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This report provides a summary of the main poiritgiscussion, conclusions and recommendations of
the Child Friendly Cities research workshop thabkoplace in Rome on November 25-27, 2009.
Furthermore, it includes a brief update on the asé initiative.

Special thanks to the Italian Committee for UNICIBRt co-hosted the workshop in Rome; in particular,
many thanks to Christoph Baker from the Nationain@ottee, who helped with the logistics.

I. Introduction

Child Friendly Cities (CFC) are cities of differesizes that are committed both at the communitgllewnd
within and the municipal administration to becomaaxe “fit” for children by fulfilling their righs. In the last
two decades, cities and communities have experadedifferent ways of meeting the CRC obligations by
promoting a wide variety of initiatives addressatdldren’s rights. The CFC Initiative was launchied996 at
the UN Conference of Human Settlements (Habitatnll)stanbul, to orient and strengthen a commorceoi
advocating for the role of local authorities in tingplementation of children’s rights and for ensagrithat
children are heard in decision making processamuihout the years, there has been a continuausigasing
interest in Child Friendly Cities, which is rootéu several factors such as the high pace of urh#niz, a
world-wide trend of governmental decentralizatiarrecognition of the effectiveness of communityiatives
toward the achievement of the Millennium Developm@&oals (MDGs) and the need for a rights-based,
integrated approach that stimulates participatawc cengagement in the enhancement and realizatfon
children’s rights at the local level. Graduallyeté has been recognition that communities shoulexbécitly
acknowledged under the CFC label.

In the year 2000, a Secretariat of the Initiativesvestablished at the Innocenti Research Cenffloiance to
provide a reference point and hub for knowledge agament within the CFC Movement. Based on the
documentation of a wide variety of experiences2004, the Secretariat produced the “Framework dfoAt
which highlights nine key components that featheefirocess toward becoming “child friendly”.

After more than a decade, there is a renewed BiterdCFC to accelerate the implementation of the@RC at
the local level, including through community andildten’'s involvement, to build on and promote
decentralisation efforts. Within UNICEF, the Medidrarm Strategic Plan (MTSP 2006-2011, now exterided
2013) acknowledges the role of local authoritieprioviding a systematic response to the need ddireimi in
deprived urban contexts and recommends strengip@airinership with them to promote Child Friendlji&3.

In 2008, in a Consultation held in Geneva, and mirgad by UNICEF, researchers and practitionersgeiced
an increased need of communities and cities fadesde- based assessment including tools/instruntieats
allow them to comprehensively and systematicalbeas their situation through a participatory apghncnd to
subsequently monitor their improvement on thisdasi



To help bridge this gap a Child Friendly Citieseaxh initiative was undertaken by the Innocenti
Research Centre, in partnership with Childwatckrimtional, a network of research institutions lned
with children's rights, and with other offices oNICEF, including the Adolescent Development and
Participation Section in UNICEF headquarters. Tégearch is being coordinated jointly by IRC and the
Children's Environments Research Group (CERG) basethe City University of New York. The
Bernard Van Leer Foundation is helping supporinktative.

II. Update on the CFC research initiative

The Child Friendly Cities and Communities Resealmitiative aims to improve the conditions of
children living in urban settings by enabling commities and cities tbetter assess the degree to which
they are fulfilling children's rights and tolook self-critically at the governance structures ad
processes that are designed to support families anitheir children. Concretely, the research is
intended to yield a package of participatory toetsich, through a comprehensive set of rights-based
indicators, will contribute to expanding the brdaehd quality of data on children’s conditions avill
improve the cities’ and communities’ assessment mmmitoring capacities. The tools are universal
templates designed to be adapted to the specififitdifferent local contexts. There are two main
components, for assessing: a) the nature and dedredties’ and communities’ child-friendliness
(community tools); b) the appropriateness of lagalernment structures and processes to the fulilme
of children's rights (governance tools).

The tools will enable action research at both tbemmunity and municipal level. The community
assessment and monitoring tools will enable resdef all ages, including children, together with
community service providers, to engage in an infdmeflective process, leading to local planning an
advocacy for children. The governance tools wilbmurt local government officials in the review of
municipal policies, structures and processes fiddrem and families. A key component of the worlkhie
strengthening of CFC networks to collect, analyaé disseminate the knowledge generated and for the
joint development of the tools.

So far, the research has completed a number of:step

» Formation of aconsultative group of researchersand practitioners which serves as an advisory
group for the research initiative by providing cande to the methodology and tools and
exchanging good practices and lessons learnednétisork has been consulted and will continue
being involved in providing input on the tools ahd process itself.

» Critical review of existing approaches, tool&nd instruments for assessing and monitoring the
fulfilment of children's rights at the localhe review was analyzed at the experts’ consuftatio
held in The Hague in November 2008.

» Design of the research methodology and of innovatvtools based on the critical review.
CERG with IRC’s collaboration and the involvemerft the consultative group produces a
modular set of tools to be adapted locally.



» Pilot testing in two select countriesand modification of core tools piloting in two countries
(The Philippines and Brazil) has allowed for refirent of the tools before applying them in all
countries. The lessons learnt have enriched tHe todbest fit the target groups. A preparatory
workshop for piloting was held in Brazil on Marc®-21, 2009.

» Collaboration with Devinfo, a database system established by the UN to mgmitmress on
MDGs, to enable mapping of child friendly data. § hollaboration will be on going through the
process.

Based on the pilot tests they have been refinetkaded and will now be put to use in a wider rasfge
cities and communities in 10 countries. These ceflevariety of contexts in terms of location, isgttand
size: Brazil, The Philippines, the Dominican RejydRussia, Jordan, Sudan, South Africa, Franady It
and Spain.

UNICEF Country Offices and National Committees withordinate with selected municipalities and
support a local research teams to carry out thesassent from January to July 2010. To support the
research process locally, the workshdxssessing child friendly cities and communitiesupp®rting
advocacy and capacity building in local governdheeas organized and included teams from the
countries participating in the research. Its mdjective was to ensure a common understandingeof th
assessment toolkit and of the research protocokddition enriching the research process and to
facilitating the exchange of experiences with rdgarpractices, including in monitoring and asses®m
The main outcomes, conclusions and recommendatiaie workshop are summarised in this report.

During the implementation of the research, techrasaistance will be provided by IRC and CERG to
ensure the effective conduct of the process. Aaraative website will be launched in the month of
December to encourage learning and exchange ofrierpes, as well as monitoring, among all the
countries and cities involved. The wiki will alse b tool to channel requests of assistance regati
research or other CFC-related issues.

