting.18
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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.
Serbia scores 0,628 out of a possible score of 1,0 and ranks fourth out of the
nine Index countries in its actions to prevent the abduction, sale or trafficking
of children. Georgia and Albania are closest in rank to Serbia with scores of
0,571 and 0,568 respectively.

SERBIA

.63
GEORGIA

.57
M O L D OVA

.57
KO S OVO

.53
ARMENIA

.52

The Index compares each dimension of government action to end and prevent
the abduction, sale and trafficking of children through its policy, services,
capacity, coordination and accountability. In law and policy, as well as services,
Serbia scores 0,900. Coordination mechanisms are also strong (0,800). These
are significantly higher scores as compared to capacity (0,125) and accountability (0,419).
Serbia’s law and policy score validates its efforts to align domestic law with
international obligations. Serbia has signed and ratified all significant international treaties on trafficking of persons and similar issues.19 Serbia’s domestic
law prohibits all forms of trafficking or the sale of persons and also includes a
prohibition on bonded labour, begging and the sale of organs.20 Serbia, as an
origin or destination country, is party to bilateral and multilateral agreements
that require partnership with other countries.21

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

. 51

Reporting mechanisms exist that function as early alerts on trafficking. A civil
society organisation hosts a hotline to report missing children. This hotline is
supported by donors and the Serbian Government.22 The Ministry of Internal
Affairs maintains a database of missing persons, although pictures and
information about missing children are not currently available to the public.23
It is recommended that Serbia provide information accessible to the public to
make reporting and identification of missing children possible. Early warning
actions that create public engagement can be effective mechanisms to stop
trafficking operations.
There are regulations in place to provide protocols of action to assist victims
of trafficking.24 Protocols on social services and case management also
apply. Serbia operates safe houses for victims of trafficking.These services
allow for psycho-social support and counselling and long-term placement in
foster care when needed.25 Such services, however, are limited in scale and
do not provide nationwide coverage, which limits Serbia’s services score.
Serbia has not yet developed quality standards for services for victims of
trafficking. Furthermore, not all CSWs are equipped with expert capacity to
manage trafficking cases and must rely on larger civil society organisations for
expertise.26 Next steps require the adoption of quality and financial standards
for services created for child victims of trafficking. It is also recommended
that Serbia focus its efforts to expand both CSW and other local capacity to
respond to child victims of trafficking.
Coordinating bodies on anti-trafficking measures exist at the national level,
but although protocols on case management and service delivery exist, Serbia
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does not yet maintain protocols for interagency coordination on trafficking at
the local level. It is recommended that Serbia create interagency coordination
protocols at the local level that would promote a timeline of action, assign
responsibility to specific authorities, and require interagency coordination
between CSWs, police, health and education officials, including relevant civil
society partners. Initiatives and pilot programmes that create local networks to
combat trafficking in various municipalities should be scaled nationwide.
Serbia’s accountability mechanisms for actions related to trafficking are very
limited. Decisions made by all levels of authority need to be reviewed for
accountability. There are no complaint mechanisms in place for the services
that are available for children affected by trafficking. The Ombudsman’s Office
is available for child rights complaints, but without accountability to directly
and effectively engage local and regional level authorities on service delivery,
citizens and beneficiaries remain outside the scope of their own government.
Generally, monitoring for accountability continues to be an issue in the child
protection system. Without an independent monitoring group, private services
and state-run services, including CSWs, do not have adequate oversight to
limit poor discretion and respond to systemic errors.
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Disability
ROMANIA

.71
BULGARIA

.53
ALBANIA

. 51
M O L D OVA

. 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.
Serbia scores 0,490 out of a possible score of 1,0 on its actions to protect
children with disability. Serbia’s actions rank closely with Armenia (0,445) and
Moldova (0,508). Overall, Serbia ranks fifth out of the nine Index countries.
In terms of protecting children with disability, Serbia scores strongly on law
and policy (0,832) and coordination (0,667). Its scores are weaker in the areas
of services (0,387), capacity (0,400) and accountability (0,291).

