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1. Background information on Kazakhstan 
 
Kazakhstan is the ninth largest country in surface area in the world. The Kazakhstan environment is one of great 
variety and diversity. The terrain of Kazakhstan includes flatlands, steppe, taiga, rock canyons, hills, deltas, snow-
capped mountains, and deserts. The highest point is the mountain of Khan Tengri in the Tian Shan ranges, with 
an elevation of 7,010 meters. The lowest point is the bottom of the Karagiye depression at minus 132 meters, 
which lies on the Caspian Sea, the site of some of the lowest elevations on earth. Many of the high peaks of the 
Tian Shan are snow covered all year round and are the source of most of Kazakhstan’s water in rivers and 
streams. It is the word’s largest landlocked country so these waters flow either into the Caspian Sea or disappear 
into the steppes and deserts of central and southern Kazakhstan. Three quarters of the country is semi desert 
(33%) or desert (44%). Only 1.2% of the land is forested with a decrease in 3.3% of forest area between the 
period of 1990 to 2010.   
 
Historically the territory of Kazakhstan was inhabited by nomadic tribes. By the 16th century, the Kazakhs 
emerged as a distinct group, divided into three jüz (ancestor branches occupying specific territories). By the mid-
18th century, the Kazakhs were facing encroachment from Tsarist Russia to the north and from China in the east. 
In order to fend off the threatening Kokand Khanate, the Kazakhs accepted Russian "protection" in 1822 and by 
the mid-19th century all of Kazakhstan was part of the Russian Empire. Following the 1917 Russian Revolution, 
and subsequent civil war, the territory of Kazakhstan was reorganized several times before becoming the Kazakh 
Soviet Socialist Republic in 1936, a part of the Soviet Union. Kazakhstan experienced population inflows of 
millions exiled from other parts of the Soviet Union during the 1930s and 1940s, deportees were interned in some 
of the biggest Soviet labor camps, including ALZHIR camp outside Astana, which was reserved for the wives of 
men considered "enemies of the people". In 1947, two years after the end of the war, the Semipalatinsk Test Site, 
the USSR's main nuclear weapon test site, was founded near the city of Semey. Kazakhstan declared 
independence on December 16, 1991, following the dissolution of the Soviet Union. The President, Nursultan 
Nazarbayev, has been leader of the country since 1990. Nursultan Nazarbayev, who initially came to power in 
1989 as the head of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan has made significant progress to bring Kazakhstan into 
a market economy. When the Soviet Union collapsed in December 1991, Kazakhstan inherited 1,410 nuclear 
warheads and the Semipalatinsk nuclear weapon test site. By April 1995 Kazakhstan had repatriated its nuclear 
warhead inventory back to Russia, and by July 2000 had destroyed the nuclear testing infrastructure at 
Semipalatinsk. As a site of the Soviets Union's nuclear testing program areas of the nation have been exposed to 
high levels of nuclear radiation and radioactive pollution. The total number of citizens exposed to radiation has 
said to exceed one million. The consequences of nuclear explosions in the Semipalatinsk test site are still 
experienced by several generations of citizens and the consequences continue to impact on the health and well 
being of its children. The country also hosts 30 uranium mines that contribute ongoing to this pollution. Pollution 
from industrial and agricultural sources has also damaged and contaminated many rivers, with recent UN report 
stating some industrial metals in rivers systems are 160 to 800 times beyond acceptable levels. Water supply’s 
have often been compromised. The most visible damage to a water system has been to the Aral Sea, which, due 
to irrigation and poor management, has lost over 60% of its volume. In addition, contamination and high salinity 
means the Aral Sea no longer provides a habitat conducive to support fish. The receding shoreline is dramatically 
evident with the former port of Aral'sk now more than seventy kilometers from the water's edge. Kazakhstan's 
wildlife is in danger of extinction due to the overall levels of pollution throughout the country. Current estimates 
reveal that in some areas there will be no way of sustaining any wildlife by the year 2015. Historically, Kazakhstan 
was thought to be the site of the first domestication of horses by humans, it is a tragedy that due to deforestation, 
pollution and other demands on the land the Mongolian wild horse has recently become extinct in the wild, along 
with many species of birds, mammals (including snow leopard and tiger), freshwater fish and plants being listed 
as threatened species.  Astana, the home of the President, has only been the political capital of Kazakhstan since 
1998 and is Kazakhstan’s second largest city after Almaty. It holds the position as the second coldest capital in 
the world, after Ulaanbaatar Mongolia with an extreme continental climate, warm summers and long, very cold 
winters. The population of Kazakhstan is approximately 17 million people. Ethnic Kazakhs represent 
approximately 63% of the total population and ethnic Russians 23%, this is a significant change from the time of 
Independence when Kazakh population was as low as 30%.  Over half the population lives in urban environments 
(54%) with the current urban population decreasing by 0.3%. Population rates are also decreasing slightly (-
0.1%). Children under 5 make up approximately 10% of the total population and children 0-14 25%, under 18 
around 30%. This is a decrease from 2001 where children 0-14 years were 27% of the population. Kazakhstan is 
officially a bilingual country: Kazakh, a turk language spoken natively by 64% of the population, has the status of 
the "state" language, while Russian, which is spoken by most Kazakhstanis, is declared the "official" language, 
and is used routinely in business, government, and inter-ethnic communication. The country is a predominantly 
an Islamic country with 70% of the population Muslim, the next big religious group are Russian Orthodox 
Christians (26%).  
 
Like many nations thrust into the process of nation building, Kazakhstan experienced a significant period of 
economic and social difficulty as a consequence of independence.  But in recent times this situation has changed 
considerably with the country experiencing a significant upturn in its economic and social capacity. This is evident 
through the plotting of the country as it has continued to move up the global human development index. The 
Human Development Index (HDI)1 measures the average achievements in a country in three basic dimensions of 
human development: a long and healthy life, access to knowledge and a decent standard of living. Kazakhstan in 

                                                             
1 HDI ranking and definitions are available at http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/hdi/ 
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2013 has a HDI of 0.754, which gives the country a rank of 69 out of 187 countries with comparable data.  
Kazakhstan finds itself located within the second tier sector as a highly developed country. While this is slightly 
lower than its 2010 measure at 66 and its 2011 measure of 68 it does display significant upward mobility from the 
medium high development group in 2009. Throughout first 10 years after Independence there was steady decline 
in GDP, life expectancy and education enrolments, reaching its lowest points in 1995 and 1996.  For children 
education and health have been the two main areas where improvements have been sought, particularly once the 
country had economic stability. Total adult literacy rates in Kazakhstan are back to the 1991 levels of 100% as is 
primary school enrolment. Pre-school enrolments are still lower than many like countries at 48%. This number is 
set to increase with the opening of 1300 new preschools in Kazakhstan in 2013, these new facilities are set to 
boost the rate of kindergarten enrolments of 3-6 year old children to 74%. Infant mortality rates have reached 28 
per thousand births down from 57 per thousand in 1990. With annual under-5 deaths per thousand being 11. Life 
expectancy at birth is approximately 62 years, which is lower than in previous years and still down from the 1991 
age of 67 years. Immunization coverage is about 95% in nearly all cases with improved sanitation and drinking 
water sources also sitting at around 95 to 98% with the rural areas showing the slightly lower rates. Also during 
this time frame as an indicator of general health the incidence of tuberculosis has decreased dramatically from 
325 per 100,000 population to 129 per 100,0002. There is still a way to go though as Russia sits on 97 per 
100,000 and a very highly developed country like Australia has approximately 6 per 100,000. Maternal mortality 
rates although after much national attention is still high for a high-developed nation with most countries in this 
band sitting at a rate of at around 1 in 4,000 to 1-10,000 yet Kazakhstan’s rate is still at 1 in 770. The high 
education rates are reflected in public spending with 4% of GDP available on education this has had a steady 
increase from 2.8% two years earlier.  Health spending is still fairly low at 3% of GDP that is still lower on both 
education and health if compared with a country like Serbia (64 HDI rank) that spends 6% of GDP on health and 
5% on education. Internet use is still low (45 per 100 population) which is probably most accounted in the rural 
areas yet this is a rapid improvement from the 34% coverage in 2009 and 3% in 2005. Poverty rates have 
decreased dramatically in the past decade in Kazakhstan, in 2001 the poverty levels peaked at 13.6% of the 
population was living on less than $1.25 USD per day, this rate has decreased to 0.1% in 2009. Employment 
rates have also shown a significant decrease with rates of unemployment at 10.4% in 2001 and 5.4% in 2012. 
The Gini Index is also a powerful indicator of countries changing upturn in supporting its general population, it is 
essentially a measure of equality between the rich and poor across a nation, the lower the number (measured 
between 0-100) the more equality, the higher the number more disparity.  In 2001 in Kazakhstan the Gini index 
was valued at 41, in 2009 it had come down to a value of 29.  In contrast the Russian Federation in 2001 had a 
Gini value of 39 and in 2009 a higher value of 40. In 2012, the President announced the country had nationally 
accounted 55% of its total expenditures on the social sector – the highest for any one-year.  
 
As an outsider, I think it is important to acknowledge this history and the background of a country like Kazakhstan 
when providing a report like this is about a political process that has been specifically implemented to support 
social, cultural and political change at the local and national level. Throughout the process of engaging with cities, 
communities, government officials there was a strong sense of the burden of this history but also of the desire to 
move forward to challenge the past and consider new ways to break free from old ways of performing in the 
public sphere so that the relationship with children and families could be something different.  It is brave step for a 
National government to boldly open itself up for scrutiny and I recall the words of one of the Directors of an 
orphanage for children with special needs who with tears in eye pleaded for me when I visited to tell people 
outside of the country that they knew and wanted a better way for the children. “We need time and resources”, 
she said, “to get from here to there. But be assured we know now this isn’t the right place for children and once 
they can be back in their community with their families, I will happily give up my job”.  
 