Once the research is completed in loco and logadrte have been completed (July 2010), finding$ wil
be analysed by the IRC and CERG team and will mepiled to be disseminated. The findings include:
a) a research protocol, including a set of indicsattor community and cities to self-assess thegrde of
child friendliness; b) description of mechanismsdishy local governance structures in the self-
assessment process, including a critical analydiseoways of working at both the community andaloc
government levels; and c) data on the situatiochdéiren in participating cities.

The toolkit

The toolkit currently includes the following items:
» Community tools addressed to:
o Children (aged 8-12)
0 Adolescents (13-18)
o Pre-school parents



Primary School parents
Community Providers
Comprehensive tool ( for use with mixed age groamps$to summarise findings)
0 A Facilitator's guide for the administration of tbemmunity tool
» Governance tools:
o Core tool for municipal stakeholders (discussiomgwand answer sheet) and related
instructions.

o O O

Based on the outcomes of the workshop, a commuadl for parents of adolescents and a tool for
mapping institutional roles vis-a-vis child right®lations will be developed together with a goaroe
tool guide. Through the implementation of the resleathe tools and guides will be further revised.

lll. Summary of the key outcomes and recommendations tife CFC workshop

The workshop met the objectives that had beenrskleal to the followingesults:

Exchange of on-going activities on child friendlifies and communities in the participating
countries. Most countries have developed a plarhand already built the research process in the
current and future actions in relation to CFC.

Understanding of existing assessment and monitonieghanisms in place to assess child

friendliness at the local level, including curreffitorts in countries participating in the research.

To some extent, many of the countries involved rdesxeloped some tools and mechanisms and
have reflected on how to combine the newly devalgmsessment tools with current methods.

Full recognition of the action component of the Cfe8earch initiative. In addition to improving
the breadth and quality of data collection on dakitdin cities and communities, the research
protocol and process allow for the identificatiamdastrengthening of priorities for programme
actions, such as the development of new local pddiraetions and tailoring of existing policies
for children, the changes in structures and pre&sesssponding to children’s needs and rights, an
increased awareness of children’s rights amongl lpagernment and community stakeholders
and the mobilisation of communities.

The establishment of a network of countries ané<iparticipating in the effort has been
established and will be strengthened by the rekdaitiative. The interactive webpadwiki)
hosted by the CFC websitenfw.childfriendlycities.ory will allow for interactive dialogue,
exchange of updates and lessons learnt regardingetiearch as well other CFC-related issues
and experiences. UNICEF offices connected with Ofe€earch effort and other external
researchers will also be included. Tiki will become be a hub for exchange of informatiad a
technical assistance in relation to the research.




Learning from the countries that have piloted tbmmunity assessment tools has contributed to
sharing recommendations as well as to addressiagtiqus regarding the administration of the
tools.

Both the piloting country delegations and the pgtints in general acknowledged that the tool
for community assessment with children and parisnéspowerful instrument to raise awareness
on children’s rights and to mobilize communitiesdentifying their priorities and in engaging in
a dialogue with local authorities to advocate ftwarmmge. As far as the governance tool is
concerned, the value of the process of bringingesgmtatives of the different sectors and
agencies of the local government was emphasizedt amy be lead to a new culture of
mainstreaming children’s rights in policy makingwasll as of coordination among agencies to
fulfil children’s rights.

The finessing of the components of the toolkit waabled by the contributions of participants.

The followingkey recommendationswvere agreed upon:

>

It was recommended that the research initiativeasle visible through a communication strategy
that suggests: a) Child Friendly Cities are plabegh on UNICEF's agenda as an effective
contribution to the MTSP and an entry point for kvor urban contexts; b) the assessment toolkit
and methods is a useful instrument to strengtheld EHendly Cities.

It was suggested considering the possibility ofitgna minimum set of indicators on CFC to
compare cities in the future. This will be only pifide in the long-term, as the main feature of the
research protocol is to ensure a participatory @pgr and is not based on rigorous sampling.
Nevertheless, the final research report will allfmwv some comparison among the participating
cities. It was also recommended allowing for flalitp throughout the process to combine
methodologies based on rigorous sampling with @petory methods and to supplement the data
collected with hard core data.

Specific suggestions were made to further refine tommunity tools. Recommendations
regarding the governance tool were also made; iiticphar, it was suggested a comprehensive
governance toolkit be developed. Furthermore, & staessed this should remain as a discussion
guide to be adjusted and used in a flexible maméifferent contexts.

The participants to the workshop included: UNICEF focal points, emshers and some municipal
government representatives from the countries imgblin the research (India attended as observers);
members of the research consultative groups; reptatives of UNICEF Geneva; and a faculty member
of the University of Colorado and consultant to Hisbitat (see list of participants in appendix 2).
UNICEF NY was not represented due other competimmgmitments.

A constraint of the workshop was the absence ofShdanese delegation and of two members of the
Jordanian delegation, due to visa constraints. parsde workshop will be held during the month of
January 2010.



IV. Report of the individual sessions

DAY 1

1. Opening and welcome remarks

Christoph Baker welcomed patrticipants in Rome &u Ibf Roberto Salvan, Executive Director of the
UNICEF National Committee for UNICEF. David Park&reputy Director of IRC, also welcomed the
delegations and emphasised that research is apnamiented effort contributing to the MTSP. A
summary of the history of the CFC Initiative anck tfole of UNICEF and IRC was given. It was
highlighted “Child friendly” is an appealing laktel be used in advocacy and programmatic work.

2. Meeting the cities

The session aimed to exchange experiences on Extdddly Cities and Communities in the participgtin
countries. It was arranged as an exhibition of gressummarising key activities, outcomes and lesson
learnt from the work conducted in one of the citidgere the research will take place. Highlightshefse
initiatives are summarised below:

Russia -Joined the CFC Initiative in 2007. UNICEF has defirthe CFC criteria and four cities have
now been labelled “child friendly”. Assessment talte currently being developed.

Italy — Three examples of child friendly cities were thgpd: 1. Cremona and the “young guides”
project to promote the children’s mobility and semé belonging to the territory; 2. Turin, whichsha
been engaged with CFC since 1997 and has obtaitedwards. Urban participatory planning has been
promoted through the “Sustainable City Laborataagt has involved 5,000 children over the years; 3.
Rosa, which has worked on the implementation of tiee building blocks and has created a
“Magnificent Council of Children” with 20 electedhitd representatives.

France — There are currently 193 Child Friendly Citied-rance. To be acknowledged as CFC, cities and
towns are requested to complete an application fbahis then reviewed and assessed by an evaluatio
committee with regard to 5 areas: everyday lifelafdren; child participation programmes; promotiafn
international solidarity; knowledge of childrenighits and partnership with UNICEF. Recently, UNICEF
France together with its partners developed a Brogre of Action for Children that all members of the
network will have to implement by 2014. UNICEF Feanis undertaking a review on the partnerships
process in order to widen the network to the depamtal level.