SERBIA

.49
ARMENIA

.45
GEORGIA

.43
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.36
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.33

As stated, Serbia’s law and policy score is strong in efforts to care for and
protect children with disability. Serbia’s legal framework addresses discrimination against persons with disability and requires an inclusive setting for
education.27 It is recommended that Serbia expand its laws to require inclusive
settings for children with disability in other community venues such as sports
and recreation and alternative care settings. Without these provisions children
with disability often remain outside the bounds of mainstream life.
Services for children with disability that offer inclusive environments for
learning, play, rehabilitation and opportunity are limited in scale and outreach.
In education, schools at pre-school and primary levels have not embraced
inclusive settings for learning. Inclusive education is still at the very early
stages of development. Serbia has created a manual on inclusive education
for school administrative bodies that offers guidance on school-level inclusive
actions.28 Next steps require that Serbia build capacity to implement these
directives: address physical barriers of access, increase teacher training
and introduce special assistants for classroom settings, address parent and
teacher concerns about inclusive environments, enrol children with disability
in mainstream schools and establish individual education plans for children
with disability. These actions require inclusive education experts, dedicated
teams of school administrators and funding support through donors, municipalities and national level earmarks.
Services to extend care and rehabilitation for children with disability are
limited. These services are provided in health facilities or at special schools
dedicated to children with disability. Civil society organisations offer mobile
and day care services for these children. It is recommended that Serbia
develop and scale a variety of services for children with disability that respond
to their need for education, rehabilitation and mainstream community engagement. Access to specialists such as psychologists, speech therapists, physical
therapists, and play therapists is essential to a full and decent life for children
with disability. These services should be created and supported based on
quality standards and impact evidence and scaled to meet the needs of
Serbia’s children. All services, including privately-run services, should undergo
licensing and monitoring to verify that children have quality environments that
meet their needs.
Physical barriers to inclusion are also significant. There are public institutions,
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including schools, courts and CSWs that do not have the necessary lifts,
ramps and auxiliary equipment (e.g. bathrooms) to accommodate children with
disability.
The National Council for Improving the Situation of People with Disabilities
serves as a focal point for policy and coordination on issues of disability.29
It is recommended that this body is empowered for regular engagement
with policy makers and vested with investigative powers to hear individual
cases of complaint and verify policy implementation. Accountability for policy
implementation is not yet fully connected to allow for citizen complaints within
the system.
Further, there is a need for additional data on disability that would assist
government in setting relevant policy and budgets to effectively serve children
with disability. It is recommended that Serbia collect and centralise data on the
number of children with disability, disaggregated by age, gender and types of
disability. This database should be updated quarterly and connect with reliable
and consistent local mechanisms to channel sub-national data to the central
level.
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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 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

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. Serbia scores a total of 0,653 out of a
possible score of 1,0 and ranks fourth out of the nine countries. Serbia’s score
is closest to Bulgaria (0,769) and Moldova (0,538).
Serbia has met its obligations under the UNCRC to establish services preventing the unnecessary separation of parent and child. Its legal framework and
capacity to implement services is 0,500. Serbia’s coordination mechanisms
and accountability score 0,833 and 0,667 respectively.

ARMENIA

.42
ALBANIA

.27
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.27

Serbia’s law and policy actions are not yet aligned with its UNCRC obligations.
Serbia’s legal framework provides for intensive support to families “in crisis”.30
The term “in crisis” is defined in law as including families in need of counselling
and parenting support, foster and adoptive parents, families that care for
people with disability and also cases of violence or other severe family
emergencies.
Serbia commits to actions and investigations to identify the whereabouts of
persons and objects. This includes a search for missing children.31 It does not
commit by law to reunite children with their biological parents.
Serbia’s strong performance to prevent the separation of parents and children
is evident through CSW case statistics (services score). Centres for Social
Work reports document services including family counselling, mediation, family
therapy, legal and psycho-social support and welfare assistance.32
Local government is obligated to provide support to families to prevent
separation and local budgets and resources define the extent and scope of
available services. Serbia’s capacity score is weak in comparison to its services
score because local budgets and capacity vary between municipalities, and
services provided differ depending on whether an area is rural or urban. Small
communities maintain limited CSW staffing and without quality standards
for case management the ratio between social worker and caseload can be
untenable.33 It is recommended that Serbia use national budgets to provide
additional financial support to municipal regions that lack the necessary tax
base to fund needed services. Municipalities with rural populations will need
further support to address citizen needs.
Serbia receives a low accountability score because it does not create
child-friendly mechanisms to hear complaints and respond accordingly.
Parents can file complaints directly to the ombudsman or to the Ministry of
Social Protection, but these mechanisms do not allow for local feedback to
promote strong citizen engagement and public sector response. Because
funding and implementation of CSWs occur locally, complaint mechanisms
should also be locally based.
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Keeping Children Safe
ROMANIA

.78
SERBIA

.67
BULGARIA

.62

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. Serbia
scores second out of the nine Index countries with a score of 0,670 out of a
possible score of 1,0. Serbia is closest in score to Romania (0,784) and Bulgaria
(0,619).