 
 
Photo credit: @KAREN MALONE 
In Almaty, Kazakhstan, students in a facility for children with special needs attend a ceramic’s 
class as part of their creative curriculum and to support their motor skill development.   

                                                             
2 This data is available from the World Bank site http://knoema.com/atlas 
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2. Overview of Process 
 
UNICEF Kazakhstan, has jointly with the Child Rights Protection Committee of the Ministry of Education and 
Science of the Republic of Kazakhstan, launched the national child friendly cities assessment and recognition 
process with the objective of supporting child friendly cities and community partners in Kazakhstan to develop, 
implement and monitor their progress in improving the conditions of children’s lives. The new assessment and 
recognition process will provide a mechanism that will allow UNICEF to actively and effectively promote good 
governance for children and place children at the center of the Child Friendly Cities Initiative (CFCI) national 
agenda.  In late 2011 in order to provide the most appropriate model UNICEF Kazakhstan employed an external 
researcher, Professor Karen Malone to conduct research on CFCI in Kazakhstan, design an accreditation model 
consistent with international best practice and provide recommendations and an implementation strategy.  The 
three key research questions that informed the study included: 
 
1. What is the status of existing Kazakhstan CFCs and do they provide evidence of good governance and in 

particular support child and youth participation?  
2. What do key stakeholders, including children and youth, believe is the best strategy to effectively promote the 

CFCI in Kazakhstan and support a process of recognition for CFC’s?  
3. What model of assessment and recognition and strategy of implementation would best support cities in 

Kazakhstan who are seeking to begin CFC programs, and how are those who have been implementing 
CFCI’s over time being recognized for their efforts?  

 
Seven key recommendations emerged from the research with key stakeholders informing the design of the 
assessment and recognition3 model4:  
1. Children and youth should be integral to, and participants in, the implementation, monitoring and judging of a 

city in terms of its commitment to changing children’s life conditions and the cities evidence of quality in 
delivering programs for child friendliness; 

2. Issues of equity and children’s non-discrimination are core and should be fundamental elements of the 
criteria for evaluating the quality of child friendliness; 

3. Criteria and indicators used to assess child friendliness should be generic for the country and adapted 
directly from key articles in UNICEF Convention on the Rights of the Child5; 

4. A preparation for assessment recognition phase should be initiated to support cities who are starting their 
child friendly cities program and this model should have a pathway into the final assessment and recognition 
program; 

5. A city is not competing against other cities but against its own achievements, therefore providing detailed 
baseline data and having a city wide strategy and action plan is critical for cities in the beginning stages in 
order for cities to provide on-going monitoring, assessment and evidence of improvement; 

6. Cities should be certified at different levels (i.e. bronze, silver, gold6) of child friendliness according to the 
different stages they are at in terms of addressing the needs of children in their city, with these different levels 
having different time limits; 

7. The maximum time for a city to be recognized as child friendly without resubmitting for re-recognition should 
be 4 years.  
 

According to the Terms of Reference, the reports on an accreditation model, later to be renamed the assessment 
and recognition model, needed to have the following key attributes: 
• Model: to identify the most appropriate model for applying a national accreditation scheme; 
• Judges: to nominate a body or a group of officials whose role it would be to coordinate and manage the 

accreditation process; 
• Criteria: to propose a set of criteria or indicators that are the means through which cities would identify 

evidence to support their application; 
• Process: to advise on a judging process that is to be conducted on a regular basis for initial accreditation and 

reaccreditation; 
• Cycle: to advise on a cyclic model for a setting a period for recognition and accreditation after which time a 

reapplication is necessary. 
Supporting the implementation and piloting of the new model for child friendliness recognition UNICEF employed 
the research consultant (the report author) to develop a series of workshop materials around the key elements of 
the new model and conduct two national workshops with key city officials and government representatives during 
2012. Additionally, the consultant was also to support the cities as they conducted their first pilot studies using the 
model, then provide feedback at a national forum that was held in early 2013. The consultant would then modify 
and adjust the final model and produce a step-by-step guide for cities to use to support the implementation of the 
assessment and recognition process. 
 
The first workshop7 was held in Almaty on 19th May 2012 (and repeated on 4th October in East Kazakhstan) and 
had six key outcomes: 

                                                             
3 In 2013 after a final review the name “Accreditation model” was changed to  “Assessment and Recognition model”  
4 See Attachment One Copy of the final model  
5 See Attachment Two National Kazakhstan Child Friendly Cities INDEX  
6 Changed to level 1 and 2 after the pilot study and discussions between city officials and UNICEF staff  
7 The agenda for workshop 1 & 2 is included as an attachment. 



 
Final Report  Malone Kazakhstan Child Friendly Cities 2013    
 

6 

• Understanding of the key principles of the UNICEF child friendly cities initiative; 
• Knowledge of the key elements of the Kazakhstan CFC assessment and recognition model and the 

processes to be undertaken by cities for recognition and then certification;  
• Understanding of the value and importance of children and young people’s participation at all stages of the 

implementation of the CFC initiative and certification process within cities; 
• Understanding of the key principles and components behind the development of a baseline CFC 

accreditation portfolio; 
• Knowledge and skills to produce the data and conduct the activities pertaining to constructing a baseline 

CFC portfolio.  
• Planning of first steps for city to start their journey towards CFC assessment and recognition.  
The three key topic areas were designed as tool kits and used at the first workshop 
      Workshop 1: Getting Started  

1. Introduction to Models and Principles of Child Friendly Cities Initiative;  
2. Child Friendly Cities Assessment and Recognition Portfolio development and  
3. Children’s Participation 

The second workshop was held on 8th October in Astana provided information on the final steps towards a city 
developing a portfolio. The key outcomes of the workshop were: 
• Knowledge of the key elements for developing a city wide children’s strategy and action plan to support the 

ongoing implementation of a child friendly cities program with a Municipality  
• Understanding of the key principles, types and activities involved in developing a comprehensive evaluation 

and monitoring program to support child friendly cities  assessment and recognition. 
• Planning the final steps in order for a city to provide an assessment and recognition portfolio to enable CFC 

certification.  
The two key topic areas of the workshop were designed to support the final portfolio development. 
      Workshop 2 Evaluating our Progress 

4. Children’s strategies and action plan; 
5. Monitoring and evaluating child friendly status. 

The second workshop finished with a discussion with the six cities that would be conducting the pilot study. These 
cities identified where they were in the process from the last workshop, what elements they still had to complete 
and the probable timeline for completion. From this a plan of action was drawn up and agreed to by all cities.  
 
Plan of Action 
1. Adoption of a city-wide resolution at the level of Deputy Akim reflecting a multi-sectorial partnership and division of roles 

and responsibilities among key stakeholders at the local level, including Akimat, Maslikhat, youth, media and NGOs, 
signed by the Akim; establishment of the CFC project Coordination Committee chaired by the Deputy Akim and containing 
representatives of Education, Health, Economic and Budget Planning, Housing and Communal Services, Coordination of 
Employment and Social Programmes, Transport and Communication, Statistics and Child Protection Departments  

2. Finalization of interviewing children, young people, teachers, service providers, parents on the city friendliness to children 
started in summer  

3. Carrying out the Audit of assets for children (schools, hospitals, sports grounds and other services and public places)  
4. Development of the first draft of the Child Friendly City Strategy and Action Plan  
5. Placement of the draft Child Friendly City Strategy and Action Plan at the Akimat’s web-site for the period of one month for 

comments of all key stakeholders (youth, children, civil society, academia) 
6. Submission of the piloting cities Reports to UNICEF including: 1) results of the interviewing of children, youth, service 

providers and parents on the city friendliness to a child; 2) results of Audit of social services for children; 3) Final Child 
Friendly City Strategy and Action Plan considering all comments received  

7. UNICEF will translate and submit the city reports to the UNICEF international expert for assessment and preparation for 
the May forum.  

 

 
Photo credit: @KAREN MALONE 
In Almaty, Kazakhstan, May 2012, Chairman of Child Rights Protection Committee, Sher Raisa Petrovna, 
UNICEF Country Representative, Mr. Jun Kukita, UNICEF Consultant Professor Karen Malone, UNICEF 
staff member, Anna Stativkina, Government officials and guests attend a Child Friendly Cities Forum 
before Child Friendly Cities workshop 1 begins.  
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3. Pilot Study City Feedback 
 
After the final UNICEF child friendly cities workshop was held in Astana in 8 October 2012 till early 2013, six cities 
piloted the new assessment and recognition model. These cities were City of Pavlador, City of Ust-
Kamenorgorsk, City of Astana, City of Satpayev, Almaly district in City of Almaty and City of Kyzlorda. They 
produced a report and strategy action plan for their city with the results and experience of implementation to be 
discussed at the IV Child Friendly Cities Forum held in Karaganda, Kazakhstan in May 2013. The following 
summary of key activities and feedback based on their presentations at the forum and the final reports from the 
cities. It is important to take into account when reading these reports that for many cities doing social 
investigations with children, youth and community was a new skill, therefore these short reports should be taken 
in the spirit of constructive feedback to support cities. The feedback provides only a very limited snapshot the full 
reports are available from UNICEF Kazakhstan in English and Russian.   
 