Spain — There are 42 cities who have been accredite@Fg3 since 2004. The example illustrated was
Palencia which became a CFC in 2007. As it is oh¢he criteria of CFC in Spain, Palencia has
developed a plan of action on children and hasvelgtipromoted child participation by creating a
Children’'s Assembly. Palencia has distinguishedlfifer efforts in favour of migrant children ankleir
families.

South Africa — The city of Johannesburg was an example of Qi@ few years but the initiative itself
unfolded with changes in the administration. Howew®me important structures and interventions are
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still in place: the City’'s Youth Unit, which catdinates, facilitates, advises and monitors the
mainstreaming of youth development policies andymmmes; the Students’ Council and, since 2007,
the Children Council (a five-year pilot projecthet Positive Partnership Programme, which aims to co
ordinate the different organizations providing depenental services to residents; the strengtheofng
ECD services; and 2 Xtreme Parks (barren land iderprivileged areas transformed into a fully
developed public parks).

Jordan — The Greater Amman Municipality began implementithe CFC approach in 2004 by
establishing an Executive Agency for a Child Frign@ity which oversees the implementation of
programmes for children and ensures inter-sectodatdination at the local level. Later the docutmen
“Policy and Priorities for Children” was developtstough a participatory approach and approved. Four
municipal councils of children were establishedtigh elections but the goal is to extend them ¢o2th
districts. The City of Amman has redesigned itgaoigram to make children visible in the structures

Brazil — Rio de Janeiro and Sao Paulo were the citiesepted, in which the strate§yatform for Urban
Centresis being implemented, more specifically in 126 ppoommunities. The assessment tools were
piloted in 6 of these communities. The Platform asstrategy entailing communication, social
mobilization and political articulation efforts. $trong participation component is a key feature @im

is to promote the commitment of different sectarshie reduction of inequalities in children’s accés
services through policy changes and behaviouralgdm To attain progress, municipal and community
goals have been defined in 6 areas: survival anekldement, education, HIV/AIDS, violence,
participation, diversity. Based on performance@hmunities and municipalities in terms of thesalgjo

a certificate is given.

Dominican Republic — The overall CFC strategy was briefly summaridedthe past, 50 % of the
municipalities had declared themselves “child filgth Recently an evaluation of the strategy was
conducted and new criteria are being designed byCEBR jointly with other government partners,
among them the Commission for State Reform (CONARong the main challenges faced are the
limited level of decentralisation and the lack adoodination among institutions involved in the
implementation and development of the local acptans, one of the key CFC criteria. The recognized
strength of the initiative is the participation afildren and young people through the creation ofith
Councils (Ayuntamientos Infantiles).

The Philippines— The city of Manila has attained the “four giffst children — a criterion to participate
in the Presidential Award for the CFC label: a coshgnsive action plan, an investment plan for
children, the Manila City Children's Welfare Codand the State of the Children’'s Report. Youth
Councils have been elected and the Manila City Cibdior the Protection of Children was established
and is responsible for policy formulation, plannipgogramming, assessment and evaluation of egistin
programs for children of the city. Furthermore, anprehensive Programme for Children in Need of
Special Protection is being implemented. Pasay Wity the “Most CFC Award” in 2003. Its programme
on children focuses on the following issues: stobdtiren; child labour; education and health ctinds;

and children’s participation. In 2005, the City Mayand UNICEF signed an agreement to implement
CFC activities projects in all of the city's barayg and schools. Pasay City uses a Community-Based
Monitoring System (CBMS) to monitor progress visigithe fulfilment of children’s rights.
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India — the team attended the meeting as observers. UNHPE the Government are currently revising
efforts in urban programming to develop a new syt

3. State of Child Friendly Cities and Communities mortioring and assessment mechanisms

Roger Hart's presentation aimed to provide a stditéhe art of current methods of monitoring and
assessment at the local level. A key point raised that CFC assessment is constrained by limited
availability of data at the local level. The rarajenethods reviewed and described included: offitida,
surveys, census, focus groups, community workshoppping, rating scales, checklists and particiyato
research. The pros and cons were highlighted foh e@ethod analysed. It was stressed that two key
elements are needed: assessing the full breadiie &N CRC and identifying other community priai
together with children through a bottom-up approddte CFC toolkit aims to address these needs.

Countries were then asked, on a voluntary basbriéfly share any information on current monitoring
and assessment mechanisms and to briefly commehieorexpectations regarding the newly developed
toolkit. Below is a summary of the key intervensanade by the country delegations:

Russia They are currently developing three tools: a. aerall self-assessment tool; b. an assessment
tool of the child participation model and c. a tdol assess the expenditure on children. The child
participation component is weak and will be streeged with the community tool developed within the
CFC research initiative.

The Philippines- There is an intention in the Child Friendly Mowam to integrate children’s views in
the Mayor’s reports. This tool is seen as an opitst to meet this objective.

France — The CFC effort has developed a number of tamlfatilitate the process of accreditation of
cities, namely: the application form, the quiz dhd scoreboard which is also used in the evaluatfon
progress. The toolkit will become useful to strémegt the child participation component.

Spain — the new edition of the accreditation system isualto be launched; indicators have been
reviewed to include smaller towns. The toolkit ¥pected to be used in the process of evaluatimities
that have applied for the certificate.

Dominican Republic — The Commission for State Reform (CONARE) and thederation of
municipalities are reviewing the CFC strategy. reEhare 105 tows who have so far been accreditbé. T
toolkit will allow for assessing whether those&itiare meeting the new criteria.

Jordan — A major gap is the availability of data at theydevel. A number of participatory appraisals
have been conducted. However, the administrationissing a systematic method and does not have a
situation analysis of the city. Their plan is taeube toolkit in 3 districts and to then bringdt gcale.
Jordan expressed great interest in the governadetd help assess and think critically on existing
mechanisms and structures.

Italy — The CFC accreditation system functioning in piast involved one child in the jury. Financial
support to the initiative ended and the initiatilid not continue, although some cities are stifjaged in
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CFC efforts. UNICEF's plan is to re-design new amiéi. The toolkit will be needed to support
municipalities in meeting the criteria.

Brazil — The Seal of Approval is an accreditation systermted by UNICEF in collaboration with
authorities in 11 states of Brazil and involves @ TBunicipalities. It acknowledges progress in nmegti
targets based on the MDGs and the CRC. Certificateseleased based on quantitative and qualitative
assessment. The toolkit will be used to strengtherparticipation approach for the developmenboél
plans of action in the Platform for Urban Centriesplemented in the cities of Rio de Janeiro and Sao
Paulo.