KO S OVO

.56
M O L D OVA

.47
GEORGIA

.45

Serbia’s scores on efforts to initiate separation are mostly consistent: law
and policy (0,846), services (0,875) and coordination (0,875). Capacity and
accountability are weaker at 0,357 and 0,458 respectively.
Serbia’s legal framework on parent-child separation abides by UNCRC
language, allowing for separation as a last resort and only when it is in the
best interest of the child.34 Social workers at CSWs and judicial bodies jointly
determine whether the standard of “best interests” is met in specific cases.

ARMENIA

.43
ALBANIA

.40

By law, parents and children receive counselling and psycho-social support,
but legal services are not offered. It is recommended that legal aid is available
to all in cases where parents and children face separation. Availability of legal
aid should be a right under law and include certain quality standards for legal
support.

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.33

Serbia protects a child’s right to privacy in judicial proceedings by conducting
closed sessions under certain circumstances.35 Children over the age of 10
have the right to participation in legal proceedings meant to determine their
status.36 It is recommended that Serbia allow children under the age of 10 the
right of participation according to their ability and level of development. While
there are no courts with special judges to hear these specific cases, Serbia’s
civil procedure requires that only judges with a special knowledge of child
rights may preside over cases involving children.37
Due to the serious nature of these cases, the government should take all
measures to minimise any delays in proceedings and decisions regarding
parent-child separation. Serbia’s family law requires that cases involving
children reach final judgment within a 45-day period; however, reports indicate
that this standard is often not fully met.38 It is recommended that parent-child
separation cases are prioritised on judicial dockets and that judges appointed
are familiar with and trained in the pace and requirements of these proceedings. Coordination between justice, social work, education and health sectors
requires that roles are predetermined and timelines of actions are known and
accepted by all.
Serbia receives a limited capacity score because caseloads for CSWs remain
excessive in comparison to the number of social workers. Resources and
equipment are also insufficient and/or outdated. It is recommended that
Serbia create an inventory of needs based on quality standards for case
management to document what is necessary for higher CSW performance.39
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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.

KO S OVO

1
ROMANIA

1
SERBIA

1
BULGARIA

.88
ALBANIA

.75
BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

.75

The Index scores a government’s effort to allow and help maintain contact
between parent and child. Generally, all nine countries have made significant
efforts to maintain contact between separated parents and children. Serbia
scores 0,875 out of a possible score of 1,0.
Serbia narrowly misses a perfect score due to that fact that there are children
in residential care who do not have any contact with their parents. Although
Serbia’s law reserves a right for children to be in contact with their families,
implementation is limited.40 There are particular challenges that hamper this
right. Transportation to and from residential institutions can be expensive and
travel times lengthy. Many of the institutions do not have public phones in
place for children to use. Visiting hours are restricted and strictly observed.41
It is recommended that Serbia review current rules and barriers that may
impact whether parents and children remain in contact and to make necessary
changes to encourage contact. Parents whose children live in residential
facilities should be aware that CSWs have travel budgets to support their
visits.