City of Pavlodar 
 
The report written by the city of Pavlodar provided a very rich and detailed account of the history, overview and 
context of city within Kazakhstan and within the CFC program nationally. Providing this context is very helpful and 
for the coordination unit it allows them to see how things have come to be in Pavlodar and for children how the 
issues whether environmental or historical are influencing their needs now and for the future. Additionally, 
providing background on the growing employment trends, the urban planning and development needs now and 
for the immediate future are also provided in detail. Other cities should take note of this. Once this background 
documentation have been completed at the beginning in the first report it will not be necessary to repeat but only 
to update in subsequent reports.  Pavlodar city has a population of around 330, 000 people and is a highly 
industrial and commercial city that is known for its manufacturing of armour, farm machinery, aluminum and 
chemicals. The report identified clearly the importance placed on its children by the city dedicating 28% of the 
total social expenditure budget to spending on children 0-18 years old. The report also noted that 73% of children 
lived with both parents or one of their parents, there was no information about the 27% who didn't live in these 
possible family situations? Do they live in institutions or other care arrangements?  
 
Pre-school provision is an area that has obviously had significant attention in the city and the result of this work is 
evident in the high coverage. Another positive result has been in children’s health with infant mortality rates 
decreased by 42% in the city and maternal mortality rates at zero. Children with disabilities and special needs has 
become the attention of the city with many support programs and equipment being made available and work 
being created for inclusive education in regular schools. Additionally, equipment is being made available for home 
support to families caring for children at home. Children who are orphaned or without parental care number 682 in 
the city in 2011, this is a significant drop from 1,481 in 2008. There are though 2,730 children who are living in 
low-income families or what might be known as at risk of being deprived on one or more indicators of poverty. 
These children and other disadvantaged children are provided with targeted support, clothing, footwear and 
stationary. There is no information on these groups as to how they may have been incorporated into the research 
studies to find out their perceptions of the quality of the city life.  The presenter from the city at the forum spoke of 
data collection activities where a large number of children (15,600?) participated in a study on convention the 
rights of the child. There is no detail around this in the report so it is hard to know whether this is the CFC survey 
or another survey. The results showed that 87% of children in the city are aware of their rights.  
 
In terms of other participation activities there is a strong commitment to running round tables for children’s 
feedback, with 2400 children attending the round tables. As we don't know the demographics of these children it 
would be important to acknowledge if these round tables supported children with disabilities, those living in care 
and or those in disadvantaged communities. This certainly would make a difference on the outcomes of the 
results. The results showed that although 76% children believed they live in a positive environment, one quarter 
of children in the city don't feel the same. This is quite significant.  The strategy provides a well-devised set of 
goals and targets to improve quality of life of the children in city.  In particular areas to be commended include 
involving children into the public and political life of the city. Developing children’s self government and public 
associations, organizations to be set up to support children. The children’s strategy has been adopted for year 
2013.  The CFC self-assessment activities were conducted with 200 people – children, parents, and school 
officials. Without the breakdown of the groups (how many of the 200 participants surveyed where children? Was it 
a cross section or just children from a certain neighbourhood) it is hard to make a comment on the significance of 
these findings. The issue of sample size and significance of consultation findings is discussed in the 
recommendations in this report. As a pilot to trial the methods then it was successful in showing how the methods 
can be used. The results are very limited and I would be hesitant of taking these results and using them to inform 
any of the actions and strategies for the city. Even if half the group were children that is only 100 children from 
79,000 population which is only 0.1% of the child population represented.  
 
The key directions taken as a focus by the city are commendable and important.  A strong focus of the actions in 
the strategy for the child friendly city is on the child in the family environment and the rights of every child to a 
family. Key objectives include: ensure information on cultural support to families; rights to family child orphans; 
and increasing strengthening family and family upbringing. With some of the key Indicators & targets showing 
again a focus on the questions of inequality: Reduction register families as socially disadvantaged and increase 
number of children returned to biological families.  
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City of Ust-Kamenorgorsk (also known as Oskemen) 
 
The child friendliness report for the city of Ust-Kamenorgorsk is very extensive and provides detailed information 
about the city environment and the outlaying lands and vistas. The introduction also provides a useful overview of 
the methodology for engaging with children, young people and other community stakeholders in the process of 
obtaining information about the lives and needs of children in the city. The responses to key indicators show the 
city is of medium size with a population of around 320,000. Of these the number of children and youth under 18 
makes up around 24% of the population,  this is slightly lower then the country average. To support qualitative 
data significant more detailed qualitative data was also provided against the city performance indicators and 
quality of life. Unfortunately I still was unable to locate some of the key indicators such as children/families living 
in slums or poverty, and the infant mortality rates – or under 5 mortality per 1000 births or maternal mortality 
rates. But beyond this there is significant data around the improvements over the previous two years (2011-2012) 
in areas such as accessibility to playgrounds for children with special needs and abilities, budgets dedicated to 
green space park repairs and enhancement; cultural spaces being supported and the opportunities for young 
people to communicate through clubs and other interest groups activities, festivals and camps.  
 
From September to October 2012 within 44 school facilities surveys were conducted with children by staff at the 
Family and Childhood Support Centre. The poll involved 5140 children and teenagers in completing surveys, 248 
parents and 268 responses from individuals in organizations supporting children. The city created opportunities 
for children’s engagement where they were able to give their opinion of the progress of the city. After collecting 
information and developing accreditation report the portfolio was given to children for feedback so they could 
suggest any amendments.  Children proposed a number of amendments – these were incorporated into the final 
strategy and action plan. Some of the activities were significant improvements, for example open wi-fi access 
network in city parks so children can freely access information; to extend information activities on the hotline 
operations for children; and upgrading the facilities of the Playbus project a special bus that visits children to 
support play in remote areas. The city should be commended for this extensive engagement with children within 
the city and to their ideal to take it a step further in terms of allowing children then to comment and make 
amendments to the final strategy and action plan that emanated from these city wide surveys. This shows a 
strong commitment to and trust in the value of children have a significant role in informing the city about their 
wants and needs and to provide authentic participation opportunities for them. I would also like to acknowledge 
that the city sought to accommodate the often invisible or silent voices of children from disadvantaged families, 
those teenagers at risk, children in care and children with disabilities. I noted also that the report talks of the ‘pupil 
self-management bodies’ that I assume this is like a students representative group who work with adults and 
teachers to implement activities identified by the student body.  Additional to the surveys, the city also supported 
micro-district studies that were conducted by children. In these localized neighbourhood studies children were 
involved in the following activities:  
1. Children mapping safe and unsafe areas within their neighbourhoods.  
2. Issues of mobility and how to be able to move around freely in the neighbourhood.  
3. Environmental quality of the neighbourhood – land and air.  
From these micro-district studies children compiled a code of safety milestones with other children.  
 
Finally, focusing on the role of children’s participation in monitoring and evaluation I would like to draw attention to 
the method through which the facilities and services audit was conducted in UstKemenorgorsk with the children 
as central evaluators. The report states that the assessments of facilities and services took place in presence of 
the media and provided extensive opportunity for coverage in the media. The young people were encouraged to 
study the documents in the portfolio and visit the sites and evaluate them according to the child friendly criteria.  
The report concludes with a ‘reflection on progress’ illustrating gains made since the city joined the CFC initiative. 
Seven key areas that were serious problems for the city on 2008 have been systematically responded to over the 
five-year period and the results are substantial.  While the outcomes of the five year focus on improving the city to 
children’s needs are too expansive to address individually, I would like to congratulate the city on its 
determination to not just create a veneer of improvement by addressing the surface problems, but by focusing on 
the big issues. The issues range from environmental quality, crime and safety, children’s health, lack of preschool 
provision, conditions of children with disabilities, supporting families and children’s participation and engagement. 
On all these fronts they have shown resilience and persistence to continue to improve the quality of life for all the 
cities children.  
 
City of Astana 
 
The city of Astana is located in the centre of the Republic of Kazakhstan. It represents for many the establishment 
of the new and modern Kazakhstan. It is here that the President and the government reside. As the economic hub 
of the country it also provides an important model of progress and therefore its treatment and support of children 
could be viewed by many as representative of how the country should adopt its status of being a country that is 
committed to children’s rights.  The city clearly takes signing the Convention on the Rights of the Child seriously 
and the agreement to participate in the child friendly cities initiative is seen as an important and effectives means 
for putting into action their statutory obligations. The main profile indicators show the city has a population of 
around 740,000 people with around 30% of this number are children aged between 0-18 years. Overall, residing 
in the city there are a high percentage of people of Kazakh origin, within a range of nationalities making the city 
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very cultural diversity. Overall, is a wealthy city in comparison to many in Kazakhstan and as much of the 
infrastructure is new it provides well-resourced educational and community facilities that children can access.  
 