Discussions emphasised the scarcity of data alottad level; a need to reflect on the concept afdch
friendliness and how this research effort may dbate to reviewing or enriching the concept; and th
connection between child friendliness and childlxelng.

4. Piloting the community assessment tools: feedbackoim the Philippines and Brazil

The research teams from the Philippines and Bpaegented results and the lessons learnt emerged fr
piloting the tools in local settings.

Philippines (Marita Aguirre Guevara and Mary Racelis) —The tools were piloted in two informal
settlements in Manila (Kalayan and Baseco), whibbwed significant variations both in terms of
population and living conditions for children. metadaptation of the tools, indicators from thdipine
National Strategic Framework for Plan DevelopmemtCGhildren were integrated. As Filipinos are not
used to self-administered tools, the team optedotaduct individual interviews in addition to focus
groups. In total, 200 individual interviews werendacted (100 per community —mothers and children of
different age groups) as well as 34 focus groupsthkts were selected as through them researchers
could obtain information on maternal health; furthere, they are considered to be more credible. The
piloting unfolded in five phases: instrument coastion; preparations; data collection; data encgdind
interpretation; and report writing.

The team stressed the positive aspects and ussfubfiehe tools, as they allow for the collectidriboth
guantitative and qualitative data, contain a wialege of indicators and are very appealing to obiidn
terms of their administration. On the other harddg piloting led the research team to point out the
following recommendations:

» reduce the length of the tool by limiting the numbgindicators especially for younger children;

* make the tools more visual for children;

» use athree-scale instead of a four-scale ratinghiitdren;

* include fun activities in the individual and foagi®oup sessions with children;

e The team highlighted it is important to provideesgdback to the community, which in their case
had to be postponed due to the weather conditions.

Brazil (Luciana Phebo, Ana Lima and Katia Edmundg— The tools were piloted within the context of
the UNICEF Platform for Urban CentresAs the Platform has a solid participation compunéehe
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assessment tools found a fertile ground for thedniaistration. At the same time, the UNICEF teans wa
interested to develop a participatory tool thatldaontribute to strengthening the Platform strategd
found the tool to be ideal for the purpose. Thdlehges they faced included: to ensure the assedésme
methods fit into the structure and framework of Blatform, to guarantee compatibility between the
tools’ content and the indicators of the Platfornd do enable large-scale replicability in the fetur
Researchers carried the pilot assessment out imo6 gommunities of Rio de Janeiro and Sao Paulo,
which greatly differed from one another in termslefdership, services and living conditions. The
adaptation of the tool implied the introductionsoime indicators, particularly in the areas of vicke and
HIV/AIDS. Researchers opted for a three-ratingesea it is more accessible to children and adahtsce
A peculiarity in the methodology consisted of hayviadolescents as facilitators of the sessions.y The
worked with children and adolescents of three agaps (7-10; 11-14, and 15-17) as well as with piare
(although only mothers attended). Differently frahe Philippines, they did not conduct individual
interviews; children answered individually by ragitheir hand in the group. Furthermore, they
combined the community tools with other instrumentwore specifically mapping of services and
opportunities, consultations with community memkserd community fora.

Some of the lessons learned and recommendationgedieom the piloting in Brazil included:

» The methodology is appealing and leads to the eggaesults. The tools have strong potentials
for replication on a large-scale.

» Prior to the administration of the tools, it shoblkel ensured that participants understand what the
process entails and that they want to be part of it

» Employing adolescent facilitators is effective,thgy are better communicators than adults with
their peers. However, creativity is a key ingredienoptimise the application of the tools.

» Furthermore, introducing each area and explainhw ihdicators contained is key to ensure
participants understand the object of discussion.

» Tabulation of results is not easy, particularly &ololescent facilitators. Therefore, it should ase
very simple method if adolescents are requesteld iblive with the groups.

» Choosing schools as place for the group sessiamadantages and disadvantages: on one hand,
they offer suitable spaces; on the other handrighes that only the ‘best’ students are selected
by their teachers.

In terms of future plans, the Brazil's team hasadly shared the findings in community fora and are
getting ready to prepare the community plans adbad2010-2011), as envisioned in the Platform
strategy. Furthermore, the CFC certification of tbenmunity will be conditional to the re-

application of the tools to assess impact of astiomdertaken through the implementation of the plan
of action.

The discussion raised triggered by the presenttaise the following importapints:

e Some participants requested a semafimum indicators to compare cities There is, however,
a concern that comparison might not be appropéattie methodology does not rely on rigorous
sampling. A key feature is not to provide scienéfiy collected data but rather to ensure the
participatory approach. It was highlighted that revé a minimum set of indicators is not
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produced, the multi-country study will allow forrae comparison among cities. In the future,
based on the experience of the current researtative, it may be possible to agree on a set of
indicators to compare cities.

» Furthermore, it was proposed that softeibility is allowed for combining the participatory
approach with methodologies based on rigorous samipf. A set of indicators and
corresponding data sources that may be retrievétedbcal level was suggested to be added as
an annex to the guide. It was also highlighted fodow-up actions should be built in the
research plan from the start.

DAY 2

5. Working groups
Adapting the Community assessment tools

This session started with an introduction to thenmwnity tools, presented by Pamela Wridt in
collaboration with Roger Hart (CERG). Community Iallow for the gathering of community data,
with children, caregivers and community servicevjgers. On the other hand, governance tools enable
collection of municipal data on the processes amdctires with local authorities and NGOs. The
presentation outlined the two types of approachatsdan be promoted for the administration of todst

the rapid and the comprehensive assessment. Téarchsmethodology focuses on the comprehensive
assessment by underlying the steps which shoufdllmeved (to be analysed in detail in the last ddy
the workshop).

Participants were then asked to split into thremugs based on regional similarities, interestsdis
levels of implementation of CFC activities. Howeveome changes were made at the last minute based
on the interests expressed by the delegationsfifddecomposition of the groups was as follows:

Group 1 — France, Italy, Russia, Spain
Group 2 — South Africa, Brazil and India
Group 3 — Dominican Republic, the Philippines, dord

The groups were asked to provide an overall crtiglithe tool and to reflect on the best use otdloés
in their context. Summarised below are kieg conclusionsof the group and plenary discussions:

e Overall, the groups acknowledged that the commuoitys are a powerful instrument to raise
awareness on children’s rights among differentracto meet consensus among stakeholders in
the setting of priorities for action to addressldigin’s needs and rights; and to make children
visible in the policy agenda at the local levelrtRarmore, the tools can contribute to creating a
culture of evaluation and assessment in additionptomoting children’s participation in
governance.
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The CFC Framework includes the 9 building blockenf{ponents) that most cities use and
understand. The community tools supplement the ERfInework of Action as they lead to an
analysis of the processes and services relateddo lelock. The contents of the tools and the
Framework should integrate and reinforce one amothe

The participants expressed an interest to comhiaelata collected through the community tools
with datasets available at the municipal level. The sets of tools could be brought to the
community meetings so residents could see how pheaieptions relate to government data on
these topics.