M O L D OVA

.75

States must also take action to provide adequate care environments for
children deprived of their biological families (Art. 20.1). Serbia scores 0,660 out
a possible score of 1,0 and is similar in score to Bulgaria (0,672). Serbia’s law
and policy (0,867), services (0,783) and coordination (0,875) scores are strong.
Its capacity (0,384) and accountability (0,479) scores are limited.
Again, Serbia’s law and policy framework is strong. Serbia’s National Plan of
Action for Children (2010–2015) identified several goals, among them deinstitutionalisation, the improvement of local social services and the prevention of
parent-child separation. The Index contributors look forward to a new National
Plan of Action for Children in the coming year. Accordingly, Serbia’s laws
validate a variety of alternative placements for children without parental care:
adoption, foster care, specialised foster care, guardianship (kinship care), residential care for children older than three, shelters and services to strengthen
families and reunite families who are separated.42 Within these placements
Serbia prohibits almost all forms of harmful practices against children such
as deprivation of food and/or sleep and corporal punishment.43 Serbia does
not regulate the use of uniforms in residential care or the sharing of clothing.
It is recommended that Serbia specifically regulate the use of uniforms and
sharing of clothing to allow all children their individual identity and freedom of
expression. Further, some reports mention the presence of harmful practices
in residential institutions. It is recommended that Serbia thoroughly review and
prevent all such practices.44 Monitoring and accountability are essential tools
in preventing harm against children and adequately fostering healthy lives and
development.
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Serbia can improve upon its services score if needed standards and scale are
achieved. Quality standards for some of these services have been adopted,
but not financial standards. It is recommended that Serbia also adopt financial
standards to regulate services and create accountability mechanisms through
standardisation. Due to inconsistent levels of funding and capacity in different
municipalities, some of these services are unavailable or limited in nature. It
is recommended that Serbia scale its service delivery to all areas of Serbia
regardless of zone. To do this it might be necessary to provide national level
funding to regions with reduced tax base support.
Further work is also needed to maintain strong levels of expertise in certain
specialised areas.45 Staff and social workers continue to ask for assistance and
training to build their skills.46

KO S OVO

.60
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.40
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.33

One next step that is needed is the development of quality standards around
caseloads, counselling, and support services. Current standards are only
general in nature and do not provide a detailed explanation to ensure quality
support.47 For example, although foster care standards set fees for foster
parents, there are no standards (quality or financial) for CSWs that set up
foster care and monitor parents and children.
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Adoption
ROMANIA

.78
KO S OVO

.60

In situations where the state terminates parental rights (voluntary 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. In the category of adoption Serbia
scores a total 0,494 out of a possible score of 1,0. It is closest in score to
Moldova and Albania at 0,409 and 0,500 respectively.
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Compared to other areas, Serbia’s actions to regulate and encourage adoption
for children without parental care are somewhat limited: law and policy (0,526),
services (0,587), capacity (0,500), coordination (0,500) and accountability
(0,375).
Serbia’s law and policy score is limited in comparison to other issues where
Serbia has oriented its legal framework to align with the UNCRC. Serbia has
signed and ratified the Hague Convention on Protection of Children and
Co-operation in Respect of Intercountry Adoption, which it considers a cornerstone of its adoption policy.48 Serbia’s law sets forth adoption procedures
that include a “best interests of the child” requirement and assigns adoption
decisions to a final authority.
Within adoption regulations, Serbia does not define the scope of information
that the court must review to take a decision. Without an understanding of
the scope and type of information to take into account, courts might overlook
valid and relevant information. It is recommended that Serbia define the basis
for adoption decisions in terms of information and sources of information.
This requirement will make the adoption process consistent across cases and
provide CSWs and lawyers a basis to gather the right kinds of information and
evidence.
Serbia’s services score is also weak compared to other UNCRC issues. During
adoption proceedings Serbia does not make counselling services available
to either the biological parents or the child.49 There are some counselling
services within civil society organisations for this purpose. It is recommended
that Serbia recognise the need for these services in its laws and regulations,
set standards for this type of counselling and license private and public sector
services. These services are a key component of family transition and Serbia
can utilise the work of civil society organisations to make progress.
Similar to cases of parent-child separation, children over the age of 10 have
the right of participation in legal proceedings that are meant to determine their
status.50 It is recommended that Serbia also allow children under the age of 10
the right of participation according to their ability and level of development.
Serbia does not require that adoptive families or state authorities preserve
a child’s identity in terms of ethnic, religious or cultural background. It is
recommended that Serbia affirm the right of children to know their history and
identity in all cases, including adoption, and create matching procedures to
better align children with adoptive parents of similar ethnic, religious or cultural
backgrounds.
Finally, to improve the adoption process and the coordination of stakeholders
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it is recommended that Serbia create standards and protocols that specifically
apply to adoption. Without these standards CSWs and other relevant authorities will struggle to build consistent procedures and timelines. Accountability
for adoption procedures will also remain limited.
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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 requires States Parties to address the situation of children living and/or
working on the street.
On children living and/or working on the street, Serbia scores 0,508 out of
a total score of 1,0, one of its weakest areas. Serbia is closest in score to
Armenia (0,410) and Bulgaria (0,606).
Serbia’s policy and coordination scores are strong (0,750). Services defined
for children working and/or living on the streets score at 0,583. Serbia’s
capacity to provide these services is 0,375 and accountability mechanisms for
its decisions score a low 0,250.
In law, Serbia designates social services (CSWs) to work with and protect children found living or working on the street. However, when children are found
begging on the streets it is likely that police authorities criminally prosecute
them.51 It is recommended that Serbia adopt protocols that set social services
as the main authority to engage children living and/or working on the street.
For services, Serbia operates three shelters for children living and/or working
on the streets, but its capacity does not meet the need.52 New efforts in
some urban areas are underway to provide systematic and comprehensive
support to children living and/or working on the street, as also recommended
by Serbia’s Ombudsman. It is recommended that Serbia energetically move
forward to open and operate enough shelters to care for all children on the
street, and establish rehabilitation and recovery actions to prevent re-entry
into street life.
There is also a need to create avenues of birth registration that do not rely
solely on self-reporting in municipalities.53 If children and their parents lack
proper status documentation, self-reporting is an unlikely outcome. Because
children living on the street are at greater risk of trafficking and other forms of
exploitation it is essential that Serbia seek out and provide status to children
living outside the bounds of services and protection.
Finally, it is recommended that Serbia draft and implement a national strategy
for the protection of children living and/or working on the street in order to
build a more comprehensive and systematic approach to this issue.
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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.
Serbia scores 0,523 out of a possible score of 1,0 on the implementation of
its UNCRC commitments. The gap between its law and policy (0,805) and the
implementation score (0,523) is significant in comparison to other countries
in the region. This means that Serbia has more work to do to implement its
current domestic 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):