To develop baseline data around the needs of children and their perceptions of city quality the city carried out a 
survey between September 27 and October 1, 2012. Two kindergarten sites and four school sites were included 
in the study with overall engagement of 160 primary school and kindergarten children as well as 150 parents.  
This is a very small sample, and would be viewed as only a pilot study.  So keeping this in mind it is important to 
acknowledge that the study is unlikely to be able to capture the diversity of children’s experiences and depending 
on the demographics of the study sites is likely to depict only a very certain type of experience of the city by a 
certain group of children. Therefore, it is impossible to generalize these results across the whole city population of 
children. So even though the conclusion of the study might be that overall the study revealed most children 
considered their experience of living in Astana as a positive one and Astana was child friendly – we can only 
really conclude this for the group of children surveyed. A better conclusion might be “For the children and parents 
who participated in the study the study revealed they considered the City of Astana to be friendly to the child and 
parents”.  From the results it was clear that security and safety, school and personal life for these children was not 
a concern but the greatest concerns focused on the quality off health care and social services with a quarter or 
one in four children saying they were at an insufficient level as did 27% or almost a third of children saying work, 
play and leisure activities were not a strong point. The city was one of the only cities to include specifically the 
results from their implementation of the governance assessment tool.  The governance tool is used to allow a city 
to ask itself what is it they are or are not doing and to identify those gaps. It is useful to see even if something 
exists such as strategy on children’s rights whether everyone is aware of its existence. So providing that level of 
feedback can be very helpful on planning especially in terms of education and communication within the domain 
of the government officials themselves. Overall the concluding statements from the report illustrate a strong 
commitment by the city to address health issues, to work closely with families who are hard to reach and may find 
themselves marginalized or disadvantaged.  Finally in response to the identified needs the strategic plan contains 
85 actions based around the 10 key themes. These actions range from improving the city environment especially 
in terms of access and mobility – safety of elevators, security on residential buildings, developing a network of 
cross walks and bike lanes to improving the social status of family by valuing the role of parents, preventing child 
neglect and abandonment, and implementing complex measures aimed at preventing the number of social 
orphans and reducing the number of children living in residential institutions. The action plan is extensive and 
provides an important road map of where the city officials need to focus their attention to make a significant 
difference in children ‘s lives in the city.  
 
Overall, I believe the city has provided a very detailed account of its progress and they show a willingness to work 
towards improving the life conditions of children and families. In the next stage of recognition to be a child friendly 
cities they will need to consider how to better engage with children across the whole city and ensure they are 
including the voices of those who are mostly invisible and silent. It is imperative that activities such as free 
hotlines, and or open door services are available for children to discuss their concerns, and that if a full scale 
survey is to be conducted in the city to provide a baseline of children’s experiences then it would be important to 
address the inequalities and ensure all cohorts of children are represented (i.e. children living in poverty or 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, children with disabilities, children in care, older children young ones, a gender 
balance etc.. ). Astana has a key role to play in the child friendly cities movement as a new city still being built, it 
can pave the way for innovation, be a leader and an educator to other cities across the Republic of Kazakhstan 
on the ways forward to be truly authentic in its quest to be a model modern child friendly city.  
 
City of Satpayev (Karaganda Oblast)  
 
The report for the City of Satpaev like Pavlador provides an extensive situational analysis of the city, providing 
valuable background information about the city and the preparation of the report. Unlike Kyzlorda with a 
population of children in the city around 40%, Satpaev has a similar percentage of many international developed 
cities and cities of Kazakhstan of around 30%. The city reports that it has been working towards full coverage of 
preschool education and the focus on providing pre-school mini-centers to help take up demand is to be 
commended. Certainly without the infrastructure providing some of these alternative possibilities to provide 
access for even those in neighbourhoods where preschool centres will not be built in the immediate future, it is 
significant. Currently the coverage is sitting on just over 50% of total demand, this is an increase of 20% in the 
immediate term. Also significant has been the focus and extension of learning in these preschool centres in 
Kazakh language and the desire to implement innovative curricula and support to encourage and aid inclusion of 
children with special needs.  
 
Reading through the report the section on priority directions in the city for children and young people, there is a 
strong focus on participatory events and activities. These are great and the city is to be commended on such 
activities that promote self-governing, young people’s representation in visions and future thinking for the city, 
family traditions and forums to support children’s health and well-being. It is important to ensure these activities 
encourage and support all children in the city and while it is valuable that adults create opportunities for children it 
is equally important that children have input into designing activities for themselves. I think this is even more true 
of children and youth in disadvantaged and at risk situations who may not have a family situation that supports or 
encourages children’s participation in these authority lead processes. It is important to be sensitive to this and by 
documenting who comes to the events, what demographic, is it only middle class children or is the city reaching 
the often hard to reach groups of children? If not how will the city focus their attention to do this? It was noted also 
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that many initiatives have been set up to support the protection of children and this hard to reach group will likely 
fit into some of these categories. The hotline is a useful tool as is a child community liaison officer. In many cities 
around the world I have seen these put into action and they work well, the idea that a community officer acts as 
an ombudsperson and ambassador who will assist children in crisis. Hot meals, heath education in schools and 
summer camps are also important and valuable initiatives for supporting children and youth from disadvantaged 
families.  
 
To provide direct information from children, young people and their community to inform the strategy the city 
engaged in a series of activities including a survey with 2347 children aged 8-16 years old. Parents of preschool 
and school age children were also surveyed alone with specialists within child services. This is a significant 
sample size but without a tabulated overview of the sample it may be that the sample represents only one 
location, maybe a well off middle class suburb? For example, does it include a sample of children from low socio 
economic neighbourhood? children from an orphanage? children with special needs? How might their responses 
be different? My other concern about the survey results was the writing up of the results. The feedback in report is 
very vague and could be strengthened by actual graphs attached to actual results from the children according to 
their age, gender and location. For example, the results are recorded as 100% of children said they like to live in 
the city, 100% of children said they have someone to can discuss their concerns with, 100% can participate in 
festivals or events with people of different cultures. It would be very unlikely all children would say yes to all these 
responses unless the survey was conducted in groups and these are groups responses or the capacity to 
respond was limited to a yes or no answer rather than a Likert scale8. Without any information about the 
methodology used in the surveys investigations it is impossible to be able to evaluate the quality of the 
responses. For the Board to be able to make a decision on the quality of the participation of children and young 
people in these investigations and whether the responses are representative of all children’s experience, next 
time much more information would need to be available about the process. But putting this aside there is some 
very worthwhile information arising from the survey data – the children on the whole seem very satisfied with the 
quality of the city services and facilities, they feel safe most of the time, and a sense of community and supportive 
neighbours add to this. Children do note teachers don't often ask them about their opinions, this could be 
improved and the quality of the air and other ecological features was a concern for many parents and supporting 
adults, with an overall desire for more green spaces by all cohorts. Children with special needs were also an issue 
particularly in terms of recreation facilities and other integration issues were noted.  
 
This quick snapshot provides some real key insights into areas that I would expect to inform the strategy and the 
action plan. But when I look through the key actions for 2013 I did find it hard to see them represented. There 
were a lot of events for children, festivals, contests, day of games, launches of child friendly cities – these are 
lovely but don't really get to the real issues of how to integrate children with special needs into schools and 
playgrounds, addressing the lack of opportunity for decision making in schools for children, issues of air pollution 
and children’s health. There are a number of new playgrounds being installed it would be great to see that these 
provided for inclusive play by children with disabilities (action 7); also the same with the play complexes in the 
squares and parks (action 8). Other actions aren’t really for a children’s plan – such as action 12 a fountain in the 
Miners square. This is city improvement not specific for addressing children’s needs or rights. There were a 
number of actions focused on strengthening families and family culture – which is all very positive but in response 
to this there also needs to be some actions around how to reestablish children into their families who have been 
in outside of family care situations. Action 22 specifically deals with supporting children in orphanages but a 
campaign based on a social event or day can be seen as tokenistic while maybe actions that are based on day to 
day awareness and support of orphans is more to be encouraged and is more about bringing attention everyday 
to their plight rather than just on one day. The operation of a children’s website and the greening of the city are all 
great activities for children to be involved in, not just provided for them. Maybe a section on the website should be 
run by children in the orphanages or those with disabilities?  It would be great if those non- gifted children also 
had access to spend time with gifted children at the Summer camps.  
 
City of Almaty (Almaly district)  
 
The report for Almaty covers the Almaly district, which is located in the central historical district within the city of 
Almaty. It is deemed to be one of the elite districts of the city. The district has a population of approximately 
200,000 with a child population of approximately 40,000 – around 20% of the total population. This is fairly low 
percent of children probably because it is in a elite and more business district.  For those reasons it is probably 
less representative of the ‘mainstream’ experience of children across the whole city of Almaty. Although is a 
specific area within the city where many events and activities are held that are available for children from all over 
the area will attend. Some of the key activities that are the focus of child friendly cities in district include a focus on 
universal education provision. Special attention is paid to universal education issues and providing students with 
hot meals and resources to support them attending school. During the month and "Care" campaigns 3,453 
orphaned children left without parental care and children from poor and large families were provided with financial 
assistance for the purchase of clothing, shoes, stationery in the amount of 14 million 585 thousand tenge. In 2012 
the local budget allocated 3 billion 565 million 182 thousand tenge for food for students of the 1-4 forms, that is 
higher by 1 bln. 227 mln. tenge compared with 2011 
 