It was pointed out that the community assessmetd thould ask the same questions to children,
adolescents and parents. Some items only expédterhto answer; others are only meant for
parents to respond. In order to make comparisomsg the groups, all items should be asked of
each participating sub-group.

Suggestions to the contents of the tools incluéeatidition of: 1) ecological concepts — climate
change, recycling, environmental stewardship, actesature; 2) children’s participation needs
to be more robust on this topic, including by im&ing some of the governance tool indicators in
the community tools; 3) informal education settindjs disadvantaged or marginalized groups —
need to get at perceptions of these groups; 5) hemwronment — suggestion to integrate
additional indicators and 5) peer-to-peer relatienoking at bullying, substance abuse, peer
pressure etc. in more detalil.

Along with the tools for parents of children aged @nd children aged 8-12, there should be a
tool for parents of adolescents aged 13-18 for @ispn purposes.

It was suggested that the items in the tools shioal@ several objectives or layers — survey items
that cover a full range of cities in a given coyntrural to urban), survey items that cover the
specifics of a particular city (unique items fotigy like Moscow, versus a rural area), and survey
items that allow cities in different countries twnapare themselves.

The word “community” is sometimes understood asdhieourhood” — perhaps there should be
something in the tools that acknowledges this.

It was noted that the four-scale rating system inighcomplicated for children, especially if they
are engaged in the summary of the data collectedeftheless, considering the difference of
appreciation of the two middle categories “Somesitmae” and “Usually true”, it was agreed that
the universal tool should retain the four-scaléngpind that each country will reduce to three if
appropriate. Only for the youngest children, the@lesshall be reduced to three rates.

Adapting the Governance assessment tool

As explained by Selim lltus and Roger Hart in thietroduction, the governance tool is intended to
trigger a process through which municipalitiesicaily reflect on their governance structures teesas
their relevance with regard to meeting childremghts and needs. The tool has not been testetihas i
been developed after the piloting of the commuidiyls. The instrument is divided into two parts: .
Government commitments to children and Il. Childsemghts within sectors. It contains a series ey k
guestions in each of the two areas and under agstign are listed a number of possibilities antibog

to think about in assessing the degree of childnftiness from the governance perspective. The
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introduction clarified that the tool is not a queshaire. It is instead envisioned as a tool falajue and
discussion, which should be administered by aeskifacilitator to maximise interaction and refleati
Ideally, to complete the tool, a group of repreatwes from various departments in the municipalitgh

as transport, housing, education etc should beegedhin order to facilitate interagency reflectiammd
coordination. Along with this tool, it was suggeksn organigram of child-centred agencies be dedign
to identify who deals with children in the munidipaand how coordination is promoted. This exezcis
could be done by colouring the agencies dedicatathildren in the current municipal organigram. The
Amman organigram was shown as an example of hovCH# initiative has shaped the organigram to
make children more visible in the organisationaicture.

The three working groups were asked to: a) revietdol and provide a general critique, in lightlod
fact that it had not been tested. They were engeur¢o do this through a role play; b) discuss kioay
would possibly develop an organigram displayingctires for children.

The plenary session drew insights from all thremugs. The maironclusions and recommendations
that emerged from the group work were:

» The process of bringing representatives of differagencies together to reflect upon the
municipality’s response to children’s needs andhtéchas an added value. The tool is expected to
enable a discussion across sectors and to encoplages to define and state their responsibilities
and figure how different agencies/sectors couldktogether for the fulfilment of children’s rights.

* In response to emerging doubts, it was highlighted the tool does not focus on the services but
rather on existing structures and processes ineplaarthermore, it should assess how children’s
rights are being fulfilled regardless of who is pessible of structures and services— the city
municipality or local partners.

» It was recommended a toolkit be developed includi)aa revised version of the current tool, taking
into accounts the comments and suggestions calleltteparticular, the contents will be reorganized
to replace the sectoral approach with a child-eghésed structure; b) a mapping tool analysing
scenarios and the critical routes to address amaept violations of children’s rights. The mapping
tool was preferred to the organigram option whicighhhbe a constrained way of looking at the
fulfilment of children’s rights and may end up fetng on reinforcing systems that do not work; and
) a guidebook detailing the use of the tools.

» As the toolkit is a universal template, and considethat countries have a diversity of contextd an
are at different stages in terms of assessmenivargance, the toolkit should aim to be a discussio
resource which promotes reflection and thinkingtigh a coordinated approach. Countries and cities
will be able to use it freely and adapt it to thksical context — i.e. as a checklist to enrich rthei
existing tools; as an interview guide for officias a guide for adolescents to engage in a dialogu
with local authorities. In areas where the CF@atiive is owned by the cities, the tool could lzed
by municipalities for critical self-analysis of gawance structures. But in areas where this ishsot
case, and the process is still owned by an extgrawdher, the tool could be used in a focus group
format that involves various government officiatedas facilitated by an external actor. The tools
would be a way to bring together officials from iears sectors, identify gaps in governance
structures, and work towards improvements.

» Recommendations on the amendment of the currehindaded:
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0 Questions should be worded so to assess strudtuiezsns of what happens when children’s
rights are violated. A response flow chart anditicatf route that shows the responsibilities of
various sectors and how they address a child rigbtation could reveal how inter-sectoral
work unfolds on the ground.

o Detailed interviews of decision makers could bekernate approach to the governance tool.

o It was noted that a ‘Yes'/'No’/ ‘In process’ resganmechanism would be more appropriate
to effectively assess the situation.

0 The tool could be used to engage adolescentsistagsion with local authorities regarding
the structures and gaps to meet children’s rightsreeeds.

o Itis recommended ensuring a more direct link betwhe community and governance tools.
One way to achieve this could be to orient the tioies in the governance tools towards child
rights.

o It was also suggested that the information collbbte combined with existing municipal data
so to enable municipalities to identify gaps analvjate a response. The tool could become a
strategic process for city governments to show bloid friendly they are.

DAY 3

6. Using the assessment toolkit — the process Step-fgp

This session explored the process of applicatiothefassessment tools and was presented by Pamela
Wridt. It enabled a detailed insight of the resbagrotocol through a step-by-step interactive
presentation. The contents followed tfecilitator’'s Guidefor the community tools. Considering that an
in-depth discussion of the governance tool hadrtgikace in the previous session and that the ganem

tool requires further development, the presentati@inly focused on the community tools, which are
more complex to administer to ensure democratitigigation as well as appropriate preparations and
follow-up.