[Capacity, Accountability]

Develop and establish quality standards and financial standards for all
services recognised by the Law on Social Protection. Serbia has made progress to develop quality standards for some of its services. It is now time to
draft quality standards for all services and also begin the process to develop
financial standards. Financial standards can offer a systematic approach to
quality and budgeting.

[Services, Accountability]

Create and implement a plan to monitor and evaluate services in accordance
with new licensing rules and quality standards. Serbia has recently worked to
develop stronger accountability mechanisms. Serbia has created new licensing procedures for both public and private entities in order to better manage
the quality and accountability of services. This step is critical and requires
strong and swift implementation to ensure the protection of children within
the range of service provision. Licensing is one element of accountability.
There is a need for new infrastructure and equipment to implement specific
services according to quality standards.

[Social Work]

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.

[Services]

Disability should be a priority issue. Physical barriers to inclusion remain
significant. There are public institutions, including schools, courts and Centres
for Social Work (CSWs) that do not have the necessary lifts, ramps and auxiliary
equipment (e.g. bathrooms) to accommodate children with disability. Further,
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develop procedures to monitor the social inclusion of children. Continue
efforts to deinstitutionalise children with disability with a focus on the
development of community services to support families and their children with
disability.

[Social Work]

Ensure that all professionals employed in protection services have specialised knowledge and expertise to respond to cases of violence against
children, children as victims of armed conflict, children with disability, adopted
children and adoptive families, and drug abuse.

[Services]

To protect children from violence and maintain adequate services, prioritise
birth registration for vulnerable classes of citizens.

[Policy and Law]

Encourage the development of research and studies on child protection and
child rights, with clear evidence-based guidelines for practice, and connect
this research with practice.

[Accountability]

Develop 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.

[Accountability, Policy]

Authorise capacity and funding to collect and analyse child protection data,
the prevalence of different sub-issues, and the outcomes of different services and programmes; all countries across the region are finding it difficult
to create accountability mechanisms that adequately monitor public sector
actions, decisions and quality, and afford beneficiaries and their guardians
the right to question the judgment of officials. Data management is also a
component of accountability because, over time, data builds an understanding
of the status of vulnerable children and the impact of services.
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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

RS Family Law, Official Gazette RS 18/05,
72/11, articles 10 and 69;RS Law on Social
Protection, Official Gazette RS 24/11, art.151;RS
Law on Education, Official Gazette RS 72/09,
52/11, 55/13, art.45;RS By-law on Foster Care,
Official Gazette RS 36/08, art.53; RS Law on
Enforcement of Penal Sanctions, Official Gazette
RS 55/14, art.6;RS Law on Juvenile Criminal
Offenders and Criminal Protection of Juveniles,
Official Gazette RS 85/05, article 132 (further
referred to as the Juvenile Justice Law)
2