                                                             
8.  A Likert scale is a psychometric scale commonly involved in research that employs questionnaires. When responding to a Likert questionnaire 
item, respondents specify their level of agreement or disagreement on a symmetric agree-disagree scale for a series of statements. Thus, the 
range captures the intensity of their feelings for a given item. 
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To assist disadvantaged students, according to the "Rules for spending the funds allocated to provide financial 
and material aid to disadvantaged students and students from the needy families", approved by the Regulation of 
the Government of the Republic of Kazakhstan No.64 dated January 25, 2008, up to 3% of expenditure for 
routine maintenance of schools was provided in 2012 that is 731 million 432 thousand tenge. These funds were 
used for food, clothing, school supplies, recreation and leisure. In 2013 there are 12,163 students from low-
income families, among them 11,557 (95%) are provided with free meals. August 1 to September 30, 2011 “the 
Road to School” campaign children with specific needs were assisted in acquisition of portfolios, stationery, 
uniforms, food, etc. 10,149 pupils were provided for a total amount of 126 mln. 373 ths. tenge. There are no 
children’s houses in Almaly district but the Almaly district has a child allowance that is assigned to families with 
children who need support - 107 families with 221 children. The amount of payments totaled to KZT 2,484,650. 
Preschool provision has been a significant area that the district has been addressing as part of its universal 
education campaign. In the city there are 224 pre-school education institutions, with total number of 36,000 
children, which is by 2,645 children more than in the previous school year. The city has officially only 158 
kindergartens this is much lower then in 1982 when there were 334 kindergartens with 65,900 children and 4,140 
teachers.  This low number now is due to the privatization and conversion of many kindergarten buildings after 
independence. 723 pre-school organizations, with a total number of 41,585 children, including 146 budget 
organizations; Coverage of children aged 5-6 years old with a preschool training in the city is 71.2%. The waiting 
list to enroll the children to kindergartens is 23,800 children. More than 60,000 of preschool-aged children receive 
education at home. During 2012 there was in place the construction of 9 new kindergarten facilities to 
accommodate for a further 1160 children. This rebuilding in the district is very typical of what I have seen reported 
across all the cities in Kazakhstan and again goes back to my opening section of the report about the need to put 
this into a socio-cultural context. It is important to put numbers such as these in Almaly district on the kindergarten 
provision into the historical context through which they have been influenced. This significant rebuilding of social 
infrastructure is critical to a child friendly city and acknowledges the value placed on addressing these serious 
concerns for fair and equitable access for all children to education.  
 
In early 2013 from January 14 - February 28 the regional public education and non-school organisations 
conducted a survey with children to assess the child friendliness of the district of Almaly.  The questionnaires 
involved 3,600 students of educational institutions of Almaly district (including 1,920 girls and 1,680 boys aged 10 
to 17 years), 400 parents of preschool children, 580 parents of elementary school students and 240 professionals 
providing services to children and families with children residing in this district. This number of children (3600) 
represents approximately 11% of the total population of children. This is significant sample size and while 
representative in the number of participants (sample should be between 5-10%) it is unclear if a demographic 
diverse representative sample was also considered. Some of the key findings from the survey are shown below 
under the survey headings.  My life and city - 100% of children like to live in the city, they can talk with adults 
about their concerns and participate in festivals or other events with people of different cultures and religions, 
spend their free time and relax in recreation areas, parks and gardens, play and exercise sports on the grounds 
and centers; 97% of children responded that they are involved in various out-of-school projects and programs; 
4.7% of the children did not take part in the planning of the city playgrounds; Air pollution and unsafe roads was 
remarked by 55% of children; 100% of the children reported that they feel themselves morally safe even when 
they are walking alone.  My school - 100%, the school boys and girls are treated equally, regardless of their 
dress, religion, race or culture; 100% of children in the school feel themselves safe, know their rights, receive 
enough information about sex and the importance of using condoms, about HIV / AIDS and prevention of 
unwanted pregnancy and sexually transmitted diseases, and about proper nutrition; 16% of children reported that 
the teachers do not ask their opinions about the school and how effectively it is managed. My private life - 100% 
of the children said that they have easy access to the toilet at home and outside it, have safe drinking water, there 
are people who are not native to them, but they trust and these people help them if they would face a threat of 
violence or bullying. Results from Parents and Professionals - 14.9% of parents indicated that the grounds for 
games are designed in such a way they cannot be used by children with physical disabilities. In terms of 
commenting on the process of the surveys without any information about the methodology used in the surveys 
investigations it is impossible to be able to evaluate the quality of the responses. It is very unusual to get a 100% 
response on any survey item if participants are completing surveys individually, so I am wondering if the surveys 
were done in groups? In a group scenario everyone will decide yes or no – do we like to live in the city? Yes or 
no? Whereas the actual CFC survey items ask children to rate their feelings about the city along a scale – this 
means you will always get a variance. I am not questioning the results but the need for the city to consider the 
best practice in process. If the surveys were completed in a group situation where children were asked to come to 
a consensus within the group them that is fine as a process as long as we know that is how it is done and the 
limitations this process has in terms of providing insight into the varied experiences children might have. But 
putting this question aside there is some very worthwhile information arising from the survey data that has been 
adopted into the strategy and action plan.  It was important to see that the strategy for this district had addressed 
some of very fundamental issues around inequalities of the support and services provided for children from 
disadvantaged or in difficult life situations. Of the nine trends they address in the strategy the following three in 
particular strike me as critical in addressing the needs of the most hard to reach children: Trend 4. Support of 
families with children, the placement of children in families; Trend 5. Disabled children and children with special 
needs; and Trend 9.Support of children in difficult life situation. Each of this strategy items has a goal and these 
goals I believe are fundamental to the delivering the strategy actions. These goals have been very well written 
and show great commitment and insight into the needs of children who have found themselves in very difficult 
and challenging circumstances. Trend 4: Support of families with children, the placement of children in families; 
Goal: assistance in the strengthening the family and marriage, observing the right of each child to live in a family, 
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improving the life quality of families with children, creating conditions for cooperation of children and adults, 
interrelation of teachers and parents aimed to support and develop the physical, psychological and moral health 
of the students; Trend 5: Disabled Children and Children with Special Needs. Goal: ensuring all necessary 
conditions for life, development and integration into society and non-discrimination in all social spheres of life of 
society. Trend 9: Support of Children in Difficult Life Situation. Goal: To ensure the psychological-medical-social 
support of rehabilitation and remedial measures for children in difficult life situation, if possible to prevent such 
situations.  
 
Finally, it was pleasing to see the city had considered how to communicate their results to the community and 
especially the children. The following strategies have been identified in order to inform the community: placement 
of implementation progress reports in Internet; speech of the heads of the executive authorities about the main 
trends and priorities of the policy on the childhood and family in mass media, on television; operation of hot line 
on the issues of the child friendliness; regional talk shows, forums, workshops; and publication of the results of 
interviews with regard to the appraisal of the Strategy implementation progress by public.  
 
City of Kyzlorda 
 
The City of Kyzlorda with close to 40% of children being under 18 years old, has a high population of children 
compared to most cities in Kazakhstan and others in high income nations. The indicator data in the report is a 
little confusing to understand, maybe this is through the translation process, but enrolment in school for example 
seems very low. Under age 5 mortality rates of 20.7 per 1000 are higher than the country average of 33 yet infant 
mortality rates are lower at 16.7 per 1000 than the country average of 29 er 1000. There was some reference to 
1000 respondents completing a social survey but no evidence of the survey data – or break down who filled in the 
surveys and what surveys were used? Without any evidence or results to draw on it is hard for them to determine 
how the strategy and the 68 actions might relate to real issue identified by the city officials and by the community, 
including young people. Having said this the many of the actions are very practical support individual groups of 
children such as those children with special needs and disabilities including supporting their parents and families. 
The focus of the strategy and the action plan is on improving the life conditions of children in the city and 
providing a proactive attitude to life for all children.  The assets audit, evaluating the child friendliness of places for 
children in the city was well executed and shows that to start to build a child friendly city quite a number of 
facilities could be enhanced. The key characteristics are based on a previous work with young children in 
Australia so it might be that as an ongoing exercise these characteristics might be changed based on the views of 
children in the city of Kyzlorda, but as a starting point it was good to see the city completed this task adequately. 
Recently on website I came across this news footage from Kyzlorda that identified some key challenges for the 
city around maternal health. This type of open transparent dialogues about what needs to be done are important 
and valuable. It is good to see that the health department is looking at preventative measures and should be 
commended to continue to consider ways of preventing rather than treating problems that will impact on children’s 
quality of life pre and post natal.  Deputy Head of the regional health department Lyailya Kultaeva (BNews) "The 
region suffers from iron deficiency, every second woman has problems with the kidneys and heart. These women are not 
always serious about family planning, and in spite of number of diseases addressed, they are going to give births. Children are 
often born prematurely from women with poor health. Some children barely weight 500 grams. They survive thanks to the 
modern equipment and newborn intensive care units, which we have at our hospitals," she said.  "We need to actively explain to 
the population that health care is not only a matter of the state health care system, but a personal responsibility of each person. 
To prevent and reduce maternal and infant mortality rates in the Kyzylorda region are a big job. We have an opportunity to send 
women with pregnancy pathologies to the National Research Center for Maternal and Child Health. But it is necessary to 
enhance the responsibility of Kazakhstan citizens of their health. The women with cardiac system’s disorders often have 
children with heart defects. But this can be avoided if they are examined and treated in time and  plan a pregnancy" 
 

 
 
Photo credit: @KAREN MALONE 
In Karaganda City, Kazakhstan, May 2013, Early Child Educators and children at a well resourced 
and quality kindergarten for children with special needs. Educators on the floor working closely with 
children on their fine motor skills, cognitive and social development.  
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4. Key Recommendations for Child Friendly Cities Recognition 
 
Recommendation 1: Identifying key roles and responsibilities 
 
Identifying and articulating the key roles and responsibilities of key individuals and groups will be essential in 
order for the implementation of the model to be phased into more cities. There have been a number of changes in 
the names of specific groups throughout the development process so now these coordination groups and their 
names have been established it is important that a Terms of Reference is provided for them that connect directly 
to the steps in phase 1 and phase 2 of the models.  Below is a summary overview of the key roles and 
responsibilities of the main individuals and groups as a starting point.  
 
1. The national child friendly cities coordination board with support of UNICEF and the cities should provide a detailed overview 
outlining the terms of reference, roles and responsibilities for each group who will be engaging in the process.   