The contents of the presentation included:

- Purposes of the tools (Introduction; comprehenaive rapid assessment; and objectives).

- Preparing for the use of the tools (Defining thenowunity, selecting the sample, ensuring
democratic participation, adapting the tools focalo relevance, selecting the facilitator,
organizing the space, forming the local committiee) e

- The Comprehensive Assessment process (Conductngutirgroup assessment, Data synthesis
and Creating Visuals for analysis of Data, Commumniide meetings, sharing the results and
recommended follow-up actions).

- An alternative Rapid Assessment process (which doegequire the tabulation of data).

Details about the process are thoroughly explainethe Guidebook and will not be repeated in this
document. Nevertheless, a few points regardingtbeess should be highlighted:
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The tools, which are universal templates and attdmpeflect the full breadth of the UN CRC,
require local adaptation to include local priostighich are specific to the country, municipal and
community contexts.

The application of the tools requires some prepardb ensure an effective use of the tools. In
particular, the selection and training of a faatlir, the preparation of the spaces and the
awareness raising and information disseminatidghéaacommunity and the stakeholders involved.

The appointment of a community committee is reconuhed to ensure ownership of the process
as well as a support throughout the process, iticplar the organization of the community
meetings to disseminate results. Furthermore, idecimakers should be involved from the start
to guarantee a follow-up dialogue and action toasessment process.

The selection of the community should be basedemuige interest o and the definition of the
sample should ensure democratic participation agmbd mix of ages and gender.

It is essential that findings are shared with areented to the entire community and that there is
a discussion which may help prioritise the key gapd actions needed to be addressed in a
community plan of action.

Additional key discussion points and related conclusiorfer the way forward were:

The tools have grouped children according to trage groups: 0-7 (for whom parents are
responding), 8-12 and 13-18. The break-down andbeurof groups within these ranges will
vary from country to country, depending on the Sty of the context and on the
developmental stage of the children involved.
The replication of sampling from the community teetcity-wide level can be ensured by
applying the community tool with all the schoolerfr the different communities. In this case, to
ensure inclusion of children out of school, a siggt would have to be planned, i.e. through
NGOs working with these groups of children.
Ethical considerations should be borne in mindldEén and caregivers should be fully informed
about the goal of the process right at the begmnRrivate information, if it emerges in the
session, should be kept confidential. Permissidake and display pictures should be ensured.
The sessions in which the tools are administeredldrensure that children and parents are asked
about what the ideal child friendly community woldek like. This step is important in engaging
participants in the discussion by pointing outesaclobjective.
A visual analysis of the findings should be don¢hwhe participants but tabulation of results
may require trained facilitators. Children shouddngaged as assistants in counting the number
of answers (stickers) and placing them in the cetmgnsive tool. The issue of timing may be
addressed by having a break in the session, dwuidrich children count and prepare the poster-
size charts. A suggestion was put forward to hafferdnt colours of stickers for each dimension
(e.g. my school). It was also recommended that #itetabulation visuals are produced to make
the community meeting discussions more interestimjappealing to participants.
As far as the guidebook is concerned, it was advisemake it more visual to be attractive and
understood by facilitators with limited training dareducation as well as by adolescents.
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Furthermore, a session providing details on the imigdtmation of the tool for community
providers should be integrated.

» The community providers tool should list the rargfeactors that could be considered in this
group — private sector, government service progid®&GOs etc. Each country will have a
different composition of this group depending oe ttontext and the responsibility of local
stakeholders.

7. Organising and presenting indicators through Devinb

Devinfo (http://www.devinfo.orgé a database system, initially developed by the tdNrack progress
towards the Millennium Development Goals. It allofes data to be easily presented and shared in the
form of maps, graphs, charts and reports. As a eumwibcountries already have baseline data in Oevin

it also allows for comparison of new data with Biasedata. Other useful functions of Devinfo are:

- enables data to be visually drilled down on varigesgraphical scales

- allows mapping of data on google earth by thentensity, etc.

- supports 4 and 5 dimension analysis using bubldesh

- platform for social networking for various partnersrking on a process

- possible to have a child friendly section whicloads for children to access data easily
- allows for data entry from multiple sources likecelk SAS, SPSS, etc.

Different options were illustrated for the use @vnfo in the context of the CFC research, amoegnith

« use of PDA/Web/Excel sheet for data capture argbdignation

* Gameworks and other collaborative networking ogiohDevinfo
« wiki for social communication in Child Friendly @it

« Piloting Urbanlinfo including adaptations on CFCiaadors.

Considering that all the countries involved in thsearch have access to both Devinfo and its dtapta
for urban contexts (Urbaninfo), the software casilgde adapted for the countries to use it withie
context of the CFC research initiative and theiurfea work on CFC. The session also presented thie wo
done with Devinfo and the Moscow — Child FriendlgyGnitiative.

There was great interest in the possibility of gdirevinfo as a data dissemination tool. Howevemeso
concerns were also raised. One major concern wasihta collected through the community tools when
transformed to polished maps might suggest a naphisticated means of data collection (i.e. rigerou
sampling or official data instead of the particgrgtapproach used in the CFC research). Howevesst
clarified that a disclaimer can be introduced.

In the end, it was agreed that Devinfo would b@adgway to see how participants in the researchdcou
systemize and share data and analysis. IRC wiltimo& working with Devinfo to explore the best
application of the database in the context of ésearch.
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8. Documenting and reporting
a. Ongoing and final reporting

To facilitate the carry-out of the research and imée the exchange of experiences among the ceantri
involved in the research, country teams were ermgmd to keep a detailed log of the process. All
throughout the period of the research, the cootdindCERG and IRC) may provide suggestions on how
to involve various actors — children, parents,lfi@ators, officials etc. — in monitoring the proses

Some ways suggested to document and critique toegs were agreed as listed below:

» One page evaluation forms for parents which coeldnbthe form of a checklist with space
for additional comments;

» A log for facilitators to record, critique and giwgput on the process or a brief discussion
after the sessions to get input on the process thenfacilitators;

» Photographic documentation of the process;

» Address process based questions to all particimnthere can be collective learning and
exchange of ideas;

* Monthly reports to keep the teams in touch with anether — they will have to be uploaded
on the interactive webpage within the CFC site oArfat structure for the monthly reported
was requested by the participants.