RS Criminal Code, Official Gazette RS 85/05,
88/05, 107/05, 72/09, 121/12, 104/13 i 108/14,
article 332;RS Law on Criminal Procedure,
Official Gazette RS 2/2011, 101/2011, 121/2012,
32/2013, 45/2013 i 55/2014;RS Law on
Education, art.45;RS Law on Social Protection,
articles 40, 55, 56; General Protocol for the
Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect (2005);
Special Protocol for the Prevention of Child
Abuse and Neglect in Justice System; Special
Protocol for the Prevention of Child Abuse and
Neglect in Social Protection System; Special
Protocol for the Prevention of Child Abuse and
Neglect in Health System; Special Protocol for
the Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect in
Educational System; Special Protocol for the
Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect in Police
System
3

RS Law on Education, art.45;RS Law on Social
Protection, articles 14-15
4

Rules on detailed conditions and standards
for the provision of social services, Official
Gazette no.42/2013; Information available on
the website of Belgrade Children’s Shelter:
http://www.prihvatiliste.rs/vesti/2011/slike-prihvatiliste-decembar-2011.html
5

RS Law on exercising the rights on health care
for children, pregnant women and new mothers
2013
6

RS Regulation on licensing of social protection
organisations, Official Gazette RS no. 42/2013,
defines the number and profile of employees,
based on number and profile of beneficiaries,
that organisations would need in order to
provide certain social care services
7

ILO Worst Forms of Child Labour Convention,
ratified in 2003, in force; ILO Minimum Age
Convention, ratified in 2000, in force; ILO Forced
Labour Convention, ratified in 2000, in force

human beings and victims of trafficking, 2013;
RS Institute for Social Protection, Children in
the Social Protection System in 2013
RS Criminal Code, art.184 para.2;article 185
paragraphs 2-3

13

RS Law on Ratification on Council of Europe
Convention on the Protection of Children
against Sexual Exploitation and Sexual Abuse,
Official Gazette RS 19/09
14

RS Law on Ratification on Convention on
Cybercrime, Official Gazette RS 19/09; RS Law
on Ratification on Additional protocol to the
Convention on Cybercrime, Official Gazette RS
19/09
15

There is no defined interval obligatory for
social inspection service - http://demo.paragraf.
rs/combined/Old/t/t2013_05/t05_0105.htm
16

Ombudsman Report for 2013 - only one social
protection institution was visited
17

RS Regulations on licensing of social
protection organisations, Official Gazette RS no.
42/2013
18

RSLaw on ratification of Optional Protocol to
the Convention on the Rights of the Child on
the sale of children, child prostitution and child
pornography, Official Gazette 7/02; RS Law on
ratification of the United Nations Convention
against Transnational Organised Crime and supplementary protocols, Official Gazette RS 6/01;
RS Law on ratification of Hague Convention on
Civil Aspects of International Child Abduction;
the Supplementary Convention on the Abolition
of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions and
Practices Similar to Slavery; the Convention for
the Suppression of the Traffic in Persons and of
the Exploitation of the Prostitution of Others
19

20

RS Law on ratification of Council of Europe
Convention on Action against Trafficking in
Human Beings, Official Gazette RS 19/0); Law
on ratification of United Nations Convention
against Transnational Organised Crime, Official
Gazette RS 6/01
SOS line for missing children: 116000, http://
www.ratel.rs/upload/documents/Novosti/
godisnji%20izvestaj%20srpski.pdf
22

23

8

Instruction on Coordination of work on
Services for the Protection of Victims of
Trafficking

RS Labour Law, Official Gazette RS 24/05,
61/05, 54/09, 32/13 i 75/14, art.84; Constitution
of the Republic of Serbia, Official Gazette RS
98/2006, art.66.2

25

Information available on the Ombudsman site
at: http://www.ombudsman.rs/ and http://www.
ombudsmanapv.org/

26

11

RS Labour Law, art.65

Centre for Protection of Victims of Human
Trafficking, Characteristics of trafficking in
12