 
Key Roles and Responsibilities  
 
National Child Friendly Cities Coordination Board  
General Coordination of the initiative 
Provide current supporting documentation on website  
Inform regional offices of cities from their region participating in the initiative 
Establish the final feedback and judging criteria for phase 1 & phase 2 of assessment and recognition model 
 
UNICEF Country Office 
Provide support to the National CFC Coordination Board 
Communicate and liaise between UNICEF International and National CFC Coordination Board of any new initiatives, documents resources.  
Provide advice to cities coordinating unit when appropriate 
 
City Mayor (Mayors office)  
Enroll the city in the initiative and sign the pledge 
Communicate the cities pledge to be involved in CFC to the community 
Constitute the membership of the cities child friendly cities coordinating unit  
Provide financial and administrative support for the unit to be able to operate 
 
Child Friendly Cities Coordinating Unit 
Establish a terms of reference for the unit and identify key roles for individuals based on their skills and knowledge 
Identify and upload data on the CFC INDEX on regular basis 
Update at least once a year new data for the CFC INDEX 
Develop and finalize CFC report and action plan at the preparation phase  
Develop and finalize the portfolio at the recognition phase 
Document and report on civic mobilization and child/youth participation projects  
Organize and support the development of the feedback Community organization 
Communicate the activities of the unit to the community especially its children and parents in a transparent and open manner. 
 
Community/Youth Organization 
Establish a terms of reference for the group and establish a time line  
Prior to receiving the final portfolio developed by city for its recognition read available resources and in particular the judging criteria  
Provide opportunities for individuals to seek feedback from the groups they represent 
Collate and document feedback in a timely manner and send to the National CFC Coordination Board 

 
Recommendation 2:  Provide a city context in the first report  
 
Providing in the initial report a well constructed and detailed background to the report that includes information 
about the city, its role in the CFC program so far, and also its history, unique cultural nuances, urban planning 
and development I the past and its future aspirations, the environment, the positives and the negatives, an 
overview of employment trends and industries, population trends and any other significant characteristics that 
allows people form outside of the city to understand about the context of children’s lives.  There is only need for a 
city to do this once as the baseline report acts a kind of foundation a beginning point from which the city then 
launches its ongoing documentation and reporting. The report from Pavlador city is a very good example of how a 
city has put together this very detailed contextual situational analysis of the city and its history to frame their 
strategy and actions for children. This background information then nicely acts as the launching point for the 
detailed information about the children and their specific needs.  
 
1. All cities should be encouraged to create a detailed historical, cultural and situational analysis of their city as the 

background and to build a ‘context’ for their city from which their CFC data will then be launched.  
2. This background information should include information on the cities such as its history, culture, environment, employment, 

businesses and industries, population trends and finally its families and children.  
 
Recommendation 3:  Supporting standardized assessment and monitoring  
 
The following are key recommendations that could be incorporated into the assessment and recognition process 
to ensure a standardized assessment and monitoring system. The idea of a standardized system allows for better 
comparison between cities, it also helps to guide cities that may feel a lack of guidance can be a barrier and a 
hindrance rather than adding flexibility and freedom.  
 
1. The National Child Friendly Cities Coordinating Board should provide a standardized package of self-assessment tools to 

support cities to conduct assessment.  Cities will not be limited to these tools but a minimum requirement of assessment 
should be expected using the standardized tools.  
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2. A sample size should be included as part of the assessment package. The children’s sample should be around 5% of the 
child population and include a diverse cross section of children ensuring all sub-groups within the city are represented 
(ethnicity, gender, disability, socio-economic, age) 

3. Data obtained from indicators should be used to set baseline as starting points for the cities ongoing monitoring of 
improvement and strategies with the standards for verification of data being set by the coordinating board.  

4. Outcomes from the monitoring should guide the cities authorities on the choices of what will be effective policies, strategies 
and initiatives for reaching targets and improving children’s lives.  

5. Informal formative evaluation of different indicators should be used to monitor how cities are going along the way allowing 
them to modify any of their activities rather than waiting until the end of the yearly-targeted cycle of monitoring.  

6. Summative evaluation on a yearly basis should support authorities to make judgments about the impact of the citywide 
initiatives and inform the decisions made by city authorities about how to plan strategically for the future. 

7. Cities and municipalities should evaluate their progress both internally and externally. Internally the municipality or city is 
evaluating progress and impact according to initial baseline data and targets and goals it has set for improvement. Then 
externally they can compare progress according to comparable cities within the country or internationally using the Child 
Friendly Cities Index and universal indicators.  

8. A city should seek to represent all minority groups of children. It is recognized there are limitations (particularly in the first 
cycles of cities monitoring) for a city to be able to represent all the internal inequalities represented across a city but would, 
at the first moment, work with aggregated numbers from the cities, aiming in the future to reduce the internal inequalities. 

9. Cities should provide evidence over time of having addressed and reduced those internal inequalities across small cohorts 
of disadvantaged children (i.e. children with disabilities, immigrant children, rural children, children in poverty), and should 
try to work towards reducing them, even if that was not visible (or measurable) in the first certification cycle. 

10. The National Board should identify a standard for addressing inequalities. For example, if could be recommended that to 
maintain recognition, after the first cycle a city must show they have addressed city-wide inequalities by providing 
disaggregated neighbourhood level data on at least 50% of the key indicators and at least one indicator in each of the sub-
indices.  

 
Recommendation 4: Connecting to the ongoing regional and international UNICEF Child 
Friendly Cities movement 
 
The UNICEF International Child Friendly Cities certification process will function as a powerful global tool for 
mobilizing resources to improve, monitor and evaluate the impact of local government social policies, services 
and actions for children and young people.   The UNICEF International Child Friendly Cities certification involves 
more than monitoring and evaluating quantitative indicators, although the incorporation of the UKID Index9 will 
allow cities to measure their progress, both against other like cities, as well as their own individual progress over 
time. UKID is a part of the whole CFC certification process. It is the standardized, quantitative ‘backbone’ of the 
accreditation, in addition to the qualitative goals and targets. By participating in the CFC certification process, a 
city agrees to adopt the UKID index as well as the other measures. However, UKID can also be used as a stand-
alone tool in cities in countries where there is little capacity, where there is no UNICEF Country Office operating 
the CFC initiative. UNICEF has collaborated with Global Cities Indicators Facility (GCIF) to establish global CFC 
indicators and create UKID in order to assess child and adolescent wellbeing in cities.  The UKID index with the 
other elements of the certification package will connect cities through an internationally comparable framework, 
and thus enable cities to study their progress in comparison to other cities and regions, study the policy choices 
that create positive developments, and share innovative policy measures with one another. The international 
UNICEF Child Friendly Cities certification will support whole of city level mobilization, promote multi-sectorial 
engagement at a city, country and international level and allow for the comparison of data and exchange of 
experiences between similar cities and countries globally.  
 
The UNICEF CFC certification model has been adapted from the Brazilian UNICEF Municipal Seal of Approval 
combined with common elements derived from other national CFC accreditation programs currently in operation 
around the globe. In early 2013 an internal review was conducted of existing UNICEF CFC accreditation and 
certification programs, interviews were held with key representatives implementing those programs and an 
advisory group of stakeholder was established. This internal review informing the certification package is 
available from the UNICEF Child Friendly Cities website wwwchildfriendlycities.org.  The fundamental purpose of 
UKID and the international certification package is to ensure child friendly cities embark on evidence-based 
monitoring program so improvements in the lives of children can be documented longitudinally. Cities in a country 
with an existing country certification process can participate in UKID to enable them to have a global child 
friendliness ranking and then complete the requirements of their country level certification process to be a 
certified child friendly city.  
 

Summary of Possible City Certification Models 
1. Complete UKID Index – city only receives a Child Friendliness ranking not certification 
2. Complete UKID Index + Country CFC Certification process – city seeks to be a certified Child Friendly City  
3. Complete UKID Index + International CFC certification – city seeks to be a certified Child Friendly City 
 

1. For the next phase of implementation of the Kazakhstan assessment and recognition model it would be useful to consider 
how the national program can compliment the international program of monitoring and assessment of child friendly cities 
that is to be launched globally at the beginning of 2014. Kazakhstan could fall into the second category that is cities could 
use the data they are producing using the Kazakhstan National CFC Index to fulfill the requirements of the UKID Index – 
which would allow them to be given a global ranking of child friendliness. This global ranking would be outside of the 
national program of certification,that is in Kazakhstan to be called an assessment and recognition model.  

                                                             
9 Attachment four: Copy of UKID Index – global child friendliness ranking  
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5. Moving Forward – Key Challenges Ahead for Cities 
 
In the final section of the report I have identified the four key challenges I believe cities engaged in the Child 
Friendly Cities initiative will need to address. These are not new or unique challenges every city in the pilot 
identified them also as being area’s that will need to be addressed within their city. I encourage National 
Coordination Board and UNICEF to identify these challenges and make them priorities in the Child Friendly Cities 
moment in Kazakhstan and provide support to cities to work together sharing ideas and innovations on how to 
move these agendas forward. Through the city strategy and action plan, strategic well planned initiatives that will 
build momentum over time should be identified rather then one off events or activities that may provide some 
visibility to the issue but don't address the key cultural, social and political challenges that will need to be tackled 
utilizing a whole of city, whole of country approach.  
 