A structure for the final was shared and acceptethb participants. The deadline for the countnaffi
report is July 36 2009.

b. Communications

A customized Wiki (interactive web-page) will beetain platform for sharing, using, and editingadat
This will be the key communication tool. The wikilMallow users to post documents, pdfs, pictuned a
videos and create forums for discussing the procHssy will access materials for the research and
upload their reports. It will also be endowed wathvord processing tool — similar to word - thabai
users to make notes, add links, and create docsniEm: tool will also allow for online translatiof the
CFC website. In this stage, access to the wiki bgllimited to the participants of the researclvelt as

to experts and colleagues who may be connectdtetprbcess. The wiki will be available to particitga

by mid-December.

The following suggestions were made by the pawditig:

- Ensure the wiki can support large files (25-30MB),

- Prompts are sent out to all users when informasigposted,

- A clearly defined organization structure is ensui@ddata and discussion so finding information
on a specific issue is easy.

Apart from the wiki, emails can also be used to camicate with IRC and the research team.
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It is suggested that direct communications be raaiat from UNICEF Country Office to IRC and vice
versa; and from local research teams to CERG arel wérsa. However, UNICEF focal point in the
country, IRC and CERG should be copied in all comizations.

V. Final discussions and conclusions

The workshop offered an opportunity to exchangeedrpces and lessons learnt on CFC and related
initiatives in the participating countries and e#ti The country delegations were trained on theareb
protocol and the toolkit to conduct the “child fidly” assessment in cities and communities. Finalig
contributions of participants will allow for furthenprovement of the assessment toolkit.

Overall, it was emphasised that the research iinidiais an action-oriented effort and it was
acknowledged that the tools and the co-related mdetti administration are powerful instruments tisea
awareness of municipal and community stakeholdershildren’s rights; to define priorities of actitm
address children’s needs and rights by cities amchnounities including through improved data
collection; and to mobilise communities and chifdtbemselves in identifying and advocating for thei
priorities.

It was recommended that the research initiativmagle visible through a communication strategy that
suggests: a) Child Friendly Cities are placed lighJNICEF's agenda as an effective contributiotht®
MTSP and an entry point for work in urban contekfsthe assessment toolkit and methods is a useful
instrument to strengthen Child Friendly Cities.

Regarding the immediate follow-up for the effectingplementation of the research, a few steps were
suggested:

1. All the documents from the workshop as well asttdwkit will be placed on thaviki as soon as
ready to support the research implementation ircthumtries.

2. The community tools and the related guide for fetdrs will be integrated with the suggestions
made to the maximum extent possible. The finakimsents will be placed on the wiki for use.
On the other hand, the governance tool requirdnéurtvork, as in addition to the core tool, a
guide book and a tool for mapping have to be d@exlo The full set will be ready in the month
of February. Once ready they will also be uploagiedhe wiki.

3. The deadline to submit the country reports is 302010.
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APPENDICES

1. AGENDA

Assessing and Monitoring Child Friendly Communitiesand Cities
Supporting advocacy and capacity building in local governance

November 25-27, 2009
Rome, Italy

Agenda

Within the framework of the Child Friendly Citiese®earch initiative - a partnership between UNICEF
Innocenti Research and Childwatch Internationathvthe collaboration of Children’s Environments
Research Group (CERG) and the support of the Beran Leer Foundatiorthe workshop aims to
critically analyse the newly developed child frignéommunities and cities assessment tools and to
review the process to support their effective msgelected countries. Monitoring and assessmecttitaf
friendly cities and communities through these iratoxe tools will support advocacy efforts for the
fulfilment of children’s rights and will contributed promoting the development and implementation of
child friendly policies and programmes at the ldeael. The workshop will provide an opportunity to
review existing monitoring and assessment methtalsshare experiences on related strengths and
weaknesses, to analyse the newly developed assassokit and to agree on a common framework for
its use at the local level.

November 25
Morning

9:00 — 9:30 Welcome remarks and introduction tcetbeessment process and the Research—
David Parker(IRC) and Roberto Salvan (Italian National CommitteeUNICEF)

9:30 — 10:00 Introduction to the assessment praedshe Research
Dora Giusti (IRC) and Roger Hart (CERG)

10:00 — 11:30 Meeting the Cities — Country teams
Informal tour of an Interactive Exhibit thfe Child Friendly Municipalities and a
Sample Community from each one
Facilitator: Christoph Baker

Coffee break included

11:30 -13:00 State of Child Friendly Cities and @aunmities Monitoring and Assessment
mechanisms
Introduction on existing mechanismReger Hart
Country presentations and discussi@ountry teams
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Facilitator: Christoph Baker

Countries will be invited to speak about the emgstinethods and the gaps they see in the current
methods.

13:00 -14:00 Lunch
Afternoon

14:00 — 14:30 Introduction to the Child Friendlyr@munity Assessment and Monitoring
Tools Pamela Wridt

The Community Assessment Tools are designed tesassehat degree cities fulfil children’s
rights by involving beneficiaries, in particularitdiren and their parents.

14:30 — 17:30 Experiences from Piloting the ChititRdly Community Assessment Tools
- Brazil —Ana Lima and Katia Edmundo

- The Philippines -‘Marita Castro Guevara and Mary Racelis
- CERG —Roger Hart
Facilitator: Selim lltus

The two country teams will present the outcomesgples learned and challenges of the piloting
experience in their country.
November 26

Morning

9:00 — 11:00 Adapting the Child Friendly Commumitssessment Tool to country contexts

Working groups
Facilitator: Roger Hart

A particular focus will be placed on modifying iheicators to be appropriate for different
countries. Each group will review the tools andgwee additional indicators that may be
relevant to each member’s context and experiences.

The groups will be as follows:

Group 1 — Italy, France, Spain and Russia (Resopersons: Pamela Wridt and Ray Lorenzo)
Group 2 — Brazil, Dominican Republic and South &friResource persons: Dora Giusti and

Selim lltus)
Group 3 — Philippines, India, Jordan and Sudan @Rese persons: Anupama Nallari and Roger
Hart)

11:00 -11:30 Coffee break
11:30 — 12:15 Introduction to the Child Friendlysvemance Assessment ToolSelim lltus
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The Child Friendly Governance Assessment Toolshegtertinence of local government
structures and processes to the fulfilment of chiits rights. They are addressed to municipal
officers.

12:15 — 13:15 Lunch

Afternoon

13:15 — 15:00 Adapting the Child Friendly Goverratmols to country contexts

Working groups
Facilitator: Selim lltus

Three groups will be formed as above. Each grodprewiew the content and suggest
amendments/comments. Special focus will be givéretoomplementarity between the two sets
of tools. (Resource persons: Pamela Wridt, Anuplliedéari and Ray Lorenzo)

15:00 — 15:30 Coffee break

15:30 — 16:45 Adapting the Child Friendly Goverratmols to country contexts

Plenary and discussion

Each group, through a rapporteur, will present #ey results, amendments and additions. An
open discussion will follow.