RS Law on Police, articles 76 and 81

24

9

10

RS Criminal Code, art.388

21

Galonja A., Jovanovic S., UNHCR, UNODC and
IOM joint programme, Protection of victims and
prevention of human trafficking in Serbia, ISBN
978-86-85003-08-0
Centre for Youth Integration (http://www.cim.
org.rs/); Street Children Shelter (http://www.
decaulice.rs/srb/)
Constitution of the Republic of Serbia, art.21;
RS Anti-discrimination Law, Official Gazette RS
22/09, articles 26-27; RS Law on Prevention of
Discrimination Against People with Disabilities,
27
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Official Gazette RS 33/06; RS Law on Health
Protection, Official Gazette RS 107/05, 72/09,
88/10, 99/10, 57/11, 119/12, 45/13, 93/14, articles
11, 20; RS Law on Education, Official Gazette R
S72/09, 52/11 i 55/13, articles 3, 44, 103, 147; RS
Law on Social Protection, Official Gazette RS
24/11, art.25
RS Centre for Studies on Inclusive Education,
Save the Children UK – Manual for Inclusive
School Development, 2010
28

Information available on the Information
website for people with disabilities: http://www.
infosavetosi.gov.rs/
29

30

RS Law on social protection, art.40, para.4

RS Law on social protection, art.43;RS Law on
Police, Official Gazette RS 101/05,92/11, art.72
31

Republican Social Protection Institute - Synthesised Report on the activity of the Centres
for Social Work in Serbia for 2012, Belgrade 2103
32

Ibid.33 - According to this report, there were
3,927 professionals in 2012; the average ratio of
professionals to citizens in a given community
is 1 professional per 2.586 citizens. The total
number of people using social protection in
2012 was 631.703 (an average of 150 cases per
social worker).
33

Constitution of the Republic of Serbia,
art.65;RS Family law, art.6, 60; RS Social
Protection Law, articles.26, 52 , 68, 73
34

35

RS Family Law, art.206

RS Family Law, article 65 – a child capable of
formulating his/her own view has the right to
freely express it.
36

37

RS Law of civil procedures, art.35

NevenaPetrusic, SlobodankaKonstantinovicVilic– Exercising the right to serve (not)
the power of the State , Proceedings of the rule
of law and rule of law in the region, Ostocno
Sarajevo, 2014, pp.405 – 418; see also Daily Blic
article – ‘Divorces at the court – in the worst
interest of a child’, 28.10.2014

39

40

Republican Social Protection Institute,
Synthesised Report for 2012 on Institutions for
placement of children and youth, Belgrade 2103
RS Family Law, articles 6 and 88-145;RS Law
on Social Protection, articles 40 and 47-78
42

RS By-law on Prohibited Conduct of
Employees in the Social Protection System,
Official Gazette RS 8/14, articles 6,7
43

MDRI-S, The hidden and forgotten – Segregation and neglect of children and adults with
disabilities in Serbia, 2012
44

Republican Social Protection Institute, Synthesis report on centres for family placement
and adoption for 2012, Belgrade 2013, pp.9 and
42; In the Labyrinth of Social Protection,2014,
p.379
45

Republican Social Protection Institute,
Synthesis report on the work of centres
for family placement and adoption for 2012,
Belgrade 2013, p.9
46

Republican Social Protection Institute - Synthesised Report on the activity of the Centres
for Social Work in Serbia for 2012, Belgrade 2013;
RS Regulations on licensing of social protection
organisations, Official Gazette RS no. 42/2013
(Workloads are not defined by standards)
47

48

Republican Social Protection Institute - Synthesised Report on the activity of the Centres
for Social Work in Serbia for 2012, Belgrade 2103

RS Family Law, articles 88-109 and 274-276

RS Law on Social Protection identifies
educational and therapeutic services, but
biological parents as a particular group are not
recognised as service users.
49

50

51

38

39

RS Family Law, art.61

41

RS Family Law, article 65
RS Law on Public Peace and Order, art.12

Republican Social Protection Institute - Synthesised Report on the activity of the Centres
for Social Work in Serbia for 2012, Belgrade 2013
52

Coalition for Monitoring Child Rights in
Serbia, Child Rights Centre, Second and Third
Periodic Alternative Report on Implementation
of the CRC Serbia (2008-2014), Belgrade 2015,
pp.30-32
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