Challenge 1: Supporting the inclusion of children with disabilities 
 
Children with disabilities are among the most vulnerable members of society in Kazakhstan. They stand to benefit 
the most if and when they are universally counted in all areas of society including provision of education and 
health services, alleviating segregation and protection from abuse. Throughout Kazakhstan many children with 
minor and significant disabilities are separated from families and communities and placed in institutions, 
orphanages and other forms of social care. Most of these children are not included in aggregated statistics such 
as the ones reported on at the national or city level.  Of the families who wish to keep their children at home, 
community voluntary agencies have told the research team, that compounded with economic hardship families 
receive inadequate support or available infrastructure from government and as the community voluntary agencies 
have no guaranteed continuity in support parents often make the difficult choice to send their children away.  
According to the convention on the rights of people with disabilities segregating children violates their rights and 
sets up a lifetime of irreversible damage. During visits to the cities and in the reports it is clear there is a 
significant cultural shift going on across Kazakhstan to change this situation. Yet basic infrastructure such as well-
equipped mainstream schools, transport vehicles, lifts in apartment blocks, community health services are still 
lagging behind need.  Evidence reveals outside of the two largest cities, Astana and Almaty, where evidence of 
integration of children with disabilities into mainstream schools and society is being made, overall there is still a lot 
to be done.  In a country where babies and children have suffered directly the consequences of a history not of 
their making, exposure to degraded environments, heavy metals, radiation, and an array of other toxic pollutants 
in the water, soil and air, it is an ongoing problem that needs to be addressed country wide. The founder of 
Disabilities Rights International (DRI) Eric Rosenthal in the 2013 UNICEF State of Worlds Children report has 
called on “all governments to commit to prevent any new placements in orphanages. This is a significant 
challenge but should be a central indicator of country determined to fulfill its rights to all children”.  
 
Challenge 2: Supporting children in out of home facilities to return to their families and 
communities 
 
Most of the cities identified high on their agenda returning social orphans and/or displaced children back to their 
families and communities as a key target for the city over the next few years. Many cities showed the numbers of 
children in institutions and therefore living away from families had decreased dramatically over the past few years. 
The way forward is social, economic and cultural. How to ensure that communities are supported and families 
who are finding it hard to support their children are provided with support mechanism locally is critical. The 
evidence of community health services, community centres, meals in schools, textbooks provided to the poorest 
families, all these small initiatives can make a significant difference to a struggling family. Underlying these social 
issues are big economic issues around stable employment, income support and pay inequalities. In the large 
cities like Astana and Almaty there is evidence of flourishing economies and even those in employment at the 
lower end of the pay scale may be able to survive, but take these same jobs to the smaller cities and especially 
the regional and rural towns some distance form the major centres and families may find it impossible to sustain a 
quality existence. There are also cultural issue that need to be addressed that are left over from past times when 
the State did take a big responsibility in the care and well being of children. In a more individualized modern 
economy, like that one now in Kazakhstan, this view is substantially changing. To addressing the challenges 
ahead there will need to be a range of strategies that could include creating social and health support within local 
communities, a need to bolster minimum wages or at least subsidize families at the low end of the employment 
scale or those unemployed; educating people about how to manage with children at home especially children with 
special needs; the development of physical infrastructure to allow children to move more freely around the city 
and within buildings and to consider special support services for children to alert social workers of difficulties 
families may be having and preventing any escalation of issues early.  
 
Challenge 3: Supporting children’s participation and representing the inequalities of children’s 
experiences 
 
Participation of all children in key consultations and activities in the city, especially not just those children in 
mainstream schools and flourishing families is essential. It is essential to represent the inequalities of a city 
across the many children’s needs and provide specific opportunities for those children who are most 
disadvantaged, silenced and peripheral to have a voice and speak up about what they need in order to also 
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flourish and succeed. This needs to go beyond tokenistic or one-events where children are paraded out with 
music, dance, flowers or gifts. This is about setting up ongoing daily strategies to allow children and young people 
to speak about their experiences, good or bad, whether confidential or public. So online forums, weekly children’s 
forums, peer support and discussions, open helplines are just a few suggestions that have been identified by 
cities but there is a possibility for many more.  This issues of representation is considered in the recommendation 
around sample size, but I think it is isn’t important to remind cities it isn’t just about numbers, quantity but it is 
about the quality of participation and representation. So how we engage with the children, which children we 
engage with and who maybe invisible or silent.  
 
Challenge 4: Supporting city level monitoring of air and other environmental pollutants that 
have lasting impact on children’s health  
 
The effects of inhaling particulate matter on humans and animals include asthma, lung cancer, cardiovascular 
issues, respiratory diseases, birth defects, and premature death. Children are more vulnerable to airborne 
pollution because their airways are narrower than those of adults and because they have markedly increased 
needs for oxygen relative to their size. They breathe more rapidly and inhale more pollutant per pound of body 
weight than do adults.  Children, especially young infants are also have more fragile organs and are more 
sensitive to expose to pollutants. The time between conception and birth is perhaps one of the most vulnerable 
life stages, during which the environment may have tremendous immediate and lasting effects on health.! Early 
childhood is also a critical period for the continued development and maturation of several biological systems 
such as the brain, lung, and immune system and air toxics can impair lung function and neurodevelopment, or 
exacerbate existing conditions, such as asthma. The size of a particle is a main determinant of where in the 
respiratory tract the particle will come to rest when inhaled. Because of their small size, particles on the order of 
~10 micrometers or less (PM10) can penetrate the deepest part of the lungs such as the bronchioles or alveoli 
and cause significant health damage. Data for countries and aggregates for regions can be weighted to PM10 
levels in residential areas of cities with more than 100,000 residents. These estimates represent the average 
annual exposure level of the average urban resident to outdoor particulate matter. The state of a country's 
technology and pollution controls is an important determinant of particulate matter concentrations. Kazakhstan 
has relatively high PM10 concentrations although it has shown some significant deceases over the last decade. 
Country averages on any pollutants can hide real city realities so transparent and consistent city level monitoring 
of pollutants is critical in those cities that are already known to be experiencing high levels of child respiratory 
disease and other diseases known to related to air and other environmental pollutants. Increasing city and micro-
district based monitoring systems is critical especially in cities where seasonal changes or local level critical 
incidences may enhance rapid increases or decreases in pollutants. For example, strategies to protect children 
and alert families and communities could be designed locally and implemented alongside the large-scale disaster 
preparedness strategies, education and information programs.  

 

 
 
Photo credit: @KAREN MALONE 
In the City of Almaty, Kazakhstan, May 2012. A small group of children enjoying the green play spaces and recreation facilities available in their 
local neighbourhood. 
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Attachment One: Final Recognition and Assessment Models 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase One Preparation for Assessment and 
Recognition 
 

 
 

 
Phase Two Assessment and Recognition Model 
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Attachment Two: National CFC Index Indicators and Targets 
 
Kazakhstan)Child)Friendly)Cities)Index)Alignment)and)Targets 

)       
Child)Friendly)Cities)Index)

MDG!
*!

MTSP!
**!

GCI!
***!

KAZ!
****! !!National!Targets!

Children’s!Good!Start!to!life! !! !! !! !! !!

H
ea
lth

y!
St
ar
t!

Impact'indicators' !! !! !! !! !!

Infant!mortality!rate! х   х   
reduction till 14,1 by 

2013,  till 12,3 by 2015 
per 1000 live births 

Under!age!five!mortality!rate!per!1,000!live!births!
(MDG)! х         

Mortality!from!pneumonia!children!under!5!   х       

Mortality!from!diarrhoea!children!under!5!   х       
Mortality!from!trauma!and!toxication!children!
under!5!!!       х   
Percentage!of!pregnant!women!suffering!from!
anaemia!   х   х   

Maternal!mortality!rate! х       till 28,1 by 2013, till 
24,5 by 2015 

Number!of!suicides!among!children!and!youth!
under!18!per!100,000!child!&!youth!population!       х 

till 23,8 by 2013, and 
22,0 by 2015 per 
100,000 young 

population (age 15-17 )  
Percentage!of!coverage!by!antiretroviral!treatment!
(ART)!among!eligible!girls!and!boys!aged!0J14!years!
and!eligible!adolescent!girls!and!boys!aged!10J19!
years!(MTSP)!   х       
Tuberculosis!cases!among!children!under!18!per!
100,000!child!population!     х     

Process'indicators'           

Number!of!doctors!per!10,000!children!!       х   
Number!of!nursing!and!midwifery!personnel!per!
10,000!population!       х   
Percentage!of!children!under!12!months!who!have!
been!immunized!   х       
Percentage!coverage!by!triple!drug!regimens!of!
pregnant!women!living!with!HIV!   х       
Percentage!of!primary!healthcare!organizations!
adopted!integrated!management!of!childhood!
illnesses!and!care!for!development.!       х   

W
at
er
!&
!

Sa
ni
ta
tio

n!

Impact''indicators'           
Percentage!of!population!in!the!city/rayon!with!
access!to!improved!drinking!water!       х   

Percentage!of!occupied!houses!in!city/rayon!with!
access!to!centralized!hot!water!supply,!sewage!
system,!gas,!central!heating!and!bathrooms.!       х   

Children’s!Protection!from!Harm!

Pr
ot
ec
tio

n!
!