17:00-18:00 Mapping with childrenRPamela Wridt
This workshop looks into possibilities of involvittgldren in the assessment of issues identified
in the child friendly community tools. The methedatibed will be optional and not part of the
research process.

November 27

Morning

8:45 — 12:30 Using the Child Friendly Community @wolvernance Assessment ToolBamela Wridt
and Roger Hart

This section will offer a step by step review apdrodiscussion of the assessment process. It
reviews the process to carry out the communitygowkrnance tools, starting from the selection
of the community, methods for interviews, focusigs with beneficiaries and sessions with the
municipal authorities, analysis of data, using ddaa plan of action and advocacy work. It will
be an open session in which participants can intera

Coffee break included

12:30-13:30 Lunch
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Afternoon

13:30 — 15:00 Documenting and reporting the assesisprocessbora Giusti, Patrizia Faustini
and Roger Hart

a) Methods for the on-going critical evaluation of fhrecess

An introduction to ways of observing the process fan building evaluation into the community
facilitation process and into the use of the goaege tools

b) On-going discussion and documentation of the pmtt@sugh the wiki -website

An introduction to tracking progress through thé&ieipace available on the CFC website; how
to upload information

¢) Format for the final reports
A review of the reporting format for the preparatiof the final country website.

15:00 — 15:15 Coffee break

15:15 - 16:15 Organising and Presenting Indicatoxsugh Devinfo -Sameer Thapar
This session will include a short presentation @avinfo and its application with regard to the
research.

16:15 — 16:45 Communicating internationally betw#en11 countriesRoger Hart and

Dora Giusti

This session will clarify the flow of communicatenmd means of communications between all
actors

Break

17:00 -18:00 Opportunities, challenges and questioopen discussion
Facilitator: Selim lltus

18:00 — 18:30 Summing up and closurgeger Hart and Dora Giusti

24



2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Name

Title/Organisation/Email address

Grace Agcaail

Social Policy Specialist, Social Policy and Locawvelopment Sectio
UNICEF Philippine Country Office
gagcaoili@unicef.org

Gregorio Aranda Bricio

Coordinator CFCI Campaig
Spanish National Committee for UNICEF, Madrid
garanda@unicef.es

Yuri Averin

Head of the Chair ofociological Facult
Moscow State University
aup@inbox.ru

Christoph Baker

Assistant to the Executive Directi
[talian National Committee for UNICEF, Rome
c.baker@unicef.it

Erika Bernacchi

Researcher, Project and Development Ser
Research, Training & Documentation Section
Istituto degli Innocenti, Florence
bernacchi@istitutodeglinnocenti.it

Martina Burberi

Intem CFC
UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre, Florence
mburberi@unicef.org

Gema Campos
Hernando

Dept. Developmental Psychology & Education, Facafti?sycholog
Universidad Autonoma de Madrid
Gema.campos@uam.es

David Chabalala

Director, Ministry for Women, Children & PersonstlwDisabilities,
Johannesburg
davidc@po.gov.za

Katia Edmundo

CEDAPS, Rio de Janei
katia@cedaps.org.br

Dora Giusti

Child Protection Speciali
UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre, Florence
dgiusti@unicef.org

Joaquin Gonzalez-
Aleman

Chief, Social Policy, Planning, Monitoringd Evaluatiol
UNICEF India Country Office, New Delhi
jgonzalezaleman@unicef.org

Monica Gonzale:

Tenuretrack lecture

Research Institute on Quality of Life Studies
University of Girona
monica.gonzalez@udg.edu

Yulia Grimalskaya

Deputy Heac
Department of Family and Youth Policy of Moscow @awment
dsmpgrim@mail.ru

Marita Guevara

Department of Interdisciplinary Stud
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Ateneo de Manila University
mguevara@ateneo.educguevara@gmail.com

Jumana Haj-Ahmad

Jumana HeAhmac
Adolescents Specialist
UNICEF Jordan
jhajahmad@unicef.org

Melusine Harle

Chief, local Governments relations and partner:
French National Committee

MHARLE @unicef.fr

Roger Hart Directol
Children's Environments Research Centre, City Usitye New York
roghart@gmail.com

Selim lltus Selim Iltus

Studies & Research Officer
Bernard van Leer Foundation
selim.iltus@bvleerf.nl

Felicity Kitchin

Research
South African Cities Network
felicity@ionaccess.co.za

Amitabh Kundu

Director, Centre for Studies of Regional Developt
Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi
kundu_amitabh@yahoo.com

Francesca Lange

Consultant, Child Rights Advocacy & Education Sat
Private Fundraising and Partnerships

UNICEF Geneva, Geneva

flange @unicef.org

George Laryea-Adjei

Chief, Social Polic
UNICEF Pretoria
glaryeaadjei@unicef.org

Ana Lima

Instituto Paulo Monteneg
Ana.Lima@ibope.com.br

Ray Lorenzc

Cooperative ABCitta, Mila
rayloren@tin.it

Horacio Medrano

Descentralization Consultant of Consejo NacionaRdéorma del Estad
(CONARE), Santo Domingo
hmedrano@conare.gov.dndhoraciomedrano@hotmail.com

Ayacx Mercedes

Social Policy Speciali
UNICEF Santo Domingo
amercedes@unicef.org

Anupama Nallari

Research Associc
Children’s Environments Research Group (CERG), Newrk
Anupama_nallari@yahoo.com

Mr. D. P. S. Negi

Director
Ministry of Housing & Urban Poverty Alleviation, MeDelhi
dpsneqgi2000@yahoo.co.in
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David Parker

Deputy Directo
UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre, Florence
dparker@unicef.org

Luciana Phebo

Luciana Phek

Chief Field Office, Rio de Janeiro
UNICEF Brazil
Iphebo@unicef.org

Mary Racelis

Director, Institute of Philippine Cultu
Atenao de Manila University
maryracelis@pldtdsl.net

Doug Ragan

MM, PHD
University of Colorado

ragand@colorado.edu

Frederike Seidel

Programme Manager, Child Rights Advocacy Educafection,
UNICEF Geneva
fseidel@unicef.org

Sameer Thapar

Senior Trainer and Technical Advi:
Devinfo Support Group, New York
sthapar@devinfo.info

Pamela Wridt

Associate Chair/Senior Instructor, Dept of PlanrénBesigr
College Architecture & Planning, University Colocadt Denver
Pamela.Wridt@ucdenver.edu

Elena Zotova

Social Policy and Planning offic
UNICEF Russia
ezotova@unicef.org
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