Impact''indicators'           
Number!of!child!deaths!from!road!traffic!accidents!
per!100,000!child!population!       х   
Number!of!crimes!committed!against!children!per!
100,000!child!population!!       х   
The!number!of!child!deaths!from!natural!disasters!
(fire,!floods,!muds,!extreme!temperatures!etc.)!per!
100,000!child!population!       х   
Number!of!children!on!police!registry!per!100,000!
child!population!       х   
Number!of!children!in!preJtrial!&!postJtrial!
detention!per!100,000!child!population!!       х   
Proportion!of!children!sentences!receiving!a!
custodial!sentences!       х   
Percentage!of!children!released!from!detention!
receiving!aftercare!       х   
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Number!of!children!in!special!schools!for!children!
with!offending!behavior!per!100,000!child!
population!       х   
Process'indicators'           
Existence!of!a!city!plan!of!action!for!disaster!
readiness!and!environmental!improvement!that!
include!children!       х   
Existence!of!support!services!providing!support!for!
victims!of!abuse!or!violence!!       х   
Number!of!family!support!centers!established!in!
cities!   х   х   
Number!of!youth!visits!to!Youth!Friendly!Services!
per!year!       х   

Children’s!Education!&!Knowledge!

Ed
uc
at
io
n!

Impact'indicators'         70%!

PreJschool!participation!gross!enrolment!ratio!       х 100%!
Percentage!of!children!with!special!needs!enrolled!
full!time!in!general!secondary!schools!       х 25%!
Percentage!of!children!with!disability!status!
enrolled!full!time!in!general!secondary!schools!       х   
Number!of!children!who!did!not!attend!school!for!
more!than!10!days!without!a!valid!reason!!       х   

Process'indicators'           
Schoolchildren/teacher!ratio!!       х   
Percentage!of!male!schoolJaged!population!enrolled!
in!schools!       х   
Percentage!of!female!schoolJaged!population!
enrolled!in!schools!!       х   
Number!of!schools!with!inclusive!classes!       х   
Number!of!children!with!offending!behavior!per!
100,000!child!population!       х   

Ac
ce
ss
!to

!In
fo
rm

at
io
n! Process'indicators'           

Number!of!internet!subscribers!per!1000!population!!     х х   
Percentage!of!schools!who!have!emergency!
preparedness!programs!and!regular!training!
simulations!       х   
Number!of!house!clubs!per!1000!population!       х   
Number!of!child!and!youth!media!available!in!the!
city/rayon!       х   

Children’s!Decent!Standard!of!Living!!           

So
ci
al
!E
qu

ity
!

Impact'indicators'           
Share!of!children!living!in!households!with!per!
capita!consumption!expenditure!under!minimum!
subsistence!       х   
Percentage!of!city!child!population!deprived!of!
parental!care!       х   
New!entries!into!the!residential!care!per!year!       х   
Proportion!of!children!in!formal!care!who!are!in!
residential!care!   х       
Proportion!of!children!in!formal!care!who!are!in!
alternative!care!(patronage,!guardianship!and!
kinship)!   х       
Rate!of!adoptions!per!100,000!child!population!       х   
Process'indicators'           
Percentage!of!children!out!of!total!child!population!
receiving!targeted!social!assistance!!       х   
Percentage!of!child!population!with!special!needs!
(0J18)!!       х   
Percentage!of!child!population!with!registered!
disability!(0J18)!       х   
Percentage!of!families!with!children!with!registered!
disability!receiving!subsidies!       х   
Number!of!social!workers!in!health!       х 1 per 10 000 
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population 

Number!of!social!workers!in!education!       х 
1 per 5000 child 

population 
Number!of!social!workers!in!social!welfare!for!
homeJbased!children!       х 1 per 5 children 
Number!of!cases!processed!through!an!established!
assessment!system!(gatekeeping)!       х   
Percentage!of!migrant!families!with!children!       х   
Percentage!of!vulnerable!families!with!children!       х   

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t! Impact'indicators'           

Index!of!air!pollution!       х   

Level!of!pollutant!emissions!per!1000!tons!       х   
Percentage!of!households!using!wood,!coal!or!other!
materials!for!heating!and!food!preparation!!           х 

 Children’s!Play!&!Cultural!activities!!

Pl
ay
!&
!

re
cr
ea
tio

n!

Process'indicators'           
Number!of!parks/playgrounds!for!children!per!1000!
child!population!       х   
Square!meters!of!public!indoor!recreation!space!!       х   

Hectares!of!public!outdoor!recreation!space!!       х   

Cu
ltu

ra
l!

en
ga
ge
m
en

t! '
Process'indicators'           

Number!of!child!or!youth!clubs!(including!children!
with!disabilities!and!other!marginal!groups)!
available!per!1000!child!population!!       х   

Children’s!Civic!Participation!

Pa
rt
ic
ip
at
io
n!

Impact''indicators'           
Percentage!of!children!who!participated!in!city!
decision!making!forums!or!consultations!!       х   
Number!of!children!including!disadvantaged!
children!who!participated!in!child!friendly!cities!
specific!project!or!activity!per!1000!child!
population.!!       х   
Number!of!children!including!disadvantaged!
children!!who!participated!in!data!collection!
activities!on!their!lives!per!1000!child!population!       х   
Number!of!schools!as!percentage!of!all!schools!who!
have!specific!programs!or!activities!to!ask!children’s!
opinions!including!disadvantaged!children!!!       х   
Functioning!mechanisms!to!promote!participation!
in!decisionJmaking!processes!by!disadvantaged!
children!and!adolescents!!       х   

Ri
gh

ts
!

Impact'indicators'         !!
Number!of!schools!offering!specific!curriculum!on!
children’s!rights!as!a!percentage!of!all!schools!in!city!       х !!
Percentage!of!city!budget!allocated!to!families!and!
children!   х     !!
Percentage!of!services!for!children!provided!by!
NGOs!(state!programs,!social!contracting)!       х !!

 
*!MDG!indicators!
**!MidJTerm!Strategic!Plan!(UNICEF)!indicators!
***!Global!Competitiveness!Index!(WEF)!indicators 

  
 

****!Kazakhstan!Relevant!indicators!
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Attachment Three: Workshop Agendas  
 
Workshop  1 Agenda, May 13 2012 (and repeated 4th October Eastern Kazakhstan) 
Pre9workshop)–)30#minute*presentation*by*Professor*Malone*at*the*CFC*national*forum*on*the*key*principles*and*model*
accreditation*for*Kazakhstan.!!
!
Time Activity (time) Personnel 
9 – 10.00   Introduction to guidelines and principles of CFCI and CFC 

accreditation  
1. Group activity: City introduction – “Where is our city in its 

child friendly cities journey?” (20 mins)  
2. Presentation: Overview key components and expected 

outcomes of the workshop activities. Introduction to the 
UNICEF CFCI and the Kazakhstan CFC accreditation 
model  (30mins)  

3. Group Question and Answer:  What more information do I 
need to know?  (10mins) 

City delegates 
Professor Karen Malone 
Professor Karen Malone,  
UNICEF Technical Staff and 
Delegates 

10.00-10.30  Morning Tea 
10.30 -
12.30 

Child and youth participation 
1. Presentation: Why children and young people’s 

participation? (30mins) 
2. Focus group activity at tables:  Identifying key issues and 

challenges to engaging children and young people. What 
strategies do and can we put in place to engage children 
and young people?  (60mins) 

3. Presentation: Sharing to the group four key 
issues/challenges and strategies to overcome (30mins)  

 
Professor Karen Malone 
Delegates 
Each table reports back to the 
main group.  

12.30-1.30  Lunch  
1.30 – 3.30 Child Friendly Cities accreditation portfolios 

1. Presentation: Introduction key components of portfolio 
(15minutes) 

2. Presentation and group discussion: Implementing and 
analysing the governance tool; Developing baseline data; 
City-wide resolution; Asset Audit  (60minutes)  

3. Workshop activity: Evaluating the child friendliness of 
children’s play spaces (45mins)  

 
Professor Karen Malone 
 
 
Delegates 

3.30- 3.45  Refreshment break  
3.45-5.30 Planning next steps 

1. Workshop activity: Brainstorming city delegates 
identify next steps to start their accreditation journey  
(40 minutes) 

2. Sharing – What will I do tomorrow to get things 
started? Share with group one thing. (30minutes) 

Feedback, Questions & Answers (30 mins)  Closing (5 mins)  

City delegates 
One delegate per city 
Professor Karen Malone, 
UNICEF Technical Staff and 
Delegates 
Representative Committee Child 
Rights and Protection  

)
Workshop  2 Agenda 8th October 2012  
!
Time Activity (time) Personnel 
10.00 – 
12.00    

Developing child friendly strategies and actions plans 
1. Introductions where are we up to?  (20 mins)  
2. Presentation: Developing child friendly strategies and 

actions plans (40 mins)  
3. Activity: Exploring in groups key characteristics of different 

strategies and action plans – presenting to the group  
(30mins) 

4. Presentation: Devising child friendly budgets (30mins) 

 
Delegates 
Professor Karen Malone 
City delegates 
 
UNICEF Technical staff 

12.00-1.00  Lunch  
1.00 – 
3.00pm 

Evaluating and Monitoring progress 
4. Presentation: Evaluating and monitoring progress 

(30mins) 
5. Focus group activity at tables:  Brainstorming possible 

evaluation/monitoring activities using the key types and 
purpose of evaluation as a framework. Identifying key 
issues and challenges to devising evaluation activities 
What strategies do and can we put in place to engage 
children and young people?  (20mins) 

6. Presentation: Sharing to the group four key 
issues/challenges and strategies to support evaluation 
and ongoing monitoring (10mins) 

7. Feedback, Questions & Answers (15 mins)  

 
Professor Karen Malone 
Delegates 
 
Each table reports back to the 
main group.  
 
Professor Karen Malone, 
UNICEF Technical Staff and 
Delegates 
 

3.00- 3.30  Refreshment break  
!
!
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Attachment Four: UNICEF International Child Friendliness UKID Index  
 
 

